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Abstract

West European security implicstions of five alternative
defense zcenarios are assezzed for the period 1985 to 20064.
The main characteristics of the five scenarics, one by one,
are 1) current nuclear and conventional posture, £ H
submarine based, West Eiropean strategic nuclear force, no
tactical or  land-based rnuclear weapong, but current
conventional posture, 3) Same as <) a3 regards nuclear
posture, but a ‘high-technology area defense with low
mobility, 4) No rnuclear uweapons at all, territorial
high-technology defénse of sofe mobility, and 37 Ho military
defense., but defense budget gpent on international conflict
prevention.

Security is appraised with repect to nuclear destruction
and with respect to foreign occupation. Scenario 1 iz folnd
to lower security against nuclear destruction, scenarioc 4 ig
stable in this respect, an&'the remdining scenarios increase
security., Az for territorial occupdtion, scenairio 4 is again
stable, while all the other scenarios except number 5
improve security. These estimatés are based on the
azzsumption, that Western Europe carries through its
alternative defenze policy wunilaterally. Arms control
agreements with potenti§1 aggressors could improve security

under scenarios 3, 4 and 3,
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The purpoze of thiz papér iz to azaess the reliative
changés‘in'west Euhopean seclurity resulting from & rumber of
alternative de?énse-poticg implementationz. Each will be
described  in terms of a Hefénse planning and the
.correzponding.set of political actions which will gradually
change the defense posture from the present one into the "
"goaliscenario" for each alternative.
 First I give & brief description of each goal zcenario
and the path leading to it. The time frame is typically to :
the end of the century, but some of the scenarioé mag take
more time to implement. After having presgented the |
scenarios, their security implications are discuzsed and

compared.

SCENFRIO 1

The first scenario iz the outcomé of current defensze
planning. It basically rests on a nuclear plus  conventional
ard possibly a chemical-biological force posture, each
.having many comporents that differ iv usze and purpose. The
aim iz to be able to face up to any aggression or
comb;nation of aggressions with a Measured rezponse and the
ability to contial éscaiation step by step.

The framework for this force postiure is a military
alliance, HNATO, which makez {t possible for its West
Europeaﬁ members to supﬁlg assistance to each other {n case
one {g attacked, and to involve the United States from the
beginning of 2 conflict, through its forces and weapons
deployed in Nestern Europe, and later through reinforcement.
programmes., |

A wide range of ruclear veapons, and possibly also some
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chemical ones, are stored in lestein Eurepe, Some bélaﬁg to
the country where thelj are stored, but many are owned by the
United States, These include bittlefield weapons, tactical
and semi-ztrategic mizsiles, air-launched bombz and a number
of strateqic weapons.

The final step of ezcalation might involve the strategic
weapons in the United States or on their strategic bombers
and submarines. . _ .

The present arsendl of ruclear mizsile warheads for uze
in 2 European conflict {s distributed on three kinds of
launch platforms’ ground-based onegd <(fixed or mobile),
air-based oned <(bomb or mizsile carrying planes) and
sei-based ones (notably submarines). Table I givez a summary
of the distribution of all fuclear warheads on launch
platforms and ranges. The range 18 tdken as the combined
range of carrier and mizsile.

A substantial conventional army, navy and air force is
kept in Western Europe, with emphasis on combat aircrafts,
helicopters and artillery with 4 wariety of szshort range
misziles, and comprising a large number of trained goldiers
(Tab{; I,

The current threat perception involves an invasion by the
Soviet Union and ite Warzaw Psct allies. Such an invasion is
to be met at first by a "forward defense”. that iz one will
attempt to stop the ene&g at the borders and preferably on
his zide. Tactical weaponz will be used if the enemy makes
too much progresa, or if he uses them, and strategic nuclear
weapons will be used, when it iz judged that an acceptable
settlement carnot be reached by lsztting the “theater war"

coantinue.
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As the Soviet Union continugs to improve itz faorce
postu#e bg.intﬁoducing more reliable aﬁd more controllable
wéapons and carriers, the West European defense plaﬁning is
seen as‘inevitéblg involving the same steps. Above that, it
should make use of Mestern superiority in electronic
technology to accelerate the sophistication of new. weapons
and control systems (target analyzis and homing devices,
automatization “of  battlefield analysis and  command
frstrictions). The result is expected to Be the ability to
detect ernemy actions far’ behind the front line, and to
preemptively attack zecond and third echelon forces,
airfields, etc. ("deep strike"), | .

Although the main requirements for this type of defense
development is in the intelligence gathering and real-time
analysis fields (Anon., 1384a), it is alac expected that new
types of military harduare will be needed: Multiple launch
systems for tactical use (Feazel, 1384), intermediate range
Perzhing=2 mizsiles (a few of which alpeady deployed), long
range ground launched cruise mizsiles, ddditional submarines
for French and British forces, new French submarine launched
baII;stic missiles (M-4) and stepwise modernization of
Bﬁitiéh submarine launched misgiles (Chevaline system and
later the Tridént-1 and -2 alsc used by U.S. submarines)
(SIPRI, 1983). neu tactical aircrafts Jin France Mirage
2008N,. in the U.K. S;a-Harrier) and intermediate range
fighter-bombers with improved missile equipment (in France
ASMP and later MS missiles deployed on 3 reduced number of
Mirage=4 planes, presently carrying free-fall nuclear bombs,
in the U.K. replacement of Buccaneer f{ighter-bombers by

Tornadoes - missile equipment not dizcloszedd. The U.S. is
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going to deploy more cruize missilez on aircrafts (Arkin et
al., 19843 and ships, and it will build new ground launched
mizsiles (the MX mizsile), B-1 bombers and later the ATB
plane with ‘"stedlth" capability. Along with this
deveIOpment; command and control aystems will be highly

improved, using wvery large scale integrated circuits for
real-time friend or foe identification. target imaging and
submarine detection. and hardening commatd and control
- centers against electromagnetic pulses and mizsile attacks.
Furthermore, consideration iz given to missile defenze
systems such az hypersonic interceptor mizziles and later
space launched boost-phase interceptors  (Anon., 1384b:
Adams, 1383, Morrison, 1984, Robinson, 1384, Garuin et al.,
1384, Arkin, 1383).

The Soviet Union is responding to the MWATO build-up by
forward deployment of 355-21/22/23 missiles in East European
neighbour countries, by introducing interceptor airplanes
(MIG-31) with =zpecial "anti deep strike" capabilities
(Anon., 1384c), and by increazing the number of (5U-24)
fighter-bombers and attack helicopters. With rezpect to
m ssi]e defense and space war technologies, the Soviet Union
may have a 1-2 year ledd over the United Statez. The current
Soviet command and control system is fairly vulnerable, but
it could be improved, for example by moving CC satellites to
higher orbits. |

It is evident, that this "businegss as usual” scenario
does not have any "endpoint”. It {3 a model of a continued
arms race encompdzsing all technology fronts. Scenario 1 is
the military equivalent of the "unlimited economic growth”

paradigm wellknoun from zocial debates in the 1378ies. The



- 6-
' basic philozophy behind = scenario 1 i3 that "we" must
demonstrate our abilitg to fight through any type of war,

including nuclear wars.,

SCEMARIO 2

The zecond zcendrio | is centered around the
(re=Jintroduction of the detzrrence strategy. The deterrence

icn of

[ 4]

of a potential aggrezsor would result from pozses
means to achieve A) aszured deztruction of his leadership,
and B> the infliction of unacceptable damage to his soéietg
a£ large. |

The threat against enemy leadsrship is important because

it iz the leadership that decidez to effectuate the

~aggrezzion. It should know that leaders will be the first to

go. In order to assure thiz, a substantial number of wery

destructive Wedpons must be directed a4t any conceivable

locale of ernemy leadership_(with multiple targeting of each

location). The threat of inriicting unacceptable damage

could be based upon high-yield rnuclear afmed mizciles

targeted at population centers (as in the late 1935@ies),

Mo facilities for fighting protracted, limited or
tactical nuclear wars sre needed in this scenario. Therefore
the nucleapr érsenals can be greatly reduced. Mesterh Europe
would get rid of 31l land-bazed nuclear arms C(including
those owned by the United States), and it would be natural
to restrict the deterrent nuclear force to long-range
zubmarine-launched ballistic missiles. This is because the
addition of air-launched balliztic missiles (on alrcrafts of
which 3 certain fleet would always have to be airborned

would make zupport airports abviocus targets for attempted



preemptive strikes. An asseszsment of the development in
relative vulnerability of bomber planes and submarines would
from time to time be used to decide whether both are needed
or not. AE prezent it would seem that the advantagé of only
possessing submarine-based nuclear arme by far ocutweights
any doubts on the development of relative wulnerability over
the rext 16-13 years.

TR certain conventional force haz to be retained in
Nestékﬁ Europe, in order to make sur;” that only masgive
azgsaults may lead to the release of the deterrent weapons.
Scenario 2 zimply assumes that the current conventiondl army
iz kept, but that its nuclear components are removed. This
would have little organiziatorial effect, becausze the army is
alreddy trained to conduct 3 conventioral war through all
ita phases, in case thé conditions for nuclear escalation
remain unsatisfied.

It doez not matter for thiz scenario, which policy the
Harszaw Pact puravesz. If the enemy launches an attack which
does not appear to be contsinable by uze of lest European
conventional forcez. or if the enemy uses any nuclear
(perhape extended to chemicallbiological) weapons, then the
full-zcale rnuclear retalistion will be releaszed. It is this
automatic full-step ezcalation which constitutes the core of
deterrence.

Scenario 2 does not foresee arny need for an increase in
conventional strergth as long a3z the ultimate deterrent is
still nuclear. It would be natural to accompany scenario 2
with a West European pledge not to attack any MHarsaw Pact
member.

It has for some time been clear, that the United States
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would not use U.5. based strategic nuclear arms agaiﬁst the
Zoviet Union after a Soviet éitack solely directed at
Western Europe (Douglas=, 1528, p. 138; Kiss&nger:'19?9)1.
In line with scenario 1, the U.5. may in such a szituation
use itz Euraopean based ‘nuclear weapons in an attempt to
limit 2 nuclear war to Eurcpe. Since the arsendl deployed in
Western Europe at present and Aaccording to scenario 1
planning corntainzs increasing numbérs of intermedi#te and
long range missiles, it would become wery difficult for ezt
European politicil leaderz to control the situation. Only if
the Soviet Union attacks the U.S. mainland will full
'stréﬁegic retilistion be released. N

In the light of these obzervations, and because scenario
2 specifically calls for removal of all U.S. nuclear weapons
from Western Europe, then the strategic nuclear deterrence
force described will have to be lest Eukopean. The stenario
thus irvolvés an IWDEPEMDENT WEST EUROFERM STRATEGIC NUCLEAR -
FORCE ¢ISNF). I

This force must have sufficient strength to deter, and
zshould be'jointlg operated by the West European nations (or
at léast several of them). In scenaric 2, it would not make
sense for presently non-nuclear European vnations such as
Denmark not to be co-owner of thiz force, once it is purely
West European and once all tactical and land-based nuclesr

weapong have been removed.

SCEMARIO 2
This acenario is the zame asz zcenario 2 4s far as the
nu;léar policy concerns, that is it {nvolves an independent

strateqgic nuclear force (ISNF) cured and controlled jointly




by the West European countries for the purpose of deterring.

Howewer, the conventional defenze is modified from the
- present "forward defense”, which in zcenario 1 develops into
3 "deep strike defenze", to a "territorial deferse”,

H rnumber of territorial defenée posturesz for lestern
Europe have been discussedze The wvardiety enwisaging A&
fire-barrier forward defenze iz not considered here, because
it would allow the enemy to redch adywhere within the
fire=barrier cﬁnfinemeﬂt ‘bg using ekisting mizeile systems
of zuitable range. Scenarico 3 rather aszsumes an "area
defense” with decentralized unitz of modest mobility.

In principle, an "area défensze” could be highly mobile as
well as totally non-mobile. Yehiclez of mobility could
comprize bicycles, motorcycles and light trucks, the latter
allowing for light wmissile transport. Precision guided
munition ("PGM", Walker, 1381) plays a very important role
in all territorial defenze szcenarioz. It iz to be used
against airplanes as well as against tanks. PGM  launch
platforms are normally mobile but could alzo be fixed and
remotely controlled. Bome PGM weapons may be handheld,

The argument put forward by Agrell (1384), that
territorial defense must be centrally controlled and
therefore involve wulnerable command and control =sites, is
probably too peszimistic. The subterranean electronic
highway system (light guides and cables allowing a very high
denzity of information to be  tranamitted), which iz
currently instilled or being installed in most llest European
countries, could szerve a2 a wartime communication syztem
with lots of redundancy and substantial invulnerability. It

would therefore allow leadership and control to be highly
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decentralized and difficlilt to target, and would yet allow
full cross-communication ahd‘coﬁduction of well-coordinated
actions. . |

‘In order to ensure independence in 1t8 decizions, Western
Eurcpe must itself master the technology it uses. Thus both
the rnew  conventional technology (for PG weapons and
electronic command and control systems) and the strategic
tuclear technolagy <(for the ISNF) must be in the handg of
the West European countries. This means de:oupliﬁg Western
Europe from the technological arms race between the United
States and the Soviet Union, which stretches into many areas
irrelevant to d Western Europe followifig scenario 2. Hestern
Europe need not follow the United States space war efforts,
and‘it may develop electronic concepts and devicez more
compatible with the European sacene and the requirements of
an ares defense, as distinct from U, S, technology., which is
meant Lo zerve purposes outside Eurobe and hence may have
different design features,

The reasons for replacing the conventional type of
defenze by an area defense iz to ﬁemobg any offensive
posture and to eliminate targetz inviting for highly
destructive (nuclear) warhead use. This is the reason for
not  wanting to make the territorial defense too highly
mobile, in which caze it could be viewed by the enemy as an
instrument  for attack. If the defense were totally

stationary, it would exhibit some wulnerability, although a

0]

migzile attack on all zités known to the enemy would come
cloze to a total destruction of the area. Scenario 3 assumes
zome mobility (such as bikes or motorbikes), in order to

obtain maximum flexibility without appearing offensive.
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The zcenaris can be approdched unilaterally by Weztern
Europe. Should the Sowviet Union start uwse of nuclear
weapons, the ISNF will become released. Similarly if the
Soviet Union becomes unacceptably  "succeszful" ih a
conventional attack. The ultimate deterrent role of the ISHF
lendz the area defense a credibility wnwllifying the usual
criticizm (Dankbaar, 1524) of inefficiency against a blunt
nuclear sttack by the Soviet Unieon. -

SCENARIO 4
Scenario 4 consiste of a territorial defense for Weztern

Europe, without any nuclear component, that iz without the
strategic nuclear force of scenariczs 2 and 3.

The territorial defense will have to be more mobile than
in scenario 3, because it sShould be able to throw an enemy
back - out of the territory. There is no nuclear deterrence
that can be used in rnegociating an end to a conflickt, and
therefore the conventicnal territorial force must have some
offensive capabilitiez, although the range of poszible
actions should be kept as low as feasible, in order to
retain the advantages of not threathening the potential
enemies in ways which could fuel an arms race,

The territorial force of scenarioc 4 has to be
complemented by a  "super civil defense” capable of staging
civil discbedience campﬁigns and guerilla warfare. There may
be 3 zmooth connection between the territorial defence and
the civil defense, which would be operating once the enemy
haz qgained possessicn of the territory. The territorial

deferncze would comprize FGM weapons and advanced electronics,




- 12~
2.q. including automated battefield concepts.

It would szeem that the Dankbaar (1284) criticism of
territorial defenze concepts would be walid for scenario 4:
The enemy <ould 'sit at 3 safe distance and fire nuclear
miési}es until the civil population and political leadersz
has had enough and Submits to any coercive demands from the
enemy, Thus pbopoﬁentﬁ of scenario 4 will have to deal with

foreign occupation and ways of resgponding to it,

scEHARID 5
The final scenario presented 1is one basqd oh 3

non-military defense. It plans in the event of a foreign
aggression to focuz on ways of reacting to foreign
occupation, by civil discbedience and pozsibly by guerilla
activity. | o
| The main content of the zcenario iz an =ffort directed at
the cavses of war, and it phoposés‘to spend the money saved
.bg not having a military defense on international conflict
prevention. This could be in tHé torm of aésistahce to
regions with social problems, and by undertaking  an
initiating role in promoting better understanding and
furthering mnegociations between the superpowers and any
angrecsive regimes or mowvementz of international relevance.

Sanctionz in the form of political and economic pressures
could be used against nations unwilling to move in peaceful
directions. Historical analysis does not  warrant  much
optimizm regarding this approach; but it 1z conceivable that
individual  nations or groups of nationz embarking on
missions of conflict prevention will in return receive some

goodwill and along with it a reduced chance of Palling
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wictims to foreign aggression. Some would argue that on the
contrary, lack of a military defenzse will invite aggression
againzst countries moving towards gcenario 3.

Could one imagine 411 of WHestern Europe becoming a
demilitarized region? The closest example is that of Japan,
which for 3 number of eara has been more or less
T demilitarized. However, Japan has i defernse guarantee from
ﬁhe United St;tes; which 1;3 prezently tagihg advantage df
the military depandencg'ofrﬂJapan to influence Japanesé
defense policy Cincidentally in the direction away from the
previous non-military posture),

Western Europe does not have any effective nuclear
guarantee from the United States, and it would presumably
loge its conventional reinforcement agreement with the U.S5..
in cagse it went in the direction of demilitarization.
Scenario 3 would thuz involve a1 substantial disconnection of
Weztern Europe from the foreign policy of the United States.
Thiz would have the positive effect of dizengaging lestern
Europe from the ideologiral struggle of the U.S5. against
communizm and often even against social democracies. Few
people in Europe share U.3. wieus on thesze matters. On the
other hand, the actual danger of ideological crusades by the
Soviet Union in favor of its ztyle of communizm might
increase if lHestern Europe were to become demilitarized.

Would a chosen "Finlandization" of all of Western Europe
induce the Soviet Union to use political coersion based on
military threatz againzt such a4 lestern Europe without
military defense, and would the probability of actual
invasion increaszse? In the caze of Finland thiz has not

happened, bkut thiz may have something o do with the
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preventive effect of lest EuMOpean and U.S. opinion. If all’
oF‘uestern'Europg chosé scenario 3, a2 "world opiﬁion" would
have to be mobilized in order to possibly influence the
aggressor.

” Armguay, scenaric 5 accepts the poszzibility of an
invasion, conzidering it a minor e@il than a destructive
Chuclear) war. A number of options remain atter an invasion,
renderiﬁg it almost certain that the period of foreign

occupation will be finite although painful.

 ASSESSING WEST EUROPEAN
 SECURITY FOR EACH DEFEMNCE
ALTERHAT IYE

For - each of the five scenarios and the defence policiez
leading towards their implementation, the rizk picture will
have to be assessed, I do thiz in terms of two quantities:
the enemy capability and his intentions., The enemy
‘capability depends on his offensive strength and on  oupr
sbility to avert aggressions by militiry defense or other
means. The enemy intentions cledarly depend on the force
posture and defenze policy chozen by our zide.

The product of enemy cdpability and intentions as defined
above i3 a measure of the risk of aggression. It can be
estimated for different kinds of aggression, zuch as
destructive (ruclear) war and territorial occupation. One
divided by the product of eremy capability and intentions is
3 measure of our security. The smaller the risk, the higher
the lewel of zecurity. If the risk iz measured per unit of

ime (zay per yzar), then the guantity identified wuwith

ct

security may be interpreted as an zstimate of the time span
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‘years) betueen assaults, pertaining to a given moment in
time (Sorensen, . 1984). Changes in security can thus be
estimated as function of time.

The uncertainty associated with quantitative estimates of
enemy capability and in particuldr of enemy intentionz is
large, and the present analysis shall be restricted to
relative comparizson of the differert scenariocs. Houwever., the
use of  numbers and curves is conzidered useful ié ofder:ta
keep track of the many elements of assessment needed for
evaluating five alternatives over a time zpan of 15 years,
and with reepect to both nuclear deztruction and foreign
occupation. The graphse presented give an owverview difficult
to covvey in words. Yet the warning must be given, that the
uze of numbers does not imply any larger accuracy than that
contained in the wverbal and by necesaity subjective
formulations.

SCEMARIO 1

The capability of the Soviet Union to destroy Western
Europe iz near 180X. Little can be done in terms of defense.
in case a3 large-scale nuclear war i3z launched. Soviet
nuclear capabilities are increasing. but this makes little
difference, as the destructive capability is already near
total. The intentions of the Soviet Union to engage in
nuclear war is judged 235 small but increasing, because of
the HNATO armament envizsaged in scenario 1. The Soviet is
increazingly dizturbed ower vew Euro-mizsiles with range
enabling a deep penetration into Soviet territory, and it
vwiewa current .S, policy as aggressive. If the Soviet Union
believes itself threatened to an extent that in the view of

Soviet leadership makes war inevitable, then it iz likely to
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90 for the advantage of saiziﬁg the initiative (Douglass,
1388>. If war in Eurcpsg appears unavoidable, the Soviet
Union iz not likely to mové in termz of the stepuise
éscalation envizaged by NATO defenze planz (becduse that
| would give the West all the advantages), but rather it will
launch a full-scale nucleaF attack on all targets in Western
Europe considered important for military, industrial or

leaderzship purpozez. Only azsetz deemed uszeful to the Soviet
Union (e.qg. agricultural land) may be 5p§red. Thus the
scenério 1 build-up of Western nuclear and other advanced
technological forces will continue to increase the rizk of a
destructive attack by the Soviet Union.

This could be changed only if Western Europe obtained a
mizszile defense with demonztrated rcapabilities, or if.the
United States gained a permavent supebiowitg in space. Mone
of theze propositipns are very likely, and not at all before
year 2099, .

Az for Soviet occupation of lestern Europe, the military
éapabilitg of carrging through such an cccupation i3 modest
and declining, as the MATO cornventicnal and nuclear arms are
improved continually in quality and verzatility., Also the
intentionz of the Soviet Union to oceupy bestern Europe are
zmalls probablg considerably smaller that.the Soviet belief
that it might become placed in a2 zituation where nuclear war
in Europe could not be avoided. In any case, the type of
Western defence pozsezsed today and expanded upon in
scenario 1 makes it practically certain, that large numbers
of ruclear and other highly destructive weapons will be uszed
in a3 conflict arizing from a3 S.U. attehpt to invéde and

occupy West European territory. Thus the benefits that could
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be derived from possession of that territory after a  war
would be minimal, and Sowiet intentions regarding occupation
are aszuymed to diminish between 1985 and 2088, while the
rizk of having to engage in a large-scale wuclear uwar
against MWestern Europe iz ivncreasing. The  assumed
development of the rizk parameters for nuclear destruction
and foreign occupation are shown in Figs. 1 and 2, along

with the implied measure of security, both for this

reference scenario and for the alternatives to be presented

SCENARIO 2

The enemy capabilitiez for nuclear destruction and
occupation of Western Europe are the same for this scenario
as for scenario 1, because the new independent strategic
nuclear force in Western Europe is assumed to influence the
intentions not the capability of theé Soviet Union, and

identical to thoze of

0

because the conventicnal forces ar
scenario 1.

The phasing out of land-based and J.3. owned nuclear
weapons in Western Europe iz assumed to take place from the
late 1338ies to the mid-1390ies. It immédidtely lead to a
decline in Boviet intenticns for a destructive rnuclear
crusade againgt Western Europe, because the rationale for
such intentions (as presented above) would dizappear. The
aggressive intentions reach a low and stable level, once the
West Eurcpean nuclear deterrent i3 in place.

The Soviet intenticnz for invazion and occupation
decresse more rapidly than in scenario 1, because the

conventional force remainiﬁg iz seen as lzss offensive than
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the one involving intermediate and long range nuclear

weapons, Politi;alﬂﬁensions between Mestern Europe and the

Sowviet Union are reduced in thisz scenaric, becdlse the main

reazonz for them are removed, and the 3slight increage in

chances of being successful in an attempted occupation of
Weztern Europe (without nuclear weaponz) is not sufficient
to turn the trend. The model assumption, that the year 2006
Soviet intentions of occupation are higher  thin thdse of
nuclear assault, reflectz the poszibility that S.U.
leaderzhip may think that Western Europe would after all not
use its nuclear force in responze to a conventidnal force
invasion. The opposiie case, that Western Eurdpe would
attack the Soviet~uﬁibn by uzing its conventional forces. or
would mix.ihto Eaét.European affairs, should be sufficiently
deterred by the Soviet nuclear arszenal.
SCENARIO 3

The nuclear destruction«pahtAoF this scenarioc iz the same
15 for scenario 2. However, the lack of offensive components
in the West éuropean territorial defenze should make the

soviet Union more secure. The initial resction to thiz is

‘zeen as 4 reduction in Sowviet intentions for invasion and

occupation (relative to thoze in scenario 2). Towards the

- end of the century, the Soviet Union may perceive chances of

succezstul political coercion or territorial  invasion as
being higher, with a zomewhat higher level of intentions as
a consequance (still relative to thoze of zcenario 22.

The reduction in- Zoviet ability to carry throﬁgh an
invazion and territorial occupation of MWestern Europe, which
iz thé standard szcenario iz brought about by the arms race,

is not found in scenaric 3. Father. the territorial deren;é
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would attempt to zteop an attack deeper Into West European
territory, and the risk that the invazion may not be ztopped
iz higher. This in itzelf would indicate some increase in
Soviet capability relative to that of 1985, but it may be
compensated for by the edge in use of advanced technology
held by the Western countiries and assiimed Lo become fully
_exploited in their ared defenze. The result of these
conziderations iz that the owverall BSoviet capability for
getting into and occupying West European territory will

remain at the 1985 levwel,

SCENARIO 4

Since scenario 4 does not comprise any nu:leér deterrent,
the Soviet intentione of a nuclear attack are not reduced as
much a3z in szcevarioc 2 or 3, and the capability of
deatruction becomes even more certain., The probability that

the Bowiet Union would want an extented desztruction of

t

Western Europe is s=mall, but use of Sowviet nuclear weapons
in a3 limited war in Western Europe would be enhanced by the
absence of such weapons on the lestern side.

The initial reaction of the Soviet Union, {f the West
European countries were to aim at zcenario 4, would
presumably be one of goodwill, reducing the intentions of
both nuclear destruction and of territorial  assault.
However. the nuclear intentionz are then assumed to stay
constant for the reaszons given abowve, and the intentions for

.

an occupation may begin to rize, bhecause the Soviet Union

n
[y

could envisage an invazion not employing nuclear weaponsz and
thus making the ares much more useful to the Zoviet Union

once occupied, The rise in Zowviet intentions for occupyling




~ 2(3_
Western Europe aPteh-ISSB has been taken as modest, assuming
that world opinicn would make such an itwasion unpalatable.
Should the geopolitical zituation change, there could be

room for a more zizable ifcresze.

SCEMARIO 5
In thiz scenaric, the 3oviet intentions for nuclear
destruction of Western Europe drops at least as much as in
scenario 2 or 3, because the purpdse of zuch destruction is
tbtallg absent for a region without any military defense.
The pace of reduced intentions is given by the time needed
to actually demilitarize lestern Eurdpe. A prolonged
tranzition time is assumed for redsonz becoming clear below.
The Soviet ability to invade and occupy clearly rizes, as
West European dizdrmament progreszes. The intentions are
3ssumed to first diminish 22 2 result of goodwill, but then
to increase due to the temptation prezented by a defenseless
Western Europe. Howewver, thiz increszse haz fto be modest,
because if it were not, MWest European countries would surely
revert their decizion to follow scenarfo S. If the fruits of
spending defense mbneg on conflict prevention do not  show,
then West Europedn policy would change, =0 even if the
Sowviet Union did héve bad intentions. it would be wise not
to show them openlg. What could happen 1z a'rapid change in
Soviet inientions; for instance connected with leadership
change. Thiz could make the risk of a successful invasion of
lWeztern Eurcpe thg high, because the mnon-military posture
could have been made complete during a Apreuious period of
benevalent . Soviet leadership., This  argument  against

demilitarization, which may be called the "madman theorg“;
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haz been very popular since the case of Hitler. The reality
iz of course, that the combination of conflict aversion and
non=military defenze iz thirkable only in combindtion with
the will to endure a pericd of foreign occupation, and with
planz for resistance against an occupting force. The
pozsibility of occupation is the price being payed in  this

scenario for lowering the risk of nuclear destruction.

FEMARKS ON COST O? DEFEMZE

Without evngaging in a proper coszt estimation for the five
scenarios, a brief look at costz will be made in order to
ascertain that wo alternative is completely off the board
for purely economic reasons.

The reference szcenario will entdil rising costz in real
terms. The "deep strike" capability has been estimated to
require between 28 and 193 billion current U.5. dollars over
2 period of about zix gearsz. This i=s followed by costly
programmes of mizzile defevnze and space war, It is therefore
2 lower 1limit to assume average UWest European defense
budgets to increase by 2 pct. annually in real terms,
throughout the period 1585-20008. The United Statez defenze
budget will have to increaze even more in this scenario.

It iz clear that defense expenzes cannot indefinitely
increaze in real termz, and thiz iz one  inherent
inconzistency of scenario 1.

In 2cenario 2, the West European I3NF has to be payed
for, and notably the increazed number of submarines needed,
Howewer, the increase may be compensated for by the savings
obtained by not having to maintain strategic planes or to
retain or revnew any kind of tactical nuclear arme in Western

Europe. The cost of the conventional force iz the largest
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component of the budget, and it is the zame 45 in zcenario

the zdme force. The total cost profile of

0

1, becsusze it i
scenario 2 may thds be taken as identical to that of
scenariovl. |

The area défenze of 'scenaric 3 may sxhibit some savings
relative to the coﬁventionai force of scenarios 1 and 2, but
no  accurate estimate can be made (Brauéh and Unterseher.
1384)>. There is hope that the cost of the territorial

acalate with time, and zo the ﬁotal West

Q
o
0

EuPOpeén defenze budget magAstig constant after a transition
period (ending around 1355). |
In zcenarioc 4, the cost of the I3NF iz absent, but the
more mobile territorial defense might cost more than that of
scenario 3. The stabilization of total costz may occur
zooner than for scenario 3, perhaps already by 1538,
Finally, scenario 5 by definition uzes the same defense
budget for conflict prevention and civil defense, which

would' otherwize have been used for military defense. The

‘total cost may thuz be taken 3s the zame 3z for scenario 4.

A more detailed cost =valuation for the components
entering the different szcenarios Qould be useful, but one
should remember that most eztimates of the costs of future
technologies are biazed, either upuards (by opponenﬁs) or

downwards (by proponentz).

cenarios 3 to S are

[0\

The remarks mide here zuggest, that
economically feasible a3z long-term zolutionz, while scenario
1 and 2 have a trarzificnal nature, becauze the continued

incresase in real term

N

ostz cannot go on indefinitely. After
year 2000, if not before, scenario 1 and 2 would have to

change direction in order to become realistic proposzals.



CONCLUSIOH

The appraisal of the five West European defenze scénarios
in termz of a4 measure of  security against nuclear
destruction and foreign occupation is  summarized in the
lower parts -of Figz. 1. and Z. The importance of alternative
defenze views iz clear from the 'primafg deficiency of
current military development! Although zecurity againzst
Soviet occupation iz improved with time, thiz iz paid for by
2 steady decline in zecurity against nuclear destruction.

The most radical alternative, scenarin 5, leads to
increazed security with respect to nuclear destruction, but
at the expense of security againzt invasion and foreign
occupation. Scenario 4 leads to approximately stable levels
of security in both casesz, while scenarioz 2 and 3 improves
safety both related to nuclear aszault and to occupation by
the Soviet Union.

The concluszion iz then, that alternative defenze policies
involving the removal of all land-based and tactical nuclear
armg  from Western Eurcpe should be sericusly studied. The
measures have the advantage not to require reciprocity from
the WHarsaw Pact memberz, and of the two options for a
conventional defenze, the one not requiring any great
modificationz of current planning would seem easiest to
accept in the short  term. That alszo means that the HNATO
2lliance can continue %o exist and have 2 defense role
similar to the present cne, as far 3s conventicnal forces
are concerned. The removal of U.5. nuclear arms from Europe,

and the expansion of the indigenous strategic ruclear
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deterrent (presentfg. consisting of 28 French MSBES M-28
mizsiles with 1 Mt warheads on 5 submarines and 64 British
Polariz A-3 missiles carrying 3 times 200 kt wirheads, on 4
submarinez) will entaiy'somé revizion of HATO doctrines, but
Cprimarily 1t will bﬁing formal Eelatiows between MWestern
Euhope and thé. United States in  better accordance with
realities. -

It iz important to  stress, that the discussion above
cannot be used to rule out scenarios 3 to 5 or 4 to 5. The
political azzessment of these gcenarios should consider a
- range of social impacts other than national security. For
example, the international improvement of economic relations
that might result from following scenario 5 could outweight
the;decrease in security against occupation. The heiatiue
weights . of ruclear and territorial assaults in security
issessments shbuld be diszcuszed. There is also the question
of nhegociated arms reducticns. Rl the acenario evaluations
méde aboﬁe Haﬁe azsumed the measurea to bel unilateral. If
the Soviet Union and its allies would agree to fake similaF
reductions and ultimately *to remove all nuclear arms and
offensive conventional weaponz, then the advantages offered

by scenarios 3, 4-and 5 would greéatly increase.




HOTES |
{. Public attitudes in the United States support this policy

{Kramer et al. 1383, p. 147

2. BSee e.q. summaries by Dankbaar (1324}, Brauch and

Unterzeher (1384) and Barnaby and Bosker (1382)

3. The lower figure iz from Eurocpean Security Study (1983),
the higher one from MWeiner, as quoted by Brauch and

Unterzseher (13534)



- 26~
FEFEREHMHCES ‘
Adams, Gordon 1983. angress begins the debate. The Bulletin

of the Atomic Scientizts, April, vel. 33'4, pp. 25-27

Agrell, MWilhelm 1284, 3mall is not beautiful. Journal of

'Peace Fesearch, wvol. 21:2, pp. 157-167

Anonymous 1384a, MBB prezses lazer, sensor research.

Aviation Week & Space Technology, May 21, pp. 193-110

Anonymous  1584b. New circuits expected to exceed
projections. Aviation leek & Space Techhology, July 38, pp.
46-61 ‘

Anonymous  1524c. Sowviets reequip forward air forces.

Aviation Week & Space Technology, May 21, pp. 65-72

Hrkin;_william'1983. Soviet Cruize Missile Programs. Arms

Control Today, May, pp. 2-4

Arkin, W., T. Cochran & M. Hoenlg 1384. Resource paper on

the U.35. HNuclear Arzenal. The Bulletin of the HAtomic

(2}

cientists, wol. 40:7, pp. 2z-15s

Parnaby, Frank & Egbert Bosker 1982, Defense without

Nffence. London' Housmans

Beer, Franciz 1331, Peace against MWar. San Francisco:

Freeman & Co.



Brauch., Hanzs G. & Lutz Unterseher 1384. Getting rid of

nuclear weapons: A review of a few proposals for a
conventional defensge of Eurcpe. Journal of Peace Research,

vol., 21:2, pp. 133-133

Dankbaar, EBen 1384. Alternative defence policies and the
peace movement. Journal of Peace Research, wol. 21:2, pp.

141155

Douglass., Jozeph 1980, Soviet Military Strategy in Europe.

Mew York: Pergamon Preszs

European Security Study 1983. Strengthening Conventional

Deterrence in Europe. London: MacMillan Prezs
Feazel, Michael 1584. HATO ratifiez selection of emerqing
techrologies. FAviation UWeek & Space Technology, May 21, pp.

26-27

Garwin, R., K. GCottfried & D. Hafner 1324. FAntisatellite

Weaponz. Scientific American, June, wol. 236:4, pp. 27-37

Joffe, Jozef. ed. 1321. Friede ohne Haffewn? Munchen: bWilhelm

Heyne

Kizzinger, Herry 1373. HATO Defernse and the Soviet Threat.

Surwvival, Hov./Dec., p. 266

Kramer, E., 5. Kalick & M. Milburn 1383. Attitudes towards



- 28.—

-Muclear leapons and Miclear Mar: 1943-1382. Journal of

Socidl Iszues, wol. 3%°'1, pp. 7-24

Lunn. Simon 1382. At izsue’ nuclear modernization in Europe.

The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 38:7, pp. 17-23

Mor+rison, Dawvid 1984, 'Hir~bheathihg nuclear delivery
systemz. The Bulletin of the FAtomic Sclentizts, wol. 48:2,

pp. 22-33

Bberg, Jan 1981. Myter om wvor ‘sikkerhed. Coperhagen:

Mellemfolkelig Samvirke

Paxton., John, ed. 1928. The 3Statesman’g Year-book. Berlin:

Walter de Gruyter

Robinzon, Clarence 1324, U.3. dewelops antitactical weapon
for Europe hqle.'ﬂviation Hee=k & Space Technology, Hpril 3,

pPp. 46-43

SIPRI Yearbook 1982, 1383, World Firmamentz and Disarmament.

London: Taylor and Francis

Sorenzen, Bent 1384, On the qguantification of Security.

IMFUFR Text no. 83, Rozkilde University Center

’

Tromp, H. & G. La Eocquéa gdz. 1382. Nuclear War in Europe.

Groningen Univerzity Press

Walker, Paul 1381. Pwecision-guided Weapons. Scientific



American, August, wol. 243:2. pp. 21-23




- 3@~ \
TAEELE I
FRESEMT FORCE PICTURE
| us wE EE 3 c
50ldiers2 (thousands)  zso za00 1000 2800 4400
Tanks o 5000 1 12000 3 13800 2 40000 1 ?
Combat alrcrafts o | 4000 1 3400 3 2200 2 4350 2 3800 2
Combat helicopters 2000 1 ? 2 2000 1 300 2
© Strategic bombers 500 1 (12 0 190 1 50 10
Combat surface ships 4 ' 240 1 2|01 32 400 1 40 2
Submarines 125 2 23 % 4 2 370 2 93 2
Landing ships 7 210 12 25 2 246 3 31 2
ECOnomic & techrol, threats rone WS ' WE US % WE  (Japan)
MoFMmztive threat | hohe (5U) WE | USWESEE) (Japan)
. Firepower . C large large large large sizable
Command & control capability  very high very high higsh  high modest
- Muciear missile warheads 13:
Short range (100-1000 Kr): |
Ground launched 1  B00/600 5 1100 %68 - - - -s7006 -
| Air launched ™ 1500/1600 & 600 468 - ~/3000 &~
Ship launched 14 0s 1 wsa - /7006 -
Medium range (1000-3000 Krm) |
Ground launched CossmeE o ‘8_ - -/0 100 2
ALr launched 1 D 15,300 5 145 & - ~/700 6 >200 24
Ship launched 400 5100 & 0 & - -/806 02
Long range ( » 3000 Krmn)
Ground launched 1 2100/0 5 20 4 - 4000 41000 6.7 5 2
Bir launched 14 | 3800 5/0 & 0 4 - 400 /600 67 0 2
Ship launched 4 S300 5,400 6272 4 - 1000 %/0 57 0 2

Chemical weaapons 15 - 35 Kt - - > 100 Kkt -




 FOOTMOTES TO TRBLE 1

- o —— - —

1 Beer (1931,
2 Paxton (1330),
3 gberg (1931), 7
4SIPRI (1932,1953), |
.5 Arkin et al., (1984), _—
'8 Tromp and LaRocque (19320,
7 Joffe (1981,
2 LuUnn (19382,
? EXClUding 3 similar number of support aircrafts.
10 Rangde about 2800 km (any target in 3U) (Faxtoh, 1330
11 Excluding patrol boats and other minor vessels,
12 Some of Which belongs to the US,
12 ExclUding spare or reload wWarhesds.
% The number following the slash pertains to weapons stationed
in WE (for U3J or EE (for 35Ul
1 Some mily be included under short range.

15 Some deployed in WE (for U3 or EE (for S (SIPRI, 1972).

UsS=united S5tates, WE=Ljestern Europe, EEzEasztern Europe, SU=Soviet

Union and C=Chinha.
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