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The “Eurostrategic™ Balance:
New Soviet Numbers (u)

Summary Moscow has changed the way it presents the East-West balance of long-
rangc theuter nuclear forces (LRTNF) in Furope. Whereas in 1979 Soviet
Dcfense Minister Ustinov alleged that the USSR wits threatened by
“approximately 1,500 Western theater nuclear systemis, Soviet officials -
including Ustinov—now routinely refer (o “upproximately 1.000° such
systems. For the first time. the Sovicts also have given a number for their
own LRTNF in Europc. claiming they oo have about 1.000 such systems.
L)

The new nambers uppurcm‘l,\‘ result from an internal Soviet review of the

: LRTNF issuc done since the preliminary US-Soviet exchanges were
conducted last full. The individual Western WCUPON SVSTCMS FCMain as
militarily cffective and threatening in the Soviet view as before. But the
Soviets scem o have adjusted their arms control pohicy away from
considering Western LRTNF as an adjunct (o their SALT frame of
reference~-in which afl nuclear systems conccivibly capable of striking the
USSR were counted as “strategic -—toward u more “Eurostrategic”
approach that distinguishes Western LRTNT more carclully from both
intercontinental and wctical systems. (s)

* The new count presages Moscow’s opening position ut US-Soviet talks on

LRTNF limitations plunned Later this vear. The Sovicts apparently saw

“their old count as unpersuasive for purposes of public and diplomutic

presentition and. by supplying new numbcers, intend:

« Ta give more weight to their arguments againat NATO S LRTNT
modernization plan, especially o butiress the Sovict assertion that i .
European cquilibrium already exists.

« To cngage the West in bargaining over clements of the LRTNT balunce,

* To shift the locus of the LRTNF debate fram limitations on Soviet
systems o mutual limitations involving Western ones s well. (Ut

Analysis of all Sovict stutements of the last several veurs suggests that the
new count omits some US forces formerly included in Moscow's presenta-
tion of the balance. Most of the difference is probably uccounted for by
dectine of ncurly 300 in the number of US F-4 aircraft counted and by
dropping the 180 Pershing [u missiles. (s NF)

This memarandum was written by . Office of Political Analvsis, fuforma-
tion available as of 28 dugust 1950 & 45 heen wsed in the preparation of this report, {1 has
becn courdinated with the Office . Strategic Research, the Arms Cantrol latelligence
Stw). and the National Tntellivence Cificers fur Strategic Programs and Jor General
Pursose Forses. Comments and wueries are swelconie and mav be directed
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Current Saviet Pasition

The *“Eurostrategic™ Balance:
New Soviet Numbers "+

According to a latec July Pravda article by Soviet Minister of Delense
Ustinov. Moscow’s current count of about 1.000 LS and NATO long-
runge theater nuclear forces (LRTNFyincludes the following systems:!

* For the United States. FB-111 medium bombers, F-111 and F-4 land-
bused aircraft. and A-6 and A-7 carrier-based aircraft—a total of
approximately 700 delivery systems. .

 For the Allics. tand-based medium-range ballistic missiles. submarine-
launched builistic missiles (SLBMs). and bombers--a total of
approximatcly 300 delivery systems.

Ustinov’s list accords with that provided in{ jb_\' the Soviets t

tn respon c. ,Jruiscd wbout Sovict dutia on NATO s

LRTNF [ ~ The lise B

ix identical to Ustinov's Pravda list with respect to US systems, but

contains additional detail on Allied lorees. naming the following systems:

« For France, S-2 and S-3 land-based intermediate-range ballistic missiles
(IRBMs1. M-20 SL.BMs. und Mirage bombers.

+ For the United Kingdom. Poliaris SLBMs and Vulcan and Buceancer
bombers.

The Soviet ligure of about 1.000 Western LRTNF was lirst brosched

Jin April by Foreign Minister Gromvko in

Later it wax publicized in

various forms, 1actuding the specilic number 9%7. This number apparentiv
results from an internal Soviet review of the LRTNF issuc done since the
preliminary US-Sovict exchunges were conducted last {ull. The review
reportedly concluded that o balance exists between NATO and Warsaw
Pact LRTNE cupabilitics in Eerope. with cach side possessing about 1.000
such systems. This reassessment probubly also provided part of the basis
tor President Brezhnev's proposal-in February of a moritorium on new
LRTNF deployment in Europe. |

* The Soviets refer 1o NATO's LRTNFE systems ax “medivm-ru nge” systems, In this article.
Usunov defined the systems of concern to the USSR as those with ranges of operation
between 1.000 and 4,500 kitometers. The appendix provides Ustinov's and other key Soviet
statemenis about the LRTNF issuc made in 1979-81.




The 1,000 figure rcpresents a sizable reduction—down from 1.500—in the
number of LRTNF the Soviets have attributed to the United States and
NATO in recent ycars. It almost certainly reflects no changc in the Sovict
appreciation of the military cffectiveness of, or threat to the USSR posed
by, thc US and NATO systems that Sovict spokesmen have variously cited
as comprising Western LRTNF.

The most likely cxplanation for the change is a shift in the Soviet approach
te arms control. The Sovicts evidently are adjusting from a SALT frame of
reference—in which every conccivable Western LRTNF system is consid-
cred as part of .an overall calculation of strategic forces that includes US
and Sovict intercontinental systems—to a more “Lurostrategic™ view. In
the new framework, US and Soviet systems counted under SALT are
excluded from the upper end of the spectrum of forces to be iimited, and
shorter range Western and Soyict thecater nuclear systems are excluded
from the lower end.

Ustinov’s recent list thus omits some systems previously cited by various
Sovict sources. US Poscidon SLBMs potentially available for use in a
European conflict by the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR)
and Pershing la ballistic missiles bascd in West Germany are excluded ® In
addition, hundreds of US “forward-based™ systems (FBS) arc apparently
no longer counted, probably including US F-4 aircralt based in the United
States but intendced for contingent deployment 10 West Germany.

C

,J The Soviets, however, probably csumated dilferent

numbers ior scveral systems They may count
as plawusible threats as many as six carrier air wings. not the two reflected
. =] This would account for 136 additional systems.' Other

.

iffcrences are possibic:

» The Sovicts may count the US F-4 aircraft differently from the method
used to rcach the US figure, which includes dual-based aircraft located
in the United States but intended for redeployment to Europe. For
cxample, if they tallied the theater-based US F-4s in West Germany and
Spain, their count would be 264, not 245.

* Ustinov states in his article that the Western LRTNE he cites threaten Soviet weeritors, A
Pravda editorial in July 1980 referred o the threut posed by such systems o Sovier
territory “und the territory of its ullics.’

* This and similar figurcs in the text are possible constructions consistent with Soviet
statements: they ure not reported Soviet figures.




Why the Change?

Pt

* According to the data providch Jhc Sovict figure for
French SLBMs is 80. apparently derived from the 80 launch tubes in
French submarines .

b

* The Sovicts might think of British Buccaneer aircraft deployed in West
Germany as forward-based systems able to strike the western USSR and
thus mav cnumr_ J

The new Soviet count may well presage Moscow's opening position at the
US-Soviet LRTNF talks pianned for this fall. Besides the specific indica-
tions that Pershing la and US Poscidon missiles nced not be counted as

3 ~heccel,
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LRTNEF, thcir new position can be represented by the Sovicts as showing e
willingness to make concessions for the sake of progress on arms control. It
also scems 1o reflect a strong Soviet desire 10 gain somc kind of dgrccd
limitations on both new US LRTNF missiles and US FBS. - -

The Sovicts want to influence the political atmospherc as much as possible,
including intra-Alliance censultations, before and during the US-Soviet
LRTNF talks. Throughout 1979, the Sovicts were at a rhetorical disadvan-
tage when it came to arguing about numbers of nuclcar weapons in Europe.
In defeading the USSR s position on LRTNF, Sovict commentators and
diplomats insisted that an overall balance of nuclear forces in Europe
existed, but could offer no derails. They probably believed that specific
Western data about NATO and Sovict armed forces undercut the
credibility of Moscow's professed inlerest in arms control ncgolmuom and
alarm about NATO's plans.

)
Now, however. Moscow hopes to strengthen Sovict contentions about the
LRTNT balunce by references to Sovict-supplied data. For example,
Vadim Zagladin. first deputy chicf of the Central Committee’s laterna-
tional Department. his publiciy compared the new Soviet numbers with .
alleged Western numbers. Declaring that “according to Scerctary of State
Haig. the Sovict Union has about 1.040 medium-range weapons,” Zaglu-
din stated that “in Western Europe. too. there are about 1,000 mcans of
delivery now.” Hc concluded that, should the NATO LRTNF decision be
implemented. the Western systems “will number as many as abour 1.6007
and create a4 “preponderance” for NATO

Moscow wunts 1o force the United States and the Allies to tuke more
seriously Sovict contentions that parity now exists. that NATO's L.RTNF
modernization is unjustified, and that US FBS and Althied systems are
integral parts of the LRTNF balance. Moscow hopes that its version of the
balance will engender discussion in NATO capitals, prompt Western
inquirics about its details, and in cffect driuw the West into o bargaining
Process.

In 1979 the.Sovicts may not have uadertaken o study of the European
theater nuclear balince akin 1o the official LS study donc in 197K,
Presidential Review Memorandum 38, Defense Ministry studies of the
strategic balance and the Western threat. of course. existed. Soviet concern
with US FBS gocs buck many years, und the Sovicts have sought to gain
agreed limitations cncompassing them since SALT negotiations began.
Moscow. however, probably did not focus on making caleulations and
presentations that isolated the LRTNT balunce from the overall US-Sovict
strategic equation until the time of NATO's decision approached. fnstead.
top pulicy officials probably were preoccupied with SALT L. signed in




June 1979. The Sovict figure of 1,500 for Western LRTNF given in the
fall of 1979 was probably derived from a number used during SALT (with
US aircraft in northcast Asia and the Pacific subtracted) and not a'new
number carefully calculated with separatc LRTNF ncgotiations in mind.

In contrast, the composition of the 1,000 figure now referred to by the
Soviets suggests that Moscow's purpose in recalculating the LRTNF
numbers was to prepare for US-Soviet LRTNF talks this fall. The policy
review, aimed at devising the optima! Soviet LRTNF negotiating position,
might plausibly have contained the following rcasoning:

¢ US (and US—West German dual-controlled) Pershing la missiles should
be omitted from the list of LRTNF to be limited, because their inciusion
could prompt Western insistence on including Soviet nuclear-capablc,
surface-to-surface missiles in the European USSR. Inclusion of the
Pershing la could also weaken the Soviet case that the Pershing Il is a
qualitatively different system. the planncd deployment of which will add
108 new systems to the NATO side. not merely replace the older
Pershing la.

US Poseidon SLBMs should be omitted from the list, beciuse their
inclusion could prompt Western demands that Soviet systems capable of
intcrcontinental range but committed to the Europcan theater (which
probably include ICBMs, SLBMs. and bombers) should also be counted.
These systems are slready SALT-accountabile except for some SLBMs
on dicsel-powcered submarines.

* US F-4s based in the United States should be omitted. By including only
F-4s operating from Europcan bascs—Irom which. the Sovicts argue.
Soviet territory can be reached— Maoscow may hope o lend weight 1o s
argumcent that these aircraft could perform tasks comparable to those of
Saviet “medium-range™ systems. At least one Soviet official. however.
has hinted that Moscow may be willing 10 scttle for something less.

. Jhas suggested C . Jthat Washington
provide Moscow with guarantces that the rangc of the F-4 would not be
cxtended and that it would not be given the capability to be refucled in
flight. According C Tsuch guarantces would be comparable o the
assurance provided by the Sovicts on the Backflire bomber as an adjunct
to the SALT 1l agreement.

« US carricr-based F-ds (and their replacements. F-14ds) should be omitted.
becausc inctusion of these aircraft, whick do not have lund attack -
missions. could be mct by Western pressures 10 include Soviet aireraft

s oy V7Y S,




Evolution of the
Sovict Position:
August 1979-July
1980
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that do not have Liand attack as their primary mission (for cxample,
Backfires assigned 10 Soviet Naval Aviation.

In a Pravda article published on 25 October 1979-. -shortly after President
Brezhnev's offer to reduce the level of Sovict LRTNF deplovments in
Europe and less thun two months before NATO adopted its plan 1o install
572 aew US missiles in Europe: -Ustinov asserted that NATO's nesw
LRTNF would supplement “the ajrcady cxisting US forwurd-based sys-
tems and the correspornding systems of Britain and France—approximatcly
1.500 units.” thereby “altering the strategic situation in NATO's favor.™
The last use of the number 1,300 appears to have been on 10 July 1980 by
a political obscrver of the Novosti press agency. Throughout this period.
the Sovicts publicly iasisted that an overall regional balance in nuclear
forces in Furope existed. -

The possible composition of the 1.500 figurc can be inferred from the
argumceats Sovict officials presented at the time regarding its largest
componcnt. the US FBS committed 10 the Curopean theater. In Ustinov's
words. these were ““devices comprising the svstem of forward basing und in-
tended for actions against targets on Soviel territory.” The figure most
commonly cited by Sovict spokesmen in 1979-80 for the total nember of
US FBS was 1.200.* That figure was used by General Akhromevev, First
Dcputy Chicf of the General Staff. during discussions with a US Congres-
sional delegation headed by Scnator Biden that visited Moscow in August
1979. that is. before the Soviets began a propaganda cumpaign designed to
undermince the evolving NATO consensus on .RTNF modernization.
During discussions about the US-Soviet strategic bakince and the agenda
for SALT (11, Akhromeyev staled that:

. we made a concession in principle not (o include US FBS in the
SALT I negotiations. But if we start talking about drastic cuts fin
the intercontinental hatancel. vou will undersiand that the 1.200 US
FBS in Europe and the surcounding oceans and seax hecome a muore
significant threai.

By limiting his focus to Europe. Akhromevey indicated thit he was not
counting US nuclcar-capable aircraft in northeuast Asia and on carriers not
committed to the Europeun theater.” In other statements, Akhromeyvev and

‘ The figures and 1erms used by Soviet spokesmen have frequently appeared to be
inconsistent. The figures cited here are from sttements Ly Soviet officiuds who used the
numbcers and terms nwore curcfubly than athers, snd who., by virtue of their pasitions, would
hive had aceess 1o olficial Soviet duta

" Sovict negotintors at SALT { und (1 had argued hit the tater satems, gy wel as US au-
clear-canuble atreraft committed 10 the Europein theater and Pershing missites in West
Germany. should be considered US aratcgic asset-

6




Lacutenang Generyl Chcr\'()\'vc

D mude clear (hyg the
US Poserdon SE.BMs conmumitted (¢ SACLLR vere notincluded in (g
1.200 .

Ustinav's gy IT could hyve reached the L300 tarad by adding 1 (e 1.200
LS 8BS the numbers for British and French Nlrstepic nucleur delivery
Sastems, including bombers, and possibh LS S B Mx cormmiried (o

SACEUR ay well c

. 3 The Soviers, however, Probibla
exstinuated higher number,, L . for same svstean
I they hag counted four addttiony] ciarrier air wings and 14 additiony)
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Words Replace the
Numbers: July 1980-
April 1981

secret

French SLBMs (as their July 1981 data suggest they now count). then 152
more systems would be included. In addition. they probabiy counted many

morc F-4s lhan[_ . -

W hen these differences are taken into account, the Soviet count of 1,200
US FBS is approximated (the total reached by using the figures above is
1.174). as is the overall Soviet count of 1.500 Western LRTNF (the total
reached by using the figurcs above is 1.554). ¢ =~

If these figures refleet the calculations used by the Sovicts in preparing
their public aumbers. they obviousty were not thinking in terms of a
balunce of like systems based in a geographic arca but in terms of the max-
imum capabilitics the US would be able to commit to a conflictin Eu ropc.”
By comparing thesc figures for 1979 with those given as probably making
up the new 1981 count. most of the difference between L stinov's old and
ncw numbers is accounted for By @ drop of acarly 300 US land- and
carrier-based F-ds and of the 180 Pershing la missiles. Almost alt of the re-
maining dilference is accourted for in the ligures for British bombers.
which decline by 75

The Sovicts stopped using the 1.500 und 1.200 figures shortly after

Chancellor Schmidts visit to Moscow in carly July 1980. On 15 July an

unsigned editorial in Pravda discussed Brezhnev's offcr.E o

g ") 0 begin talks with thc United States on LRTNF. The cditorial
id not use any figures for US F8S or NATO LRTNF capabilitics

generally. Asscrting that the Soviet proposal of *interconnccted discussion

of medium-range armamecnts and American forward-bascd nuclear means

is justified.” it listed the US systems that Moscow then insicted were

relevant to the question of LRTNF arms control:

» “*Plancs carrying nucicar weapons and stativned at airdbases ina numbecr

of West Furopean countrics. the numbers of which can be considerably
increased in a bricl span of timic.™

* By counting reinforcement und resceve aircralt bused in the United States. the Sovicts
could have tallied as many ss 170 additional land-based LS F-ds. By counting the F-4 com-
plements of six carricrs. the Soviets could huve counted another 144 aircralt

“ Such a worst case view omits significant factors that would reduce actual US day-to-day
capabilitics for such a conflict. Even if ol US F-3s committed to Furope are assumed to
have nuclear roles twhich is not truct, almost afl would have to fly onc-way or high-altitude
missions. or be refucled in Qight. 10 strike targets in the USSR. Carricr-based F-ds--
presumably included because u cautious Sovict planacr would assume that they are nuclear
capable like the tand-buscd F- 4s they outwardly cesemble---are in fact not auclear capuble
and are intended for sir defense. not theater strike tasks. The US Sccond Fleet would have
(o be redeployed from the western Atfantic Ocean to the North and Norwegian Scas tor its
arreralt 1o be within striking range of the northwesicrn USSR Pershing la ballistic missiles
hatve oaly 1 marginal capabitlity 1o strike Soviet territory




New Soviet Count:
1000

» “Carricr-based planes carrying nuclcar weapons capable of reachjng the
territory of the USSR and its allics.™

« “Amecrican missilc-carrying submarines pluccd at the disposal of the
Europecan NATO command.™ -

The cditorial stated for the first time that US nuclear wecapons capable of
rcaching the territory of thc USSR's Warsaw Pact allics. as well as the
USSR itself. should be considered part of US FBS. Earlicr Sovict
commecntary had been ambiguous on this point. Ustinov. for example. had
stated that the 1,500 systems he cited were capable of reaching **Soviet ter-
ritory” whilc General Chervov had stated that the 1.500 were based “in the
vicinity of the borders of the Soviet Union and the socialist community.™
East Europcan commentators, however, had charged that NATO s inten-
tion was to build up US nuclcar potential that could be used againstiargets
*on the territory of the Soviet Union and its allics.”™ For ncarly a year after
the appearance of the Pravda editorial of July 19%0. there were Sovict
references to US systems capable of striking the USSR and its allics.

This broad definition of US FBS was appuarently the main basis for the So-
vict position at the US-Sovict preliminary exchanges on LRTNF held in
Geneva during October and November 1980. The Soviets argued that cven
NATO aircraft and missiles owned by the Allics and armed by the United
States should be considered as “fictors in the strategic situation.™ Al-
though the Soviews said that they did not intend to cstablish dircct limits ci-
ther on these US-armed systems or on French and British strategic nuclear
arms. they insisted that the fatter must nevertheless be taken into accouni
in any limitations placed on an aggregatc aumber of NATO s,\‘slé;ns.

The single formal proposal presented by the Soviets urged that the United
States and the Soviet Linion reach prempt agreement 10 frecze the
aggregate number of “principal nuclear arms on the European continent ™
cstablish appropriate aggregate levels for those forces. and undertake '
“substantial stage-by-stage reductions.” According to the Sovict negotia-
tors, the “principal nuclear arms™ to be frozen should include US FB-111,

“F-111.and F-4 aircraflt committed to Gurope, the A-6 and A-7 aircraft on

carriers deploved near Europe, and US SLBMx committed to SACEUR.

No authoritative Soviet public references to numbers of NATO LRTNF
systems appcared after July 1980 until mid-May IQXI‘C

9 : 'cc‘nl




notes. presented new Soviet numbers in his case against NATO's plan to
deploy new LRTNF. Gromyko argued that the two opposing alliances have
roughly cqual numbers of LRTNF launchers in Europe. In total. he
coatended. NATO possesses more than 1.000 means of delivery that cun
rcach the USSR, and the sum total of Soviet means of delivery of
“medium-range” is not in excess of 1.000." Hence, Gromyke insisted.
NATO LRTNF modernization was unnecessary and would upset the
balance between the two sides.

E_ : Savict press articles had

argucd that the Wese ad certatg advantages in LRTNF, although an
overall balance was said to exist. On 14 March, an authoritative article by
“A. Petrov” in Pravda sharply criticized the West European rejection of
Brezhnev's offer of a mutual moratorium on LRTNF deployments. and
argucd that if, as NATO spokcsmen contend. the SS-20 is strategic for
Western Europe, then Western weapons are strategic for the “socialist™
states. The article asserted that such a calculation would show that “the
West has the edge™ in both “means of delivery and nuclear charges.™

On 25 March. another authoritative article in Pravda. by 1. Alcksun-
drov.” stated that specialists from the Soviet Ministry of Defense recentiy
had studied “all components of Warsuw Pact and NATO military forces™
and had concluded that an cquilibrium between the two sides ““continues to
cxist.” The study presumably provided the basis for the two new clements
contained in Gromyko's prcscnlulionL the Soviet figure for
NATO LRTNF was lowered significantly. and a Soviet figure for Soviet
LLRTNF was provided for the first time

A new count similar to Gromyko's was soon made public by several Soviet
commentators. Leonid Zamyatin, Chiet of the Central Committee’s Inter-
nutional Information Depurtment, gave o precise number slightly under

1.000 in 4 specch on 16 May:

According 1o the data of our specialists, a count should be taken of
all means which can deliver nuclear weapons . . . to the territory
of other states. Now the aggregate quantitv of medium-range
means of delivery of nuclear weapons in Europe possessed by the
US and its allies amownts 10 987 units, which approximately
C ..1 was told the Sovicts count their SS-4, S5-5, ind $S-20 missiles, and thei-
Bacxure. Buinder, and Badger aircraft, ax making up their side of the balance
* During Chancetlor Schmidt's tulks in Moscow, Ustinov maintained that one or two older
missiles were being dismantled as cach new $5-20 was deployed, and that although the
number of warheads in the Sovict liund-bised “medium-range™ missile force was rising.
such an increase would enable the USSR only to match the West in terms of numbers of
weapans, .,

10




Straightening Out
the Line

corresponds to the quantiiy available to the Soviet Union. .. If
the United States insists [on deploying new LRTNF[ then US
superiority over the Soviet Union would he approximately vne and
a half times. And this is precisely the aim of the ‘nited States.

The next significant Sovict statements on the batlance were those provided
publicly by Ustinov in his 25 July Pravda article

The emergence of the new count has not been without its anomalics. There

apparently were snugs in the dissemination of instructions to Sovict media
cditorinl staffs and o officials dealing with forcign affuirs

In u Pravda article on 30 March. veterin commentator and retired military
officer Simonyan mainained that US FBS in Europe alone consisted of
“around 1.200 delivery means.” This figure was higher than the total
aumber of US and allicd LRTNF referred to by Gromyke

and accords with the fudl 1979 figure
used fur US FBS. The next month retired Rear Admiral Andreyev
appeared to argue that “approximately 3207 US aircraft on carriers in the
Mediterranean Sea and the western Atlantic Ocean should be included in
tallyving US FBS. This figure would appear to include atrcraft other than
the A-6s and A-Ts cited by Ustinov three months fater

In carly May. the Sovict weekly journal New Times (published in many
languages and distributed woridwide) printed a table depicting numbers of
US FBS (bascd on data of the International Institute for Strategic Studicsy.
which differs from the list appearing in Ustinov’s Pravda article by
including the US Pershing fa cad the US Poscidon SEBM. New Limes as-
signs US F-ds a runge of 730 kilometers and A-7s a range of 900
kilometers. both of which arc less than the 1.000-kilometer range given by
Ustinov as the tower end of his spectrum of threatening Western LRTNF.

Thesc anomalics do not nccessarily indicite intcrnal contention over
shifting to the rew number. They do indicate. however, some lack of
coordination between private Sovict diplomacy und public Sovict state-
ments

The most likely expianation for the lack of coordination is that Gromyko's
use of the necw numbers in his _
occurred before a high-level decision to disseminitte instructions on the new
“Eurostrategic” frame of reference and its reluted numbers for US
LRTNF to all media components

| ol e




Arms Control
Implications

The ncw line clarified by Ustinov in July will probably bc a consistent and
vital clement of Moscow's cfforts before this fall’s negotiations to persuade
the United States and European countries that no new NATO LRTNF are
needed and that agreed LRTNF limitations are desirable. Alrcady. a
televised presentation on 24 August reiterating it has been made by Major
General Starodubov, commissioner of the USSR’s delegation at the most
recent mecting of the US-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission on
SALT. Furthermore, there appear to have been no new anomalics since the
New:. Times articlc in May.

As the July 1980 Pravda cditorial foreshadowed the Sovicts™ position at the
prcliminary exchanges during the fall of 1980. the new Soviet numbers for
the Europcan LRTNF balance probably forcshadow the Sovicts' opening
position at the US-Soviet LRTNF talks planned for this fail. Moscow
probably took the unprcccdcnu;d step of revising downward its estimate of
an opponent’s strength before ncgotiations have begun because it has
calculated that the new lower count could serve its goal of preventing. or at
lcast reducing the cventual size of. new NATO LRTNF deployments.




Appendix .

Key Soviet Statements on LRTNF

Brezhnev, Specch in East Berlin, 6 October 1979

We are ready to reduce the number of nuclear weapons systems of medium
range deployed in the western arcas of the USSR, comparced with the
presentlevel, but naturally only if Western Europe docs not deploy
additional nuclear weapons systems of medium range.

C

Brezhney. Speech in Moscow, 23 February 1981

We propose that agreement be reached on establishing a moratorium now
on the deployment in Curope of new medium-range nuclear missile systems
of the NATO coustrics and the USSR— in other words. 10 freeze both
quantitatively and qualitatively the existing level of such systems, includ-
ing. of coursc. the forward-based nuclear systems of the United States in
this region. This moratorium could come into force as soon as negotintions
on this question commence and be in effect uatil a permanent treaty on
limitations or. even better, on reduction of such auclear systems in Europe
is concluded. In this we proceed from the position that both sides should
curtail any kind of prepurations for the deployment of corresponding
additional systems, including the US Pershing-2 missiles and ground-based
strategic cruise missilcs.

Ustinov, Article in Pravda, 25 July 1981

The proposul for 4 moratorium is based on the rough parity in medium-
rangc nuclear weapons between NATO and the USSR thut hus existed in
‘Europc for a number of yecars---about 1.000 carricrs on cach side. On the
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NATO sidc thesc carriers are US aircraft carrying nuclear weapons (F-
111, F-4) which are stationed at air bascs in a number of West Europcan

countrics: FB-111 medium vombers: aircraft carrying nuclcar weapons (A--

6 and A-7) on board US aircraft carriers—over 700 in all: and also land-

based medium-range ballistic missiles, missile submarincs. and the bomber
force of US allics—about 300 in all. All these systems have a range (a radi-
us of operation) from 1,000 to 4.500 kilometers and present a real threat to

Sovict territory. (U}
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