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Summary

The “Eurostrategic™ Balance:
New Soviet Numbers ()

Moscow hus changed the way it peesents the East-West bulance of fong:
ritnge theater nuclear forces (LRTNFY in Europe. Whereas in 1979 Soviet
Defense Minister Ustinov alleged that the USSR wax threatencd by
capproximately 1.5007 Western theater auclear systems. Saviet officials -
including Ustinov—now routinely refer (o “upproximately 1.000” such
systerns. For the first time, the Soviets also have given @ number for their
own LRTNF in Europe. claiming they oo have about 1.000 such systems,
1M}

The new admbers npparcnl}l,\' resuft from an internal Soviel review of the
LRTNF issue done since the preliminary US-Soviet exchianges were
conducied last fall. The individual Westera weapon svstems remain as
militarily cffective and threatening in the Soviet view as before. Buat the
Soviets xecm 1o have adjusted their arms control policy away lrom
coasidering Western LRTNF as an adjunct to their SALT frame of
reference—-in which afl nuclear systems conceivably capable of steiking the
LSSR were counted as “stralcgic --toward i more " Eurostrategic”
approach that distinguishes Western LRTNT more carcfully from both
intercontinental and wctical systems. (5)

The new count presages Moscow's opening pogition at US-Soviet talks un
LRTNF limitations plunncd ater this year. The Soviets apparently sow
their old count as unpersuasive for purposes of public and diplomitic
presentation and. by supplying new numbers. intend:

« To give more weight ta their argumeats againag NATOS LRTNY
modcrnization plan, especially to buttress the Sovict dssertion that R
Eurupean cquilibrium alrcady exists.

« Tocagupe the West in bargaining over clements of the LRTUNTE balince.

= To shift the focus of the LRTNF debate from limitations on Soviet
systems to mutual limititions involving Western ones s welb (ot

Analysis of all Sovict stutenments of the last several yeurs suggests that the
new cound omits some US Torcex formerly included in Moscow™s presenta-
tion of the balance. Most of the difference is probably sccounted for by o
dectine of nearly 300 in the number of US F-4 wircralt counted and by
dropping the 180 Pershing [a missiles. (8 N1

Thic meencrrandum was writtea hy . Qffive of Political Analysis, Dilier -
tivn ovailable o5 of 23 Sugust 19S50 Bas heen used in the prepuration of this repurt, £8 hus
b veordiaared with the Office « Straregic Keseerch, the dems Centrol Tutellienee
Ntatl. und the Nutinnal Faietligence Cllicers Jur Strategic Progrunss mnd for Genoral
Purnate Foreee, Comments ool guerivs are welvonie and oy be dire reed 2
_OP4
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Current Soviet Pasition

The “Eurostrategic™ Balance:
New Soviet Numbers ===

According to a luwe July Pravda article by Sovict Minister of Defense
Ustinov. Muoscou’s current count of about 1.000 US and NATO long-
runge theater nuclear forces (LR TNFincludes the tollowing systems:
+ For the United States, FB-11T medium bombers. F-111 and F-4 land-
based atreraft, and A-6 and A-7 carrier-bused aireralt-—a total of
approximately 700 delivery systems. .

For the Allics. land-bused medium-range ballistic missiles. submarine-
launched bullistic missiles (SLBMs). und bombers-—a total of
approximatcly 300 delivery systems,

Ustinov’s list accords with that nrovided ini jb:-' the Soviets t_

in respon c. Jr:liscd about Sovict data on NATO s

LRTNF £ ~J The Hist

ix identical 10 Ustinov’s Pravda list with respect to US systems, but

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

= For France, 5-2 and 5-3 land-based intermedinie-range ballistic missiles
{IRBMsh M-20 SEBMs. und Mirage bombers.

= Fur the United Kingdam. Polieis SLBM s und Vuilcan und Buceancer
bombers.

The Sovict ligere ol about 1,000 Western LRTNEF was firat brozched

Jin vpril by Torcign Minister Groemyko in

Later it was publicized in

virous forms. inctuding the specthc number 957, This number appuarentiy
results from an intermad Soviet review of the LRTNF issue done since the
preliminary US-Sovict exchanges were conducted lase full. The review
reportedly concluded that o balunee exists between NATO and Warsaw
Pact LRTNT cupabilitics in Eerope. with cach side possessing about 1.000
such systems. This reassessment probubly also provided part of the basis
for President Brezhacv's proposal-in February of a moratorium on new
LRTXF deplovment in Europe. !

* The Sovicts refer 10 NATOs LRTNFE systems ax ““medium-rsnge™ systems. In this article,
Usunov defined the systems of concern tu the USSR as those with ranges of operation
between LD and 4,500 kilometers. The appendix provides Ustinav’s and othee key Soviet
sttements sbout the LRTNF issuc made in 1979-81.
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The 1,000 figurc represents z sizable reduction—downa from 1.500—in the
number of LRTNF the Soviets have attributed to the United States and
MNATO in recent years, 1 almost certainly reflects no change in the Sovict
appreciation of the military effectiveness of, or threat to the USSR posed
by, the US and NATO systems that Soviet spokesmen have variously cited
as comprising Western LRTNF.

The most likely explanation for the change is a shift in the Soviet approach
to arms control. The Soviets evidently are adjusting from a SALT frame of
reference—in which every conceivable Western LRTNF system is consid-
cred as part of an overall calculation of sirategic forees that includes US
and Sovict intercontinental systems—to a more “ELurostrategic™ view. In
the new framework, US and Soviet systems counted under SALT are
excladed from the upper end of the speetrum of forces to be limited, and
shorter range Western and Soyict theatler nuclear systems are excluded
from the lower cnd.

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

C
J The Soviets, however, probably estimatca dillerent
numbers for scveral systems They may count
as plauwsible threats as many as six ¢arier air wings, not the two reflected
2 This would account for 136 additional systems.' Other
diffcrences are possibie:

The Sovicts may count the US F-4 aireralt differently from the method
used to reach the US figure. which includes dual-based aireraft focaled
in the United Siates but intended {or redeployment to Euvrope. For
cxample, il they tallicd the theater-bascd US F-4s in West Germuny and
Spain, their count would be 264, not 245,

.

* Ustinow states in his article thot the Western LRTNF he cites threaten Soviet weritors, A
Pravda cditorial in July 1980 relerred 1w the threut posed by such systems o Soviet
territory “und the tersitory of its allies.”

* This and simitas Migures in the text ure possible construetions cuttsistent with Suvict
statements: they a1e ot reporied Soviert figuyres. |,




Why the Change?

- According‘lo the data providcdt Jhc Soviet figure for
French SLBMs is 80. apparently derived From the 86 launch tubes in
French submarines E_ N

= The Sovicts might think of British Buccaneer aircrall deployed in West
Germany as forward-based systems able 1o strike the wesiern USSR and’
thus mav aou m[‘__ J

The new Soviet count may well presege Moscow™s opening position at the
US-Soviet LRTNF tulks planaed for this fall. Besides the specific indica-
tions that Pershing Ia and US Poscidon missiles need not be counted as

3 wlaiot,



Tet

LRTNF, their new position can be represented by the Sovicts as showing tewa
willingness to make concessions for the suke of progress on arms control. 1y
also scems to reflect a strong Soviet desire to gain some kind of agreed -
limitations on both new US LRTNF missiles and US FBS. - e

The Sovicts want to influence the political atmosphere as much as possible,
including intra-Alliance censuftations, before and during the US-Soviet
LRTNF 1akks. Throughout 1979, the Sovicts were at a rhetorical disadvan-
tage when it came to arguing about numbers of nuclcar weapons in Europe.
In defending the USSR’s position on LRTNF, Soviet commentators and
diplomats insisted that an overall balance of nuclear forees in Europe
existed, but could offer no details. They prabably beligved that specific
Western data about NATO and Sovict armed fofces uadercut the
credibility of Moscow’s professed interest in arms cantrol negatiations and
alarm about NATOs plans. * ’ '

)
Now. however. Maoscow hopes o strengihen Savict contentions sbaut the
LRTNF balunce by references to Sovict-supplicd duta. For example.
Vadim Zagladin, first deputy chief of the Cenirat Committee’s Interna-
tiona! Department. hus publicly compared the new Soviet numbers with .
alicged Western nuinbers. Declaring that "according 1o Scerctary of Stile
Flaip, the Sovict Union has about 1,040 mediem-range weapans,” Zugla-
din stated that “in Western Europe. too, there are about 1.000 means of
delivery now.” He concluded that. should the NATO LRTNF decision be
implementcd. the Western systems “will number as many as abour 1.6007
and creatle o “preponderance” fur NATO

Moxcow wants to force the United States and the Allics to take more
scriously Sovict conentions that parity now exists. that NATO's LRTVNF
muderniZzation is unjustificd, and that US FBS and Allied systems are
integral parts of the LRTNF balance. Moscow hopes that its version of the
balance will engender discussion in NATO eapitals, prompt Western
inquiries about its details, and in effect draw the West into a bargajuing
process.

In 1972 the.Soviets may not have undertaken a study of the European
theater auciear balince akin w the of ficial LS siedy done in 197K,
Presidential Review Memorandsm 38, Defense Ministry studivs of the
strategic balance and the Western threat, of course, existed. Soviet concern
with US FBS gocs buck many yeurs. and the Soviets have sought to gain
agreed limitations encompassing them since SALT ncgotiations begun.
Moscow. however, probably did not focus on making caleelations and
preseatations that isolated the LRTNE balance from the overal] US-Sovict
strategic cquation wntil the time of NATOs decision approached. nstead.
top policy officials probubly were preoccupied with SALT L signed in

4



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 caleculated with separatc LRTNFE ncgotiations in mind.

In contrast, the composition of the 1,000 figure now referred to by the
Sovicts supgests that Moscow's purpose in recalculating the LRTNF
numbers was to prepare for US-Soviet LRTNF talks this fall. The policy
review, aimed al devising the optimal Sovict L.RTNF negotiating position,
might plausibly have contained the following fcasoning:

+ U5 (and US—West German dual-controtled) Pershing fa missiles should
be emitted from the list of LRTNF to be limited, because their inciusion
could prompt Western insistence on including Soviet nuclear-capable,
surface-lo-surface missiles in the European USSR. Inclusion of the
Pershing Ia could also weaken the Soviet case that the Pcrshlng Ilis a
qualitatively dilferent system. the planned deployment of which will add
108 new systems 10 the NATO side. not merely replace the older
Pershing la.

.

US Poseidon SLBMs should be omitted from the Hst. beeausc their
inclusion could prompt Western demands that Soviet sastems capable of
intcreontinental range byl commitied to the Europcan theater twhich
probably include ICBMs, SLBMs. and bomberst should also be counted.
These systems are already SALT-accauntable except for some SLBMs
on diesel-powered submarines,

+

US F-4s based in the United States should be omitted. By including onty
F-ds uperating Irom European bases—Irom which, the Suviets argue.
Soviet territory can be reached— Mixeow may hope o lend weight 1o its
argumecnt that these aircraft could perform tasks comparable 1w those of
Saviet “medium-range” systems. At least ane Suviet official. however.
has hinted that Moscow may be willing 10 scttle for something less.

C Jhus suggested T . J thar Washington
provide Moscow with guarantces that the ranze of the F-4 would aol be
cxiended and that it would not be given the capability w be refueled in
flight. According C Dsuch gusraniees would be comparable o the
assurance provided by the Soviets on the Backlire bomber as an adjunct
to the SALT 1 agreement.

US carricr-based F-4s (and their replacements. F-14s) should be omitied,
becausce inclusion of these aireraft. which do not huve lund attack -
missions. could be met by Western pressures to include Soviet aireraft

5 oy -7 S,



Evolulion of the
Sovict Position:
August 1979-July
1980

ret

that do not have kand zsttack as theie primary mission (for example,
Backfires assigned 1o Sovict Nuval Aviatign).

In & Pravda article published on 23 Qctober 1979--shortly after President
Brezhnev's offer to reduce the level of Soviet LRTNF deployments in
Europe and less thun two months before NATO adopted its plan 1o install
372 new US missiles in Europe- -Ustinov asserted that NATO s new
1.RTNF would supplement “the aircady cxisting US forward-based S¥S-
tcms and the correspording systems of Britain and France—approximately
1.500 units.” thereby “ultering the strategic situation in NATO™ favor.”
The last use of the number 1.500 appears to have been on 10 July 1980 by
1 political observer of the Novosti press ageney. Throughout this period.
the Sovicts publicly iasisted that an overall regional balance in nuclear
forces in Europe cxisted. *

+

The possible composition of the L300 figure ean be inferred from the
arguments Sovict offictuls preseated at the (ime regarding its Mrgest
component, the US FBS commiued 10 the Cusopean theater. In Cstino's
words, these were “devices comprising the system of forwurd basing aind in-
tended for aictions agiinst targets on Soviet weritory.” The figore most
commonly tited by Sovict spokesmen in 1979-30 lor the total nember of
US FBS was 1,200 That figure was used by Geieral Akhromeyey, First
Deputy Chiel of the General Seaff. during discussions with a US Congres-
sional delegation headed by Scnitar Biden that visited Moscow in August
1979 that s, before the Soviets begin u propaganda campaign designed to
undermine the evolving NATO consensus on LRTNF modernization.
During discussions about the US-Sovier strategic balunce and the agenda
{for SALT 111, Akhromeyev stated that:

.. .owe made o concession in principle nat 1o incliede US FBS in the

SALT I pegotiations. But i we start talkinge about draxtic enty fin

the intercomtinental halancef. you will understand that the 1200 US

FBS in Eurvpe and the surrcunding vceans and seas beceante o neee

significans threot.

By Limiting his focus 1o Furope. Akhromevey indicated that e was not
counting US nuclear-capable airersft in northenst Asia and on carriers not
committed to the European thexter,” In other stutements, Akhfomeyey and

* The ligures and 1erms ysed by Sovict spokeamen have frequently appeased to be
incunsisteat, The figures cited here are from stareomcars by Suvict of (eials who used the
numbers nd ferms wwre coectully tisa aibers, and who, by virtue of theie positiuns, would
have hud acvess to olficid Suvicet dutie

“ Sovicl negotintors i SALT Tand 1 ol argoed shat the Bitter systems, aa well o US nu-
clear-canuble atreraft committed o the Eurapean thester amd Pershing missiles in West
Gurntny, should be considered US ~tesiepic usseo-

[



iLveterog Generul (_'hcrv()v.c

_J nade clear thit ihe
LS Paserdon SUEBMs semmitted ¢ SACECR wery nut included in the
1.200

Lstinue's stalf could have renched the L300 tad by adding 1o the 200
LS FBY the numbers for British and French strancgic nuclear delivery
Ssxtems, including bombers, and passibh LS SEBM cunnnitied 1o
SACEUR as well €

. : The Suviets, however, prodsbils
estinvated higher numbers, L - R Bar sume systen
ihes had counted four additional cuericr aire wings wnd 10 additional

7 i,



Words Replace the

MNumbers: July 1980

April 1981

—=uer

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

more F-4s thanc_ ) . -

W hen these differenees 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 LRENF (the total
reached by using the figures above is 1,554), -~

If thesc figures refleet the caleulutions used by the Soviets in preparing
their public numbers. they ubvivusly were not thinking in terms of &
balunce of like systems based in o geographic nyea but in verms of the max-
imum capabilities the US would be able to commit 10 4 conflict in Europe.”
By comparing these figures for 1979 with those given as probubly making
up the pew 1981 coune, most of the differcnce between Ustinov's otd and
new numbers is accounted for by ¢ drop of pearly 300 US land- and
carrier-based F-ds and of the 180 Pershing la missites. Almost alt of the re-
marining dillerence is accournted for in the figures for British bombers.
which decline by 73

‘The Soviets stopped using the 1,500 and 1,200 figures shortly alier
Chanccllor Schmidt's visit 10 Moscow in cariy July 1980. On i5 luly un
unsigned cditorial in Pravda discussed Brezhnev's ofl'crl:
d ") 0 begin talks with the United States on LRTNF. The cditorial
Edid not use any figures for US F38S or NATO LRTNF capabilitics
gencerally. Asscrting that the Soviet proposal of “interconnected discussion
of medium-range armaments and American forward-based nuclear means
is justified.” it listed the US systems that Moaoscaw then insisted were
relevant to the question of LRTNF arms control:
» “Plones carrying nucicar weapons @nd steisuncd al airbases in a npumber
of West Furapean countries. the numbers of which can be considerably
increased in a bricl span of time.”

* By, counting reinforcemcent and rescrve airceaft based in the United States, the Suvicts
could have wallicd as many as 170 additional kind-based LS F.ds. By counting the F-3 com-
plermcents of six curriers. the Soviets cunld huve counted snother 144 aireraft

* Such u worst cuse view amits sigaificent factors that would reduce actual US duy-to-duy
cupabilitics for such a conflict. Even if o)l US F-3x commigicd ro Eurupe are ussumed 1o
have nuclenr roles twhich is pot true), almest all wobld have to fly onc-wary or high-altitude
missions, ur be refueled in Mlight. 1o sicike targets in the USSR, Carrier-based F-gee-
presumably included because a cautivys Soviet plunnes would assume that they are nuchear
cupable like the lend-bused - 43 they outwardly resemisle---are in fact not nuclear ciepable
and are intended for #ir defense. not theoter sieike tasks, The LS Sccond Fleet would have
10 be redeployed from the western Agluntic Ocean to the North and Norwegian Seas for s
atrerafl 1o be within striking cange of the aorthwesicrn USSR, Pershing 1 ballistic missiles
lhitve unly a nxsrginal capability 1o strike Soviet territory

K




New Sovier Count:
1900

« “Carricr-based planes carrying nuclcar weapons capable of reaching the
territory of the USSR and its allics.”

- “American missile-carrying submarines placed at the disposal of the
European NATO command.™ ~

The cditorial stated for the {irst time that US nuclear weapons capable of
rcaching the territory of the USSR Warsaw Pact allics. as well as the
USSR itseif, should be considered part of US FBS. Earlier Sovict
commentary had been ambiguous on this point. Ustinov, [or example, had
stated that the 1.500 systems he cited were capable of reaching “"Soviet ter-
ritory™ whiic General Chervav had stated that the 1.500 were based “in the
vicinity of the borders of the Soviet Union and the socialist community.™
East Europcan commentatars, however, had charged that NATO sinten-
tion was Lo build up tJS nuclear potential that could be used againsttargets
*on the territory of the Soviet Union and its allics.”™ For nearly a yearaflter
the appearance of the Pravda editorial of July 19%0. there were Soviet
references to US systems capable of striking the USSR and its allies.

This broad deflinition of US FBS was apparently the main basis for the So-
vicl position at the UiS-Sovict preliminary exchanges on LRTNF held in
Geneva during October and November 1980, The Sovicts argued that cven
NATO aircraft and missiles owned by the Allics and 2rmed by the United
States should be considered as “factors in the strategic situation.™ Al-
though the Soviews said that they did nut intend to estublish dircct limits ei-
ther on these US-armed systems or on French and British strategic nuclenr
arms. they insisted that the fatter must nevertheless be taken into account
in any fimitations placed on an aggregate number of NATO systems,

The singic formal proposal presented by the Soviets urged that the United
States and the Soviet Union reach prempt agreement to freeze the
aggregate number of “principal nuclear arms on the Europein contingat,”
establish approprinte ageregate levels for those forces. und undertake
~substantial stage-by-stage reductions.” According o the Sovict negotia-
tors, the “principul nuclear arms™ to be frozen should include US FB-11 1,

«F-111, and F-4 aireraft committed to Europe. the A-6 and A-7 aircrafl on

carriers deployed near Europe, und US $1.BMs committed to SACEUR.

No authorilative Soviet public references 1o rumbers of NATO LRTNF
systems appeared after July 1980 until mid-May I‘?HI.C

9 ekl



notes. presented new Soviel numbers in his case against NATO plan 1o
deploy new LRTNF. Gromiyko argucd that the two uppusing alliances have
roughly cqual numbers of LRTNF launchers in Europe.. In total, he
coatended, NATO possesscs more than 1.000 means of delivery that can
reach the USSR, and the sum total of Soviet means of delivery of
“medium-range” is not in excess of 1.000.> Hence, Gromy ko insisted.
NATO LRTNF modernization was unnecessary and would upsct the
balance between the two sides.

J Sovict press articles had
argued that the Wea nad certatg advantages in LRTNF, although an
ovcrall balance was said 1o exist. On 14 March, an authoritutive article by
“A. Petrov™ in Pravda sharply criticized the West European rejection of
Brezhnev's offer of a mutual moratorium on LRTNF deployments, and
argued that if, as NATO spokesmen contend, the SS-20 is strategic for
Western Europe, then Western weapens are strategic for the “socialist™
states. The article asserted that such a calculation would show that “the
Woest has the edge™ in both “mcans of delivery and nuclear charges.™
On 25 March. another authoritative article in Pravda. by L Aleksan-
drov.” stated that specialists from the Soviet Ministry of Delense recently
had swudied “all components of Warsaw Pact and NATO military forces™
and had concluded that an cquilibrivm between the two sides “continues o
exist.” The study presumably provided the basis for the two new elements
contained in Gromiyko's prcscntuliunL ,thc Swvvict {igure for
NATO LRTNF was lowered significantly, and 1 Soviet figure for Soviet
LRTNF was provided for the first time

A new count similar to Gromyko's was soon made public by several Soviet
commentators. Leonid Zumyatin, Chiel ol the Central Committee’s Inter-
nationu] Information Denurtment, gave o prectse number slightly under
1.000 in a specch on 16 May:

According to the data of our specialisis. o connt shindd be taken of
all means which can deliver nuclear weapons . . . e the territory
of ather states. Now the aggregate guantity of medinm-range
means of delivery of nuclear weapons in Europe possessed by the
US endd its allies amornts to 987 units, which approximately

c -2 was tald the Sovicts count their 85-4, 88-5, and $5-20 missilcs, and rhiie
Backure. Bander, and Badger nircrafi, as making up their side of the balance

* During Chancellor Schmidt's wiks in Moscow, Ustinov nmintained that one or two older
missiles were being dismuntled as cach new $5-20 wus deployed. and that although the
number of warheads in the Sovict kind-based "medium-range” missile force was rising.
such an intrease would enable the USSR valy o mateh the West in wems of numbers of
WEUPOas, .,

10



Straightening Oui
the Line

correspends to the quantity available 1o the Sovier Union, . L If
the United States insixis fon deploving new LRTNF[ then US
superivrity over the Soviet Union wauld be upproximately vne and
a half times. And this is precisely the aim of the United States,

The next significant Soviet statements on the batlance were those provided
publicly by Ustinov in his 23 July Pravde article

The emergence of the new count has not been without its anomalics, There
apparently were snags in the dissemination of instructions to Sovict media
cditorint staffs and o officials dealing with forcign affairs

Inu Pravdea article on 30 Muarch,veterin commentator ind retired military
alficer Stmonsan mainjained that US FBS in Europe ulone consisted of
“uaround 1.200 detivery means.” This figere was higher than the total
number of US and allicd LRTNF referred 10 by CJrumyk(C.

and accords with the fall 1979 ligure
used fur US FBS. The acxt month retived Rear Admiral Andreyey
appeared 16 argue thit “approximatcly 3207 US aircraft on carricers i the
Mediterranean Sei and the western Atfantic Oceun should be included in
wliving US FBS. This figure would appear to include aireraft other than
the A-6s and A-7s cited by Ustinov three moenths fatey

1n carly Muy. the Soviet weekly journal Nese Témes (published in many
lunguages and distributed woridwide) printed a table depicting numbers of
LS FBS (based on data of the fnternational Institute for Strategic Studics),
which differs from the list appearing in Ustinav's Pravda article by
including the US Pershing T and the US Poscidon SEBM. New fFmes’as-
signs US F-4s a range of 730 kilometers and A-7s u range of 900
kilometers, both of which wre less than the 1,000-kilometer range given by
Ustinov'ns the lower end of his specirum of threatening Western LRTNF.

These anomatics do not necessarily indicate internal contention over
shifting 10 the new number. They do indicate, huwever, some lack of
coordination between private Soviat diplomacy ind public Suviet state-
ments

The most likely expianation for the luck of coordination is that Gromyko's
use of the new numbers in hiz .
occurred before a high-level decision (o disssminatic instructions on the new
“Eurostrategic” frame of reference and iis reluted aumbers for US
LRTNF 1o ull medin components

L ~Sacisie



Arms Control
Faplications

The new line clarified by Ustinov in July will probably be a consistent and
vital element of Moscow's efforts before this falf's negotiations w persuade
the United States and European countries that no new NATO LRTINF are
needed and that agreed LRTNF limitations are desirable. Already. a
televised presentation on 24 August reiterating it has been miade by Major
General Staradubov, commissioner of the USSRs delegation at the most
recent meeting of the US-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission on
SALT. Furthermore, there appear o have been no new anomatfics since the
New. Times article in May.

As the July 1980 Pravde cditorial foreshadowed the Soviets™ position at the
preliminary exchanges during the fall of 1980, the new Soviet numbers for
the Suropean LRTNF balance probably fereshadow the Soviets” opening
position at the US-Sovict LRTINF 1alks planned for this fall. Moscow
probably teok the unprecedented step of revising downward its estimate of
an opponent’s strength before negotiations have begun because it has
calculated that the new lower count coufd serve its goal of preventing. or at
feast reducing the eventual size of. new NATO LRTNF deployments.




Appendix ’ .

Key Soviet Statements on LRTN ¥

Brezhner, Speech 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, comparcd with the
present’icvel, but naturally only if Western Eurape does not deploy
additional nuclcar weapons systems of medium range.

C

Brezhnev, Specch in Moscow, 23 February 1981

We propuse that agreement be reached on establishing o moratorivm now
un the deployment in Earope of new medium-range nuclear miaaile syaicms
ol the NATO coustrics and the USSR— in other words, to freeze both
gquantitatively and qualitatively the existing level of such sysiems, includ-
ing. of course, the forward-bascd nuclear sysiems ol the United Sutes in
this region. This moratarium could come tnto furce as svon as negotistions
on this question commence and be in effect watil a permancent treaty on
limitations or, cven better, on reduction of such nuclear systems in Hurope
is concluded. In this we proceed from the position that both sides should
curtail any kind of preparations for the deplovment of corresponding
additional systems. including the US Pershing-2 missiles and ground-based
strategic cruise missiles. ’

Ustinoy, Article in Pravda, 25 July 1981
- The proposul for o moratorium is based on the rough parity in mediam-
range nuclcar weapons between NATO and the USSR ihat lius cxisted in
-Europe for a number of years---about 1,000 ca rrigrs on cach side. On the

i3 gt r—



NATO side these carriers are US airerafl carrving nuclear weapons {F-
L1, F-4} which arc stationed at air bases in a2 number of West Europcan

countrics: FB-1 11 mediurn bombers: aircraflt carrying nuclear weapons (A--

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

basced medism-range ballistic missiles, missile submarines, and the bomber
force of US allics—about 300 in ali. All these systems have a range (a radi-
us of operation) from 1,000 tu 4.500 kilometers and present a rcnl threat to

Sovict territory. (U}
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