TOs Jams=s A. Abrabam=son

FR{H: Elaus P, Heiss

REe Eurggsan Consider=tions 4in Qefense of SOL

OATE:  August 23, 1994

i ] o o e o . . . S e e e et R R

An approsch to the defenae of the S0 lnitiative was out-
lined in the "Safeguard® mpemorandum which is of eritical impor-=
tance to the programmatic survival of the President®s initis=
tive. Hn important aspect in any such defense is the European
suppart ar lack of support for the Inltiative. In this FAesocran-
dum, European aspects of the defense af S0 are discussed.

The fundamental issues outlined in the "Safeguard® Aesmoran=
dum obuiously apply even more to Europe. DOue to the particular
historical and geographical facts, additional, peculiasrly Euro=
pean igsues arise from the S0I initiative which have to be
properly anticipated, valued and integrated into the defense af
501 .

Just as was the case with the Enhanced Radiation Weapons
igsue, the primary Sowviel approach in the international arena
Fray well be to generate substantial European opposition to the
S50 concept so that the program is ultimately defeated in the
United States. Rather than leave the field to such campaigns of
Soviet miminformation aimed at undermining European under
standing and support, the US should take the initiative and
elaborate the profound and positive changes the S0I initiatiuve
will bring to the long tern outlook of European security,
independence and unity .

1. 501 and Yestern Europe

1.1 Bemoual of the conatant and immediate threst of
nuclesr sannihilations a susten that would be effectiuve
againat long range and pedium range nuclear fmissile asystens
would assure this for all of Uestern Europe except the
imediate adjoining areas (i .e., Hest Germany? and truly
"liberate” Europe from what pust be considered an unheal thy
state of mind fwhich has existed sver since the 1940%*=s) .

1.2 A ayaten that would be effective against long range
strategic nissiles only =till would achieve & most signi-
ficant objective for the Uestern Alliance == namely it



would make the US deterrence in defensze of Europe once mors
entirely credible {i.e, it would er=ate a situation not
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dissinilar to that immediately following World War IT, with

absolute sgsgured Mestern supremagy -- indeed, Aonopoly --

in strategic nuclear apatemsh.

1.3 501 also would gohance any European nuele=asr deterrencs

forces, since these clearly now could be used tn case af
Soviet attack under the unbrella of the larger US strategic
unbrella, which negates to the Souiets the outright use aof
their strategie forces,

1.4 Because of the reralning relative exposure of West
Germany, again it is important that Germany participate as
& po-egual in any European nuclear theater aof strategic
forocea == be it in the finaneing, research or production,
deployaent and potential use of such forces. Once granted,
such participation will once and Tor all cement the German
situation in the Uestern alliance == something currently
left open and skillfully played upon by the Soviets <aee
Austrian State Treaty of 19560 .

1.5 Should 1.1 be achigved £i.e., removal of nuclear
annihilation threat?, the European alliance will be able ta
safeguard European and Western interesats more confidently
in the nearby regions, Tirst and foremost in the Hiddle
East. This can lead to & substantial hetter sharing of the
burden af Western defenae efforts and costa,

1.6 Moreouer, given 1.1 Western Europe ia likely to become
pors gutonosoyg in 1ts own thinking == in part a3 a8 reasc-
tion to the unigque and dramatic US capabilities that &
fully deploped SO0I ayaten inplies. Some shortsighted
people on both sidea of the Atlantic may regard this an a
disadvantage, but so do some parents who have difficulties
in letting their children grow and achieve sustenance aut-
gide the confines of the iffediate family,

1.7 The guernall cohesign of the Uestern alliance, of

course, would be assured for a long time to come hecause
the SO0I umbrella uniquely makes these dramatic changes
posaible.

SD01. Europe and the Souiet Union

2.1 Yotal oppogition of the Souiet Union to the SOI capa-
bility in the European theatsr: aside from nuclear weapans,
the Soviet Union has little with which it can intimidate=
the Western European partners. In conventional wesapons the
Soviet Union may hold a numerical aduantage here and there,
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but with an assumed effective S0I against strategic nuclesrs
systens, the Western European Allies will be quite capable
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af providing far their own regicnal defense ance they
ingr=ase their relative defense efforts. S5kill, some
Allies may find it difficult to leave the mother®s womb af
US military presminence, even unders the usbrella of SOT .

£.2 Recovery af US stretegic deterrence predibilite for
European theatsr confligtss with S0I implenented anly by
the US fand not the Soviet Union’, the nuclear strategic
unbrella may again become eredible and even allow a sub-
stantial reduction in United States European defense-
related expenditures.

2.3 Sharing of SDI capabilities with the Soviet Unione: 4if
the SO0I capabilities were shared at some future time by the
U5 with the Soviet Union, that in itself would imply such
an extraordinary change in the pasvchological and political
situation in Europe, and worldwide, that it iz difficult to
see how Lhat state af “"Shared Space Defense™ can but hauve
very profound, positive effects on the European scene.
Clearly such a “"sharing” would only come about with a
realignment of the European situations the sharing of this
moat frportant capability af the United States would have
to be within & framework of a new understanding of inter=
national relationa in faver of basic Allied interests.

Z£.% Upenina of Intra-furopean Reglationgs SO0I would change
the current state of affairs, where the fear of nuclear war
somnehow drives Curopean intellectuals like lemmings into
the adoption of neutralist ¢(or worse) pesitions and compro-
rises with otherwise totalitarian ideologies and aystems.
Uith the successful implementation of 501, the Soviet Union
will lose the main threat against Eastern European nations
that now succumb to the nuclear fist of the Souviets. UWhile
conventional forces may be impressive to sone, the Souviet
Union and its Eastern European subjects may well belisue
that 1t is only the nuclesr threat that preventa Eastern
European nations from rising againat the despised regise.
In the abaence of nuclear retaliation, Uestern nations are
likely to come to the active support of such genuine up=
risings againat tyranny.

2.5 Increased opportunity of European self-defenser room

for independent Uestern European defense efforts with
parallel increased independence from the US. UWith the
elimination af the strategic nuclear Souiet threat, Uestern
Europe may find the confidence of more autonomous defenae
efforts with less reliance on the US umbrella. Like wel-
fare, any free aservicge -— however well intentioned ar
benignly rendersed == is inferior to a situation uhers



Allies can mend Tor themselues. This may lead to increased
comnpetition and diversity with the US but indeed, such a
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change in Eurapean thinking and capabilities could anly he
regarded as the ultirate Ailestone of success of the
approach put into place at the end af the Second Werld Uzr
by the United States.

2.6 A gluralistig, multilateral sustem of international

relations with a secondary role for the Souiet Unions a
pluralistic world with several strong Uestern centers of
denocracies and open markets, with their own autonorous
defense capabilities would probably imply the ultimate
demise of the Souviet Sysatem which, like frost totalitacian
ayatems, ia apparently only capable of dealing with “dual-
tatie” situntions Ce.g., Souviet ws, US), The Souviet oli-=
garchy gets lost in the chaos of open markets with a free
flow of information and & combination of competition,
greed, free trade and a worlduide flow of funds by & Ayriad
of decision makers and investors totally outside the can-
trol of “"the® sentral authority, its authorization ar
approval .  (0ne sometines has the irpression that some
people in Uashington have similar yearnings and complaints .}

2.7 End of Soviet relavangey with a successful implemnenta=
tion of S50I it will becore cbuious for all that it i3 the
Soviet Union, and not the United States, that cannot afford
strategic nuclear disarmanent. With the strategic nuclear
arma threat gone (1i.e., with an effective S0I ayaten, or a
zero=zero strategiec arms control agreement?, the Souiets
would lose the last reason why anvbody == suen "liberators®
in the bushes of equatorial regions == should take the
Souiets serioualy. Certainly Lt i3 not their technology,
nor their pmarket, production, rescurces orF any other power,
nor their literature, entertainment, services, ete. fafter
more than 60 years since the Revolution, can one think of
any desirable Souviet technology consumer good?), to which
foreign credibility can be attributed. The world would
finally discouer that without the nuclear fig leaf the
Soviet empiresaysten is naked, an sventuality they neces-
sarily cannot allow. Uhy the Uestern nedia ¢and, for that
matter, Presidential speech writers) have not seen through
this more clearly is, in itself, surprising. <£5o is the
seldom-nade observation that President Reagan is the first
President to have proposed drastic reductions in puclear
armanents . Just because the Soviets find such proposals
unacceptable does not mean that the proposals should net be
enphasized again and again.}

4. SDI and the German Question



The German Question remains the other central theme and
cance=rn of Allied and Sowviet policy. The 501 initiative couwld
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have a prafound ffect on the long term stabilization of the
Central European situation if seen in conjunction with several
of the abowe points.

3.1 A Oyal German Choics. Withowt such a full partici-
pation and integration, a dual German choice will econtinues
integration of West Germany with Uestern Europe or Gersman
Unification wunder sofe neutralist flag. The duasl sowul of
the German situation Ls such that only complets co-equal
acteptance of the other two major European pariners will
give Uest Germany csonfidence and asecurity in the WUestern
Alliance, without the lingering attraction of the new-=
tralist posture dangled in front of Germnans by the Souviet
Union. HAnyane doubtful about the objectives af the Soviets
along thease lines bhas only to read the Austrian S5tote
Treaty of 1956 and the detailed provisions therein as to
what the Souviegts may have had in pind also for the Geraan
guestion.

3.2 Heed for Autonomous European Oeterrence A nore
avtononous approach to Lyropean Defenge necessarily has to
involue intensive WHegt German poarticipation. This is
required if one accepts the premise that podern defense
ressarch, developrent, testing and deploveent of Rodern
ayatens require sonething af the seale of rFesources as
those af the US, the Sowiets, and, at somne future time,
those of China and even Japan. Only a conbination of West
German, French and Britiash capabilities ever promises the
realization of credible, autonomous Eurocpean defense capa-=
bilitiea == including independent technology bases and pro-
duction capabilities. This neceassarily involues German
participation in puclear svstemss as a full, sgqual partner.
The situstion onm this guestion has changed significantlye
whereas in the middle 1950%a to the end of the 1960%a a
certain Berman drive to achieve nuclear wesapons capabil-=-
ities could be discerned, the situation today seemsa to
change more and more to one where the other tuo European
Allies Aight well be prepared for such wunorthodox thinking,
while difficulties may exist in getting the UHest German=s to
accept such novel thoughts and responsibilities.

3.3 Hoed for Uest German Interacgtion The surprising,

apparent effect of S0I seers to be the need for substan—
tially expanded European tactical and intermediate range
nuclear capabilitiess and the appars=nt need or regquiresent
to include German capabhilities in these matters as part of
an expanded, integrated and sutonormous defense capabilitwy.
The reasoning behind this, once more, iss

LR
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3.3.1 The exposed German position to tactieal and
intermediate range Sowviet nuelear weapons even wikh
S50 which will rFequire a continued, substantial
nuelear counter-capability in Central Europe and
which, sooner or later, will require GerRran co-—
decision an their deplovment and use. If not, the
field is left wide open for the Soviets to play on the
“Austrian” fiddle of neutralism, and a split of
Central Europe from Western Europe.

3.3.2 The developrent of a truly sutonomous European
military technology base reguires the sane inclusion
of Gernan capabilities in all these fields to achieue
a resource base at least approaches, 17 not equals,
that aof the US,

3.3.3 Finally, to anchor the Uest Germans firnly into
the Uestern European Alliance, and to avoid an
inerease of the attraction of the “Austrian® solution
for all of Central Europe, German capabilities Aust be
ineluded .

3.3.%4 In the absence of a full integration of WUest
Garmany into the strategic foree structure of & rela-
tively independent Western European deterrent force,
the long term effect of S50I mpay well be the loosening
of the Eastern European hegemony by the Souiets com=
bined with a gradual neutralization of all of Central
Europe <including Hest and East Germany?. This deuel-
oprent may be acceptable in a regine where the US and
the Soviets reach agreement on the ouverall sharing of
S0I technalogy. However, in the abasence of auch a
drastically ehanged outlaak, an =lement af confron-
tation and conpetition betuween major pouwers will per-
sist. UWhatever the impact on Eastern Europe, such a
neutralization of Uest Bermany seems undesirable fros
a Ueastern viewpoint and could only be foreclosed by a
full co-equal integration of Uest Germany fas des-
eribed aboue) into the Uest European deterrence
structure.

4. U5 Space Technology Doninance with SOI

On the “"negative side, one clearly has to allow for the
tcorrect? European perception that the achievement of SOT will
asaure the US of dramatic technological aduantages which in-
variably will be tranalated into market positions in weorlduide
competition. This, of course, is one good reason for the pur-
suit of S50I {including supremacy in space mpattersd: it i3,
however, insuffici=nt reason for Europeans to oppose SOI .
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Hothing should prevent Europe from parallel, even dramatic,
space technology efforta. At the sare tine, this relative
supremacy of the US will surely cesent European adhesion to the
Us. «If you have them with the S0I, their Ainds will follow., )

If the aboue is a correct statement of the key European
isasues raised and affected by 50I, & European presentation of
SO0I in the European context becomes uvery important to the US,
and a campaign of disinformnation to the Souviets.

In addition to these aspecific considerations, all the other

i1tems listed in the “Safeguard” memorandus also apply in the
European discussiaon.
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