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‘December 1987 President Reagan and Soviet General
‘Gorbachev signed an historic agreement to eliminate
-range nuclear forces (INF) - all U.S. and Soviet nuclear
iith a range of 300 to 3500 miles. As evidenced by the
debate in both Europe and the U.S., Senate deliberations on
7. newspaper and journal articles and public opinion polls,
ypears to be undergoing one of its periodic reevaluations.

will deal with issues surrounding that agreement and its
for the U.S., its NATO allies and the Soviet Union.
basic argument is that the post World War II bipolar world
to the formation of NATO in 1949 no longer exists and the
afore needs to reassess its commitment to that dated alliance
Likewise, the West European nations themselves need to
their real independence and recognize that just as any
for U.S. Marshall Plan Aid in the present time would be
s for the U.S. to be the major force in a European defense
equally inappropriate in today’s circumstances. In the
ncreasing importance of economic power over military
become the dominant global reality. Japan has clearly
rated this, and now even the Soviet Union under Gorbachev
 grasp this reality. Meanwhile in the 1980s the U.S. has
| to go from the largest creditor nation on earth to the largest
ation. That the military situation in Europe has weakened the
es of both (military) superpowers should be obvious to any
r (although the current crop of candidates for the White House
t to have noticed). As the U.S. Representative to the NATO-
Pact Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks from 1973
stated:

: The NATO-Warsaw Pact military confrontation
in Europe has emerged as the largest peacetime
military concentration in history. It now comprises
over six million men in active-duty military forces on
both sides, with an additional four million in organized
reserves, over 200 standing ground force divisions,
over 100 reserve divisions, 65,000 heavy tanks, 20,000
combat aircraft, over 2,600 naval vessels in the seas
ordering Europe, and over 20,000 nuclear warheads
for tactical and intermediate-range delivery systems.
Adding together, the expenditures of both alliances,
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the European confrontation consumes ro
thirds of the world’s total annual tril
expenditures for armed forces. ]

Background to INF

This is not the place to refight the Cold
again the causes and who was at fault. Historians e
it started with some dating it as early as the U.S. inf
Russian Civil War. Certainly the alliance betw
U.S.S.R. during World War II was hopelessly shatte
the Truman Doctrine of Containment in March

war and to others the beginning moves of a Sovie
the rest of Europe. While the Marshall Plan
resuscitate the Western European economies, it
security against a military attack by the Soviets. As
U.S. and Western Europe demobilized, many fear
vacuum was being created for Stalin.?

It is debatable whether the Soviet Union,
war which had cost 20 million casualties and great d
preparing to strike westward. However, as is often | )
perceptions are often more important than reality
threats, and Stalin’s Soviet Union certainly seemed

the United States, by constitutional process, with sug
other collective arrangements as are based on continuou
self-help and mutual aid, and as effect its national

The Vandenberg Resolution acknowledged a

not be sufficient because of the obvious politica
including or rearming West Germany. Initially, NA
formed by the joining of the U.S. and Canada w
European Union states of Britain, France, Belgium,
the Netherlands. Norway was soon included because of
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een the Soviets and Finland. Italy was included at
ance even though this extended the treaty’s scope to the
: Denmark and Iceland were brought in because of
and the strategic significance of the northern Atlantic
pite of its nondemocratic status, Portugal was brought in
use of its mid-Atlantic Azores where the U.S. had built
That made twelve original members.*
promised to be more than a purely military alliance, as
ume positive goals of political and economic cooperation.
the signatories pledged to strengthen their free
‘promote conditions of stability and well-being and
conomic conflict. Article 3 called on the members to
and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-
qutual aid, maintain and develop their individual and
acity to resist armed attack." Article 5 contained the
ould call the treaty into military action:

~ The Parties agree that an armed attack against
or more of them in Europe or North America shall
onsidered an attack against them all . . 5

e U.S. Senate ratified the treaty 82-13 on 21 July 1949 and
to effect America’s first peacetime alliance commitments
. The U.S. had intervened in two recent European wars
had begun and now sought to deter another before any
occurred. Would this deterrence require the U.S. to deploy
urope prermanently? Asked this question by Iowa’s Senator
per, Secretary of State Dean Acheson’s answer was a "clear
te ‘no.”® Dwight Eisenhower, the first Supreme Allied
er (SACEUR), stated that the American military presence
ast more than a decade and later, as President, warned
J.S. would eventually be resented if it stayed too long in

scause the U.S. had a nuclear monopoly at that time, it was
that deterrence could rest on U.S. strategic bombers with

bs. Although this monopoly came to an end in late 1949,
1 had a long lead over the Soviet Union. However, the
the Korean War in June 1950 demonstrated to Europeans
ty of limited conventional war. When Eisenhower was
e first SACEUR (Supreme Allied Commander: Europe) in
r 1950, Soviet ready divisions outnumbered those of the
10 to 1, and by early 1951 the Administration sent four more
to Europe to join the two already there. Greece and Turkey
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joined the alliance in 1952. The decision was also mad
rearmament of West Germany, and by 1955 West Germa
NATO. It was agreed that the Federal Republic would g
t0 manufacture atomic, biological, or chemical weapc
would be no independent German military capability.®
By the mid-1950s NATO had built its conve
capacity to the authorized level of 500,000 troops ass
Alliance. However, these conventional forces we
primarily as a "trip wire" to temporarily halt an
guarantee a U.S. response. American nuclear weapons
as the main deterrent if an invasion could not be
stopped. In 1957 came Sputnik and other evidence g
Soviet nuclear capabilities. NATO responded by estab)
of nuclear warheads in Europe and providing sea-based i
range ballistic missiles to SACEUR.?
As the Soviet ICBM capability improved in the Iz
early 1960s, Europeans began to question the guars
American nuclear shield, i.e., would the US, risk losin:
save Bonn? It was no secret that DeGaulle seriously do
he also resented American political-military domination
affairs and the "invasion" of the European €conor
multinationals.1? Actually, France’s disengagement (1
integrated military command came slowly. DeGaulle ha
France’s Mediterranean fleet from NATO command
French ships from the Atlantic fleet in 1963, Fran
develop its own nuclear capability, the "Force de Frappe
1966 DeGaulle announced France’s complete pullout fro;
integrated command, but not from the Atlantic Allianc
French land, sea and air forces assigned to NATO were
U.S. and Canadian forces stationed in France, given
leaving or submitting to French authority, departed.! :
In 1966 "burden-sharing" became a serious Allia;
the first time. There were increasing demands, due
expenditures, to offset the costs of keeping American (
troops in Germany. U.S, f orces in Germany numbered ab
contributing more than $800 million a year to West
foreign-exchange balance, The British announced tha

in July 1966, declaring that "a substantial reduction of
permanently stationed in Europe can be made withou
affecting either our resolve or ability to meet our commii
the North Atlantic Treaty." US., Britain, and West Germ
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ns on costs, burden-sharing, and NATO force needs
ether NATO strategy could be effectively carried out
uctions. While Britain argued in favor, the U.S.
nventional force reduction before sufficient airlift
force NATO in crisis was available.!?

57 the U.S. had shifted to a policy of flexible response
earlier policy of massive retaliation. This caused
15 in the alliance, as many European strategists were not
with a policy which presumed that there would be a
ighting and then a negotiated settlement. Whether the
volved conventional or nuclear weapons, it appeared
both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. to emerge from such a conflict
ndamaged while Europe was devastated.!

en Richard Nixon assumed the Presidency in 1969, many
t WWII assumptions of U.S. foreign policy were breaking
e world was no longer bipolar with the emergence of
orld actors; the communist world was no longer
: and the possibility therefore existed to improve relations
viet Union. There was also the assumption that there was
reassess the security burden borne by the U.S. due to the
economic and military power of allies. The Nixon Doctrine
jam Doctrine) stated that whereas in the past the U.S. had
personnel and weapons (e.g., Korea and Vietnam), now the
ld supply only military and economic assistance to those
tene&. The states themselves would be expected to supply
OWEr.

he logic of the Nixon Doctrine might have been considered
s to Western Europe. U.S. troops in Europe had averaged
or years, but several people supported Senator Mansfield’s
t that a much smaller force could just as adequately defend
‘The Administration was only able to get Congressional
of continuing troop levels with the argument that unilateral
ns would hinder arms control negotiations. In response to
d support for the troop reduction resolution, the Nixon
tration negotiated "burden-sharing" agreements whereby the
id some of the costs of maintaining troops in Europe. NATO
Warsaw Pact also began discussions in 1973 for reducing the
of troops on both sides. These "Mutual and Balanced Force
ons" (MBFR) went on for years with no real progress. There
even agreement on how many troops each side had, much less
any to cut. There was also conflict over such issues as whether
o count French forces as part of NATO.!

With the outbreak of the October 1973 Mideast War, another
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rift in the NATO alliance occurred. The U.S. was fru.
refusal of its European allies to allow use of NATO
Israel or to overfly their airspace. In reaction there w
the Senate in favor of making the European allies com:
for any balance-of-payments costs in maintaining A
The U.S. would reduce the troop level by the same p
shortage in the European payments. However, as
Senate dropped the issue. Tensions within the allian
the Soviet-Warsaw Pact buildup in both quantity ar
weapons became obvious. ]
In the 1976 election candidate Carter criticized
Republican Administration for excessive preoccupa
West issues and the Soviet threat. President Carter h
U.S. foreign policy perspectives, improve relations wit
and achieve progress in both arms control and MBFR.
IT was signed by Carter and Brezhnev, it was never
Senate for a variety of reasons. There were no br
MBFR and, in fact, the number of U.S. military pers
to NATO went from 318,000 in 1977 to 329,000 by 1
also tension within NATO over whether to produce
"enhanced radiation weapon," referred to as the neut
NATO allies were not enthusiastic about it and by 1
decided to "defer" production of the neutron bomb
The decision to withdraw the neutron bom
necessary to deal with an issue of increasing signif’
1970s--"Eurostrategic weapons." These are defin
planes which can deliver nuclear warheads over lo
not intercontinental distances. The Soviets had the "ba
and had begun deploying the SS-20 missile.!® First
the SS-20 was MIRVed with three accurate warheads
could be quickly launched and reach any target in
NATO had no missile in this category which was
"long-range theater nuclear forces" (LRTNF). The U
roughly comparable missile under development: the
ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) was also b

a counter to the Eurostrategic threat, while others (e
Netherlands) saw no need for the GLCMs or Pershi
for arms control agreements. After much debate th
decided on the "two-track" policy in December 1979.

Soviets that would make a Pershing II and GL
unnecessary. If no compromise was reached NATO w L
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1 GLCMs. 0

ons increased in the early 1980s between the U.S. and its
nd there was even talk of "divorce." The U.S. and its
ent positions on technology transfer, relations with the
viet pipeline to Europe, burden-sharing and non-
policy issues in the Middle East and Central America.
htened rhetoric from the Reagan team, many Europeans
r that the new Administration was not just planning how
aclear war, but how to fight and win one. The old fear
. would somehow "decouple” itself from Europe and be
ive a nuclear war was revived when Reagan spoke of the
of limited war in Europe and noted that he "could see
could have the exchange of tactical weapons . . . without
either one of the major powers to pushing the button."*!
October, 1981 Reagan announced the decision to reverse
policy and to produce and deploy the neutron bomb. Since
peans considered this a weapon specifically designed for a
war, massive protest demonstrations erupted in many
cities including London, Paris, Bonn and Rome. The huge
tions slacked off only after Washington announced a new
npolicy. In November 1981 the Reagan Administration put
he "zero-zero" option in which the U.S. would not deploy
ed 464 GLCMs and 108 Pershing IIs if the Soviets would
all of its SS-20 and older SS-4 and SS-5 missiles targeted
estern Europe.

any considered this simply a play to forestall protest and to
for the deployment of U.S. intermediate missiles.?® In fact,
s immediately rejected the U.S. proposal which would have
n dismantling Soviet missiles already in place in return for
re deployments. By November 1983 the first GLCMs
1 Britain and Italy, and Pershing IIs were deployed in West
. The INF negotiations had continued in Geneva in 1982
, but the Soviets walked out when the missile deployment
he Soviets had repeatedly proposed a formula to set the level
equal to the total of British and French strategic forces, but
always rejected by the West. The always tricky issue of
ion also presented problems.?*

[he stalemate remained until the new Soviet leader seemed to
By January 1986 Gorbachev had made a proposal which was
lly the "zero-zero" option. He also agreed to leave out the
and French systems and finally to some type of on-site
ons for verification purposes. For a period it seemed that
hev was gaining the upper-hand as the proponent of
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reasonable arms control, while the U.S. was havi
accepting "yes" for an answer. Reagan at the time §
interested in promoting S.D.I than the INF agreement,
the end of 1987 the INF Treaty was signed removing
Soviet intermediate-range nuclear forces from Eur
ratification seems assured despite some conservative op
this time some Reagan hardliners such as Casper We
Richard Pearle had also resigned.)®®

The INF Treaty marks the first time nuclear
actually been reduced; previous SALT agreements si
numbers. Furthermore, for the first time, an enti
weapons will be abolished, i.e., missiles with a rang
kilometers. This is also the first time that Soviet con
be obviously greater, since they will have to disma
1,000 systems against only 316 on the American side.

The American Policy

The INF treaty dismantling medium and shorte
missiles will reduce U.S. and Soviet arsenals by about f
President Reagan was correct at the signing ceremon
"The importance of this treaty transcends numbers."?
strategic significance of this treaty is far less than b
supporters of the treaty have maintained. However,
political ramifications of INF should be very importa

The time is way past due for the U.S. to reas
commitment and more rationally, and fairly, square
means. The argument of this paper is that we must m
to accomplish by the 1990s what the original archite
alliance assumed would have been done by the 1960s,
major portion of defense responsibility for Western
Europeans themselves as they become capable of it. Th
the U.S., our European allies, and the Soviet Union. Re
U.S. presence will help all three parties, as this is
game. 4
The major argument against any U.S. pullout is
the INF treaty itself. It is commonly asserted that with
Soviets will be able to translate their conventional ac
political or military advantage. Human Events, th
weekly, worries that Reagan is about "to give away
William Buckley fears that the U.S. will eventually "l
arms."®® While it is not unfair to point out that these
the same critics who have been warning us for several
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Soviet march through Europe, the easy vulnerability of
nuclear blackmail," the "decoupling" of the U.S. from
he "Finlandization" of Western Europe, the conventional
ust be addressed as a serious issue. Different figures are
but there is agreement that the Soviets have some
 advantages. (See Tables 1 and 2)

4 TABLE 1%
son of Selected Warsaw Pact and NATO Forces, 1986

Total
uU.s. NATO Warsaw Pact US.SR.
o8 771 2,779 2,827 1,901
es R
1,057 4,603 5,080 3,500
forces
Europe 217 1,858 2,704 1,868
." ope in peace 6 38 90 59
8, Wa
332/3 143 181 122
quipment
5,000 20,314 46,610 32,200
670 8,974 24,035 16,300
hers 800 1,811 3,525 2,335
r missile
164 786 5,365 4,120
arines 51 183 154 148
5 13 3 3
‘ 12 14 21 21
’d frigates 88 294 102 93
-- 37 200 200
170 277 184 150
105 117 -- --
E: 150 222 210 210
round attack 444 2,158 2,216 1,565
96 452 1,075 905
18 62 1,295 -=
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TABLE 2%°
The Soviet Advantage in Conventional Fo

NATO Warsaw

Combat helicopters 3,700 8,000
Battletanks 19,600 52,000
Anti-tank weapon launchersl 3,300 18,000
Troop divisions 90 188
Active-duty troops 2.1 million 2.3

A close look at the supposed Soviet conventios
reveals that much of that advantage can be deba
advantage there may be is all quantitative. In almost
NATO forces have a distinct qualitative edge. Most
show the Warsaw Pact with more troops do not count
French troops. While these troops are not part of
NATO command, in case of a war presumably th
fighting with the Seviets. British Air Marshal Sir Fre
a senior NATO staffer maintains that the Western All
half a million more troops in uniform than the Warsa

The Soviets have major problems related to
loyalty of their troops. For example, could the Sovie
Czech, Polish or East German soldiers to willingly p
invasion of Western Europe? While the conservative
seem to assume this loyalty, the Soviets themselves
illusions. It is also certain that Warsaw forces are not
as NATO forces, e.g., Soviet tank gunners might fire
or as many as ten shells in a year, while U.S. tank
typically fire well over a hundred shells a year. The de
of the SPD in the Western German Bundestag says t
Soviet conventional advantage:

. is largely a fraudulent notion. §
advantages are greatly exaggerated, if they existe
Although Warsaw Pact forces outnumber NATO ft
in Europe 2,685,000 to 2,088,000, Warsaw
advantages do not begin to constitute the tyr
offense-defense ratio that is needed for a suc
breakthrough. (In fact, on the central front
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TO has an advantage of 1,010,000 to 998,000 troops
the Warsaw Pact.) Moreover, these figures do not
ade French and Spanish forces, which do not come
er direct NATO command. They also ignore a
ber of other critical factors, including NATO’s
ter capacity for rapid mobilization and
forcement, the questionable reliability of the East
opean Warsaw forces, the greater economic
ential of the NATQO countries, and the
armanning” of Soviet forces (for example, one
ion soldiers are needed for the strategic rocket
es of the Soviet Union, whereas the United States
sloys no more than 100,000 men to perform the
e task).>?

e major argument for beginning a phased pullout of
troops from NATO is economic; as the world’s largest
on with staggering budget and trade deficits the U.S. can
fford to continue to do what Western Europe can now do
There are no valid historical examples of a debtor nation
alliance or providing for the defense of other nations at
ssperous (or less in debt) as itself. Figures vary, but the
sapproximately $130-$160 billion a year to support NATO.
culation the U.S. picks up about 65 per cent of the total
ATO defense costs, European nations only 30 per cent and
/e per cent.3® In the 1980s the U.S. has averaged spending
 per cent of GNP for defense while non-U.S. NATO spent
er cent for defense.®*

rope today absorbs a greater proportion of U.S.
nal forces than in 1964 before Vietnam. Over two-thirds of
s stationed abroad serve in NATO. The initial commitment
of some 300,000 men came from a troop-strength level of
n. A larger NATO contingent today comes from an overall
ost a third smaller. Today some 25 per cent of NATO’s
ks are American; ten years ago it was approximately 20 per

the 1980s economic power has become as important as pure
ower in a nation’s global position. As economic power has
gasingly important to a nation’s international influence, the
omic position and its productive base has eroded. Part of
| (although obviously not all) that the U.S. economic position
jorated is due to the continued economic drain that our
ommitment imposes. Neither political party or its candidates
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have addressed the critical relationship between our
economic positior and U.S. foreign policy. Our allie

situation than we do. For example, Western Europe
$40 billion worth of trade with the Soviet bloc in 19
our 2.3 billion.*® It no longer makes sense for the U

very nation the U.S. is supposed to be def, ending then
The argument is sometimes made that the N.
fact paying their "fair share" of defense cos
Department often claims this 37 This position, no ma
are used, should not be persuasive. The bottom
Europe being defended. What kind of argument is
West Europeans are paying "almost" as much as th
defense? '
It must also be noted that just as Western Europe

today in a military sense, we also need them less
purely military terms. In the late 1940s and 1950s
controlled overseas territory vital to U.S, security fo
raw materials. For example, the British in th
safeguarded Middle Eastern oil and the Dutch contr
as Indonesia with valuable raw materials. Most of
colonial outposts are now gone. 9
Equally important, other areas have become vit
U.S. policy. Northeast Asia including Japan and Chin
Gulf, and Central America are now seen as crucial to U
interests, and yet they receive nowhere near the resou

It must also be remembered that in the 19505 a
1960s the U.S. needed European bases in order to
military operations, especially nuclear operations, aga
Union’s military industrial heartland. We also depende
bases for intelligence—gathering. Almost all of thi
unnecessary today with the development of interconti
land and sea-based ICBMs, and the increasing use
intelligence-gathering, 8

West European Policy
Just as we need Europe less than several deca

less able to subsidize their def. ense, Europe needs the U
(in the military sense) and is much better able to p
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troops in Europe were supposed
s were back on their feet. Six
d, DeGaulle said; "France
of foreign aid," and NATO
tional defense."39 In 1963,

.. Large deployments of U.S.
emporary until the European

fter the NATO treaty was signe
rst count upon itself, independent
way the initiative to build our na

ywer complained:

When 1 went back to Europe in 1951, to

command the forces of NATO the US. agreed to
supply the equivalent of six infantry divisions which
were to be regarded as an emergency reinforcement
of Europe while our hard-hit allies were building their
sconomies and capabilities for supporting defense.
ater, these forces, somewhat reinforced

rtion that without a massive U.S.
“Europe would become "finlandized" or accommodationist.
s less than credible that the only thing preventing West
acceptance of Soviet dominance is U.S. troops. Actually,
NATO allies France is the least dependent on the U.S.
‘and is also the least accommodationist toward the Soviet
‘West Germany, in contrast, is the most dependent on the
S i e most accommodationist. Former German
lor Helmut Schmidt, a NATO supporter in the 1960s and

as now concluded that:

One still hears the asse

rrupts and corrupts not only the
but also the oversized partner

ho is making decisions almost single-handedly. Most
the European governments rely too much on
erican nuclear weapons and most of them neglect
ir own conventional defense. An improved military
ilibrium requires that the military equipment of
French reserve troops be increased. It also
wired more British reserve troops. We need to
engthen the conventional usable German air force
onventional munitions for the
grman army. Under such qualitatively and
_antitatively improved conditions, 2 partial
vithdrawal of American troops would not necessarily
e a misfortune. The Europeans would be playing 2

e of their own.

Dependency ¢0O
dependent partners,
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The Soviet Position

It is not the purpose of this paper to
Soviet policy. However, it is obvious that any m
U.S. troops out of NATO will depend somewhat
Gorbachev and his intentions. Is Gorbachev a ch
or no different than his predecessors? Every ind.
tenure in office indicates he represents entirel
Christopher Bertram observed:

Gorbachev is the first Soviet lea
‘common security’ (unlike Stalin), to
saber-rattling and dramatic Third World
(unlike Khruschchev) and to emphasiz
need for international stability as a fu
desire to promote domestic reform at h
Brezhnev). Indeed, if the statements
general secretary were to come to reflect
sustained policy, this would be the kind |
that the West has always sought. . .%2

One has to give primary credit for the IN
Soviet leader. Certainly Brezhnev would never h
the situation been reversed, Reagan would nevi
That is, if the U.S. were pulling out many more nu
the Soviets and two Soviet Allies (e.g., Bulgaria
alone retaining intermediate nuclear weapons, Re
have considered it. It might be also noted that wh
ploy by the U.S. (the proposal for on site inspe
been accepted by Gorbachev, but also it is the
expressing reservations here.

Gorbachev seems far more aware than
either party) that both superpowers must curtail t
expenditures to save their economies. In his
Perestroika, Gorbachev speaks of Europe as a "¢
home" and says: "We resent the belief that Europ
confrontation between blocs and to a continued preg
against each other."3 4

Much more than any past Soviet leader, Gor
recognize the decreasing military utility of nuclear v
is also aware that the NATO-Warsaw Pact conf: rontat
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‘at reform--economic and otherwise. His basic
problem is certainly as rational as any of the tired
leaders and his call in Europe for "a drastic
med forces and conventional weapons" should be
v recognizes that there are problems of parity and
dealt with, but in contrast to our basic position
nd for eliminating the inequality existing in some
ugh a buildup by those who lag behind through a
who are ahead."**

Conclusion

no longer any justification for a massive American
nce in Western Europe. None of the arguments
due to our inability to afford it, the ability of the
oncerned to afford it, and a changed security
ere is a Soviet conventional advantage, it is
otally irrelevant. Even after the INF treaty is
ATO will still have British and French nuclear
1 as thousands of tactical nuclear weapons, U.S.
a assigned to SACEUR and ultimately ICBMs in the
e would be no rational Soviet expectation of victory,
in an attack on NATO. If U.S. forces are in the
wire," 50,000 U.S. troops could serve that f unction

0.

cy we should follow after INF is not to build up
ces. These huge military expenditures have actually
urity position. There is no good argument to further
osition with increased expenditures. In fact, if the
jed after INF is to be an increase in conventional
the thesis of this paper would be to vote against INF as
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