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'INTRODUCTION 

The USG has t1uee broad decisions to� regarding the nuclear aspects of 
NATO expando11: 

•· the substantivo quest;ion of how acw mcmbcn will shate in the AUiance•s
. nuclear roles and guarantees:

• how (i.e., within what .4llia1" bodies ancJ mechanisms) we share our view
with tho Allies and move to obttul NATO approval of the posidon; and

• tho timing of when we share this approach with the Easicm·Bumpeans, Russia
and the ocher parmca (pardcularly given. the dmeltncs already aader discusspi
for tbo Bxpamslon study 811d for the parallel path), how to·play it to maximum
advantage, and how an annoancement fits into "parallelism":

NUCLEAR ROLES AND GUAllAN'I'Ea FOR NEW MEMBERS 

1bcrc is a broad consensus widJin the USO dw any new �Hance members: 

 - wUl be full NATO mcmbcn., and will be covend by the nuclear .... ". 
guarantee; 

-will be members of the UdDgll(led military� --� •

-will bo eligible to particlpao � NATO's various nu�poliey�
bodies. Le., tho NAG Minlleedal, N�O Stiff Group, Hip� Q,;o�, 
and the SeniorLevel WeapoasProa:don Group; � .... : •• : . .-· .. :- -"·:::: -:·

It is also agreed that no changes will be� to key NATO policy documents, 
• inc1uding tho Allimac,t • Strat•&ic � and the Political PriMfplu for !{uclaar

. 1 �-,�-,�-,1 1 • • • . . : : : --------- . . . 
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, SECRE'! 

Plannzng and.Consul� (The attache.d non· background paper provides 
additional information on the above points.) 

The political and militaty eff�vcness of the A1limce can only be assured if new 
membm share fully In the benefits and-responsibilitie of the organintion.. 
Conceding this principle would dilute the Alliance's cffccuvcncss to operate as a 

. cohesive forum with common security needs and objectives. Therefon,, it is clear 
that NATO cannot accept or impose, as a precondition of mcmbcnhip, any 
coaStraints or rcstridions on the way new members interact with AJHance political 
and mDitaty entities. 1bu.s, as a general principle, Involvement In nuclear roles 
and the peacetime basing of nuclear forces on the terrltol")' of a new member 
should neither be a precondition of membership nor foredo.1ed as an optlou. 
and the Alliance cannot �otiate with Russia on these points. 

On die other band, it Is also clear diat. with or without new members, the curreDt 
security environment does not iequirc any expansion of tho existing nuclear 
posture or force structme. At the same ti.mo, direct participation or involvement in 
nuclear roles by"new �tares cannot be� out, were security conditions to 
deteriorate significantly. in the future.� . . . . 

Obtaining NATO Approval 

1bc Senior Polld.cal Committee/Reinforced is cmrcntly �g with the 
broad intcrsedioia of expansion policy and AJJianrA nuclear policy. The �t IS 
draft Qiaptcr m (USNA'r() 000899) sets forth geneial principles covering 
potenWll ncw·members• participalioll ill Alliance nuclear policy-making bodies 
and our requirement that them be� preconditions on membenhip. As a body 
reporting to the NAC at 16, however, die· SPC cannot make the Judgement wo scok. 
that existing NATO nuclear policy and f� structure need not, and should not, 
• change.

The High Level Group, the Affl•aco's key nuclear policy•making body, can 
make this judgement, however. Accordin&1Y, the United States will seek to 
convene a special HLG seminar fa Apd1 co poducc a short paper for NPO • 
Ministerial approval in Iune 1995. Tbe gist of the paperwould be along the 
following lines: 

. 
. 

In light both of the cmxeat bllenadoml environment and of the potential 
threats we see facing the Alliance, we ha� -reviewed the Strategic Concept's 
nuclear elements, the Political Principles. and the Alli.ancc�� nuclear DCA .. 
requiicments. We find that these coodil� 101DCCt NATO•a d�t and mlli.tary
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,requirements and believe there is no teq�t to change or modify any aspect 

of NATO's nuclear posture __ in-thc foreseeable future. 

Timing 

·Assuming � concUIICDCC with oar pref med position, there are four broad

approaches to be considered with regard to when NATO shares it with prospective

-membcn.

• ·Within calendar 1995: We could, as part of the briefing on enlargement for

p-ospective mcmben, indicate both our formal position (no preconditions or

constraints) and our actual position (no change in NATO's nuclear posture).
• 

. 

-

Pros: IWG participants to fill in

Com: IWG participants to fill in

• 1995 as part of "how and why"

Pros: IWG participants to fill: in 

Cons: IWO participants ta fill in

• Before Russian presidential elections ;

Pros: IWG participants to fill in 

Cons: IWG participants to fill in 

• Coincident with (or nearly so)· admission of the &st���!iic�bet� � .:·- • :-.· · -.-.:···:_- "'"';:"' �:·_;·_-,· ... ::

Pros: IWG participants to fill in 

Cons: IWO participants to fill in
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The Nuclear Elements of NATQ Enl;irg�ment 

This paper examines issues regarding nuclear weapon programs as they may 
tdate to NA TO enlargement. The nuclear forces of France and the United Kingdom 
play a deterrent role of their own in contributing to the overall strcngthcning of tho 
deterrent of.the Alliance. However, US nuclear forces based in the United States as 
well as in Europe remain indispensable to Alliance security; they play a unique role in 
that the Allies have confidence in the umbrella they rcprcscnt and. have indicated that a 
UK-French force would not attract similar StippOrt; and only the United States 
provides nuclear weapons for use on Allied dual-capable aircraft (DCA). Therefore, 
thb paper concentrates on the role of US nuclear forces in NA TO enlargement and will 
address the potential basing of only US nuclear weapons and delivezy systems on the 
tenitory of new members. It is worth noting in passing. that we assume here that any 
new members would participate fully in all aspects of the Alliance, including the 
Integrated Military Structure, and that the 15 will find a way to indicate to prospective
memben that IMS participation is a requirement of membership. 

IL Substance 

NATO's nuclear dctment bas five components: the extension of the nuclear 
umbrella, the nuclear consultation �s for peacetime policy development and 

wartlme considerations of nuclC31' use. 25x5• 625X5 , 6 
the forward deployment -

of US nuclear dellvecy forces on allied territory in pcacedme, and the stationing-of US 
nuclear: weapons (

25x5
• 
6 --�.--,�---- -- --- on an ally's . 

tmitory.
. .... 

The Ouarantt,e Itself 

Article S of the NATO Treaty provides for collective defense whereby an attack

on one Alliance party shall be considered to be an attack on all members of the 
A.Jtjance. Because the Treaty predates the extension of the US nuclear umbrella to
NATO, Article S doei not discuss nuclear weapons but speaks only to "the use of 
anned force." After the provision of the US nuclear guarantee in the mid-1950's, and 
later the commitment of UK nuclear forces, howcvcc, Article S bas clearly and 
explicitly been understood to include the nuclear component, and Alliance membership· 
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bas been seen to bring a country under then� umbrella (c.f. Spain. the most RCCnt
case) 

 
One notable excepcion to the tU1o is France, which of course mafotains its .own ...

Independent nuck-M defenent.systems which me not coordinated with other Alliance -
· 

nuclear fo� or plans. �·the� havc·choscn not to be bavolvcd in 
NATO's integra� militll'y structure, they do not participate in any of the AJliance 
deten.se oqp,nizadons. mcluding the by nuclear consultative bodies - the Nuclear 

� Planning Group at the Defense Minister Jovel. and the Bish lAvel Group and Senior 
uvel Weapons Protection Group at the_ASD level· 'The Preach were able to sign up 
to the Strategic Concept-with the insertio� of "the Allies concerned" (subtly excluding 
Prance) in the nuclear section of the document. and nodng that "tho independent _ 
nuclt.ar force.1 of FDnce, which have a detmcnt role of their own, contrlbutc to the 
overall ctetem,ncc and security·of the Allles." However,� they do not bavo 
nuclear forces, it Is not cxpcctcd that the French model would be applicable to new 
membms. 

    

. TbcAlHancc�s 1991 Stmtegic Cooccpt, which sets forth thoAUiancc's strategy 
and goveming prlnoipl� assumes explicitly� the nuclear guarante_e iemains in-··-,�-,.,. . .., - • •· 
fom, to pro=i vital lncmcats and to maintain the, tcrritoda,1 intcgdty of Allied nations. 
It•� that NA T9 most maintain an appopdate mix of conventional and nticlcaf .> -�� • · --- . - · ·· 
foici:s based in Burope;.wbile both elements arc essential to Allianco security;·:�.>-:-:_·�-:··:�--:: :· ::-··;.� .'.. 
conventional forces alone cannot ensure the peventlon o.f war. Nuclear weapons 
make a unique contribution inmiderlng the risks of any �on incalcu1ablo and.---
� Admittinj a new member wiihout extMcfing tho nucJoar guarm� .. �� ._ . .,.. "" . • • - •
would immediately cieate tho unacceptable prospect of a two-tiaed AJUancc; :-_:..: _,::.:.al::::�: ... :: .. ···-. -· . _

moreover, because lhc nuclear guarantee is not broken out In the�. thc'StralCF. ·:· ·- -: . . . • 
Concept would bav.e to be mvised. to exclude now members from the guaiiaif��--'"!t,• �•.- �-:- �-:�:.3.

opening that document could result In other major chaQges to overall Alllance-sttategj,;··: =� -=��- -·: -<�::: 
Therefore, we believe that �1 new memb� must be covered by_the Jiu��?:.� L::·;·.- ?:.::��::; .:r.:

gmmmtee. � .. ·. · ... - • .. . .

Consultation Arrangements 

NATO nuclear consulwions take two forms: routine nuclear policy 
development ui"pcacedme.. and. if the aibzuioa wet"e to arise, discossio� of a1eqiiest· ··_;· • -�-�,::·, 01.�::;:;;. ;-:

byanyNATOmemberstateorNATOmajorcommandertousenuclear'yi���,::�::.,��::·--:. ·-·::..:: 
 

•. .
Peacetime coosulWions occur roatinely at the staff group level �NA.,P·�����--�-:'·.: .. ·: -� ·._: .'-x 

Headquarters. twice yearl� at the A,finistcrial level (NPG), and as necess�-�-�:��t?-·�:::.-: · • ' ····, • 

· -
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Ministaial level (HLO� SLWPG). Prior to 1979, Ministerial consultations were 
limited to a core group of states plw: a group of states represented on a rotating 
regional basis. AftJ:r 1979. all A1Ua:oce members were included in nuclear 
Ministerials. . �NATO memben have· been welcome to join nuclear discussions at 
the sub-MinisterW and staff group levels. Based on these pccccdcnts. it would be 
e�tremely difficult to exclude any new members from peacetime consultations. 

NATO proccdurca allo call for i\,maoce coaaultatlons ID a wartime situation in 

·which a NATO commander- or a NATO nation - calls 

Inclusion of new members in nuclear consultative bodies would not necessitate 
divulging or� COfflP"mbe of sensitive nuclear war plans. Since 1992, there has • 
been increased emphasis within NATO on adaptive ·nuclear cmplo�t planning 
during aisis and war and � emphasis on preplanned nuclear missions dmmg· 

-ocacetiine. 25X5, 6 

25X5, 6 

2sxs, 6 Operational plans for these systems are restncte0. to 

only those p«s<>nnel in N�TO rnilitaiy beadqua.rters and staffs with a strict need to
know. 
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number of countries having� type of nuclear role. �entlJ,[Qcler c:urrem" _ 

a�,mlected �cumstances] � believe Dew members • 8  
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Fmwanf Qmtoyment of US ·Nuclear Delivea System, 
. The forward deployment of US nuclear delivery lystcm.1 in Bmopc has alwaya 

boca pc:aco1vccl as a visible IDdicadon of the US nuclear guarantee to NATO. Because· 
.Ibo guarantee applied to all Alliance members, however,-� was moro'impoltant as a 
gcacra1 maucr that these forces bo deployed on tho-European ccmdaent than it was dial 
they be stadoned in any pardcubrcounuy. • With the post-0,Jd Wat dtawdown of US 
non-�ttatcgic nuclear �orccs. the Pumbcr of nuclear-roled units in Bmope (now only 
DCA) is at an a11 ·� low. • Similarly" because in the-present security environment in 
which the A11iauc.e has no declared encmica, NATO nuclear fon:es represent a 
dctcrrcnt in being. The locatioD of tho DCA is not dictated by targeting, range, or 
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