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THE JOIN'f CHIEFS o:= STAFF 
WASH\NGTO~ :lS, D.C. 

JCSM-685-63 

3 September 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRET.ARY OF DEFENSE 

I 

Subject: US-USSR Negotiations on tho Establishment of 
Observation Posta and Related Matters (U) 

1. By memoranda, dated 10 nncl 13 August ·1963, tho Asoist~t 
Secretary of Defense USA) requoat~d the viowa o£ the Joint Chie!o of 
Staff on aevl()rnl alternative poasibilit~iee for negotiating an agreement to 
establish observatio~ posts in NATO and Waroaw Pact areas. 

2. In his lOAugust memorandum, Mr •. Nitze asked specifically that . 
· the Joint Chiefs of Staff review tho current US pocition on ground ~nd air­
field observation posts as found in the ll Aprill962 ''US Position Paper 
on Measures to Reduce the Risk o£ ' ·\"ar by Accident, Miscalculation, · 
Failure of Communications, or Surprif:;e Attack. n In their review of 

· March of 1962 .(JCSM-170-62), tho ·Joint Chicfo of Staff had no specific 
reservations concerning that portion of tlw position pa.per which dealt 
with tho eotabliahment of obae'rvati~n posts. but they did stress that before 
seeking agreement with the Soviet a, the basic concepts o£ the paper should 
bo fleshed out, with assistance from our Allies. 

__ . ..-. ... 

3. Iri line with the ae earlier views and to prepare {or the approaching 
diacuosiona in NATO on these mattero, the Chair~"lan, Joint Chiefa of Staff, 
has directed that an outline plan for observation posts be developed. vVhen 
approved by proper authority, this study could then provide a basia fo~ the 
US negotiating position on this ae:pect of the JO.egotiationo. It wUllist . 
preferred locations of observation posts for NATO, with suggested priorities 

· : wher~ver feasible, and will list certain type areas where Warsaw Pact . i . ,....... . . . . I 
: . .:posts in N:A TO territory should not be located. It will spell out the functions 

. _' oi the observation posts 1 teamc and will aloo suggest the manning and 
· ' 'it·~·equipment for each o£ the _vart.oua typea of posts and teams. Finallyj, it will 
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nddrooa tho degree and type of ad\'L\,>. !d ;,.~otification, lf any, of military 
m:mouvcra ncce s'an.ry for the aucc,.::.: : . ."-..u i:np3C1Tlontation o£ th~ agreement, 
o.nd compatible with US military cor· .. :; ~:ler;c.i:i.ono. 

4. This study will be forwarcku. t.:, yc<.< "e:..:..-ly in September. Until then, 
and until the alternative negotiating pc:..:!•·i. 1 "ilit~co have been thoroughly 
evaluated, it is recommended tha.t the, Dcpz,l·tmcri.t of Defense taka the 
pocition that the United States should not init-iate detailed negotiations with 
our Allies, or with the Soviet Union. 

5. T.n his 10 August me~orandun'l~ Mr. Nitzo also rcqueated that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff analyze certain alternatives to tho ZB November 1958 
Soviet proposal. Each of the alternatives ia discussed briefly below: 

a •. Agreement limited to contl~ol posta alone. Although limiting 
agreement to control poets alone would reduce considerably the 
posoibility of detecting a rapid concentration of forces for a surpria0 
attack, the eotablishment of auch pants would be militarily acceptable · 

· "'· · as a separate nrma control agreement if ( 1) the control posts were · 
located and allowed to ope1·ate s6 as to provide optilnum safeguards 
against surprise attack and (2) the pl·ocedu.-ca for advanced n<;>tifica·;; 
tion, if any, were restricted to military movements directly related 
to NATO and did not include NATO .. assignad Gubmarine movements 
or unilateral US force deployments outsido the Allied Command 
Europe-Warsaw Pact area or NATO naval movements, 

. . ~ --

b. Agreement limited to control posts plus aerial photography. 
Tho United States should seek thia proposal in preference to tho 
previous one, with the aerial surveillance being carried out in tho 
defined area on a 24 .. hour,. all-wea~hcr basis, with no r,ostriction on , ~ , 
sensing equipment. With t·cspect to the defined area, the Soviet 1958 . · 
proposal suggested an aerial photog1·aphy zone in Europe extending 
800 kilometers to the east and west of tho dividing line between the 
NATO and :warsaw Pact armed forcc3~ and also in Greece, Turkey, 
and Iran. If theae three countrica are to be included, the border 
areas confronting them should likewise be· included. As a general 
rule, the United States .should attempt to malce the zone for aorial 

... observation as large aa pos siblc. rn addition, negotiations on ground 
: .. c · observation posts should seck pro'lt-i.aion for the use o£ unarm.ed air• 

,,,, .. ~., craft to augment tho capability of those posts~ · 
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c. Ar;ree:ment proVi.din ;~ :fc 1· c ont ::.·ol posts, aerial photography, 
and a reduction of forei~n trv OJ.H> ~n }>,;~·_op e. The United States should 
oppose any major reduction o :: lir.-ti~a ti. o .;'l. of NATO .. forccs in Europe 
until the causea of world tc:r. <; : . .:.: n h ;:.vc: b:::cn reduced and an adequate · 
verification E>ystom to police :2ny fo1·c.:: :reduction agreement has been 
agreed upon and is in operation. An agreement on oba~rvation posts 
could be a iin;t step toward achievcn1ent of this objective. Further. 
all proposal a to reduce tl·ool> s in Europe. must be carefully analyzed 
to insure that they do not plac e NATO at a military disadvantage 
because of the shorter Sovie t milita 1: y line a of communication, and 
the rc sultant rclati ve ease ·w i tn which they could reintroduce their· 
forces into Europe. As:ouming a: reduction in the causes of world 
tensiono, any major reductions v.-ould ;lso have to be evaluated in 
terms o£ their im:t)act on NATO ztrategy and force planning. A 
significant general purpose force reduction will result in a greater 
reliance upon nuclear weapons and could lead to a downwa~d t~end · 
in Europe 'a defense efforts. at a time the United States is encou?;'aging 
further build-up of forces. . 

With spoci!ic re!erenco to M r. Nitze 1 s request for-evaluation 
of a proposal to reduce all fordgn ti.:oops in Europe to five divisions 
on each side, such an agl.·ecmcnt n1i ght be militarily acceptable under 
the terms described below H it followed establislunent of obso1·vai:ion 
posts, aerial aurvc;)illance (because of the increased importance of 
having early warning of enemy concontl·ations), and their associated 
adequate verification procedures. If adopted in the near future, the 
proposal would result in the withdrawal from West Germany to 
within their national bounda ric ~; o ;;: approximately six plus divisionc •• . 
t\vo plus Britioh. two French. two Belgian. As proposed, it should 
entail no substantial reduction in US ground forces. ·It would, however, 
clearly add to the relative ·burden of the United States and probably 
would be domestically unsatisfactory, pa:::ticularly to the Congress. 
An alternative to be explored should allow for some reduction of US 
forces with oth.e1· Allies moving foJ:ward to replace them. 

The Sovietr.;, to satisfy the terms of the propoEal, would have 
to withdraw 15 dLvidono from East Gerr.nany~ With arrangements fo1• 
rapidly moving NATO forces into th eir po~itions in times o£ tension, 

. NATO thus could conceivably 1·nalce 2. r elative gain from an agreement 
oi chis kind. At any rate, the proposal has enough advantages to 
NA·ro to warrant ita consideration in conjunction with ou1· Allies. ?-t 
thq;) app~opriate time~ although the imbalance in the reductions probably 
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would make tho proposal unncccptablo t:o tho Soviets. In any such 
pror?sal, however, the rielc. that th~ Soviets may otation voluntoero 
or di.Jguioed units within East Germany must be recognized. 

d. An agreement providing for control posts, aerial surveillance, 
and a reduction of foreign troopG in Etn·ope, and removal of v:eaponB 
of mass destruction from Ger m any. Thera appear to bono aatiafactox:y 
methods for determining the yield of a nuclear warhead by verification i 
procedures that would be ac cept:::;.b! c. from a security (restricted data) 
point o£ viow. Further, thc:r e i:; no p:.- ,::;s ent indication of Soviet 
weapono of maoo de.atruction i. n E::U:d; Ge rmany. Therefore, this • 
proposal has disadvantages to NATO with no compenoating gaintJ. 
It is thus militarily unacceptable o.n:d should not be negotiated. 

6. On 13 August, Mr. Nitze forwardod a supplementary memorandwn 
--- · nnd requested that a further alternative be explored. It would include air• 

. ) . 
fields ·among the observation posts. would oliminato aerial inspection, 
nnd reduco forces by ono-third in Gc-rrr..::ny rather. than ln Europe. After ·. 
cavaluation, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have reached these conclusions: It 
would bo moot dcairablo to include a idk 1do in the array of observation 
poata. Aerial inspection should not he e lh';1. inatcd. The roduction:o£ , 

. foroign forces by one-third in G c::;: m::cny ch c uld be o_pposcd s~nce the reduction' 
of US forces of such a magnitude i e >1ot n1.ilitarily acceptable at this ti.mo 
bocauac it could destroy tho military and political cohesion of the Alliance. 
Tho Soviet proposal could be modifie d and rnadc acceptable militarily i£ 
any troop reduction wao undefined in magnitude at thio point in time and . 
was mado subject to negotiation foll owing a succeea!ul period of operation 
of effective observation poata and tte. rial inspection. Alternately, it co~d 
bo rna~o acceptable by reducing fo:;:d gn troops in East and West Germany 
to fivo divisions, U tho reduction s '-'.'ere 1n;a.dc as discussed earlier. 

7. Any ag~eement on the catabl_; 3hm<:~nt of aerial inspection. observati9n 
poata, and related matters will r cqu i:rc <l g"-· e cmcnt in principle with our 
Allies prior to further eXploration o.f haole Soviet views. Before Cilither 
of theBe stope ia undertaken, the specific col'}ditions of implementation 
tho United, States would prefer must be determined. With respect to 

,ob,sorvation posts, this should include the types and locations of posts, and 
• :';tho composition of the observer teams. The study now being carried out · 

.. for tho Joint Chiefs of Staff will provide a basis for ~ more detailed US 
.... ~\;t~'poaition on these aapocto of tho problem. ThCl Joint Chiefs of Staff do not 

- 'bcliovo tho Hat o£ ouggastGd posts in the 11 April 1962 paper is adequate~ 
and they cannot Gndorse it ·for n~gotiating purpose o. - ~· ·. J·, 
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8. Baaod on tho ana.lyoio above. tho Joint C~1h:fc of Sto.i£ beliovo that 
tho United Statoo ahouldo!for o. comprchont:d.vo o..ltornn.tivo to tho SoViet 
propooal which would preclude tho poeGibili"ty oi NATO'o becoming 
i.mmodio.toly involved with tho SoviatG in di0cu~:Joing troop rcducttono in 
Europa oro rlilmova.l o! weapono of maa a doGtL·uct!on from Gorznany. We 
ohould sook a propooal that is more cc.I-."lpatiblo with NATO political 
eonsitivitico n.nd rrtilitary planning. .Tho US pi-opoaal ahoUld bo baaed on 

_. tho {undamcntnl principle tha_t the iinl'c ~tcp tow u.:rd a.groomont botw10on 
the two bloco Ghould be that of a.cqub:ing l'lgl"cod lc.nowledgo of _the military 
forcoa and movomonto of tho other eido~ It should Get forth ao thio initial 
otop c. comprohonoivo control nnd inspection plan f.or tho NATO and Wa.rsa.w 
Po.ct aroaoo Reduction in {ol!."coo would -follow lata~. The inepoction aroa 
sho~d in~ludo a.o wido an arGla no poaviblco Aodill inapoction~ observation 
pooto with team mobility, and ovarlnpping r-adal:' covoi"a.gc should be includ~d~- ­

. Thoro Dhould bo, however, no control or- inspoc£ion of nucloar weapons 
c.o such& insp0ctlon procedures trathor ohould concentra.t0 on delivery moana >-' 
and vohlclc o. · 

9. The Jolnt Chi<ilfo of Stn!f balio~ ~hnt a plan along the lines outlinod · 
in th.:o proc::oding partlgro.ph woUld bo n"lo:ro accoptnblo than any of tho · 
altornn.ttveo diacucaod above. !to principal advantages nro that it .io 

-- .. ____ Hmitod in ecopo but, D.t tho oamo time. it p:rovidca lor a reduction in ~o 
cauaoc o! t~no1on s.nd a bo.ala for tccting Soviet intentiona concerning 
futuro moro oignifica.nt atepe~ Tho Joint Chiofo of Staff tbo:rofore recom.• 
rnond tb.CI.t rA plan along ~oae llnolil b0 ovaluatod na tho United Statoo · 
preferred nogoti.lli.ing pooitton !or coo~dination with our Allies. 
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For the Joint Chiefs of Stafi: 

/ 

Signed 

MAXWELL D • . TAYLOR 
, Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff . 
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