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. ) CONSIDI‘RALIC‘)HS’ lllVOLV%JI%IgI%T\%EI:BLB FIRST STAGE
' DISARMAMENT AGREEMENT , s et
: L October 1953
1
INTRODUCTION

The discussion within the Aéministration eoncerning a Separable lst
Stage Disarmaﬁent Agreement (hereafter referred to as SFSDA) has been unsatisfac-
tory because the parties to the debate have started from divergent positions.
One scﬁooi has tended to look et the problem primarilyAfrom the standpoiﬁt o
of'wﬁat appears to be negotiable with the Soviets jﬁdged primarily in the context
of the Geneva negotiations or, if not negotlable, of what would heve favorable
propaganda implications for the United States. AnotherAschool has become
convinced that none of the Separeble lstlstage proPosals so far suggested'are
to the U.S. interest but has tried to accommodate'(within the limit.that no
such SFSDA be actually agreed to) to the propaganda demands of our 51tuation at
Geneva. A third school has held that the USG should seek out end analyze
the substentive elements of potentially desirable SFSDAs, ones the U.S..couid
1;ve with, before considering the tactical and propaganda, issues of negotiation
(whether at Geneva or in other forums). | :

This paper_endeevors ﬁo contiﬁue—the evaluetions of the latter school. It
de%;s first with certain basic considerations, secona'with the four main
substaniive elements: 'strategic systems, conventional forces, tactical systems,
and concurrent political developments and only indirectly with the tactics of

negotiation.
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BASIC CONSIDERATIONS

The fact without which the entire disermament effort would have
collapsed long ago, is that control end reduction of armaments can benefit
both sides, that it is not entirely a zero sum game. Bubt in part it is a‘
Zero sum game; wﬁat improves the relative position of one side, harms the
relative pdsition of the other. The Soviets will certainly attempt to
optimize their reletive position. -Not oniy mist we ebtempt to optimize ours
as én offset to their attempt, but also to offset a vefy real asymetry in |
the position of the two bloes:: We'proclaiﬁ, and are, a defensive alliance;
they proclaim and are an offensive alliance, in which the_debate is only as
to the level of violence to be used in pursuing the aims of the alliance.
Our task in devising a SFSDA is therefore complex. It involves fully ex-

bploiting the potential of the non-zero sum aspects'of erns cqntrol (those
which benefit both the USSR and oufselves) while preserving or improving
the relative Western position in the zero sum aspects. |

Principal U.S. interests are: '(l) the maintensnce of our ability
to contain Soviet or Chinese expanéion; (2) a.reduétioh:ih.the r;ék of
nuclear war, elther from escalation of undeterred Soviet or Chinese
expvansionism under (l) above or in the form of a direct‘nuclear attack on
the U.S. or its allies, and (3)'& reductién in the destructiveness of nuclear
war should it nevértheless occur, énd (4) continuation of the prospect that

US (nuclear and other) forces surviving a nuclear war would be eble to ensure

2
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a settlement of hostilities favorable to the United States.

Principal Soviet inﬁereSts are: (l) a reducfidn in the prospect that the
U.S. might escalate to general nué;ear_wér a local confrontation résulting
.from what the Soviet 1ead¢rship would consider the inevitable expansion
of the area of Communism; (2) a reduction in the prospect that U. s military
forces surviving a nuclear‘wér would allow the US to dictate”tefms of
settlement of hostilities and (3) a reduction in the destructiveness of
nuclear war should it nevertheieés occur. From the Soviet standpoint verj
sxmstantial cold war gains could occur if Wé failed to preserve our objectivé
(l) while they succeededvin achieving their objective (1). In>such a situation
they could expect a rapid dissolution of NATO and a loésébing of the ties

kolding together the forces standing in the way of clear Communist domination

of the European-Asia land mass. They couLd then concentrate theif full effort

~on securing their primacy over their Chinese "partners".

IIT

THE FOUR SUBSTANTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE PROBLEM-

A. The Strategic Nuclear Relationship

1. Present Trends

Projections through 1968 of programmed U.S. strategic forces, on the
orne hand, and NIE estimates of Soviet forces, on the other, indicate‘thafA :
withouf arms control the U.S. should be sble to maintain a 2 to 3;fold | “
superiority in numbers of intercontinental alert weapdhé, and a superiority
in the average survivability faqtor of those fordes.v,mhe megatonnage of

the Soviet strategic forces may, however, come to exceed those of the U.S.

3

SECRET

ey R S S A ST T e R T 1 e TN I S R T A o e

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 PFPage 4



forces and under 11 but the most favorable circumstances t_e percentage

of the U.S. population expected to be casualtves after a nuclear ex chanoe might

‘exceed that of the USSR. Under no foreseesble circumstances, however, could the USSR,

even 1f it struck first, have high»confidence in enéing the initial exchanges
with 2 superiority in surviving'strategic forces. o |

In tﬁe ébsence of arms control the U.S. should therefore be able, at

least through 1908 to maintain & very credible deterrent, a deterrent adeqnate,
not only to protect the U.S. aaainst a premeditated nuclear etteck (Class I
Deterrence), but also to keep low the risks of escalation the Soviets could
n*tdenu4y face in bringina pressure against Europe or in support of their
policy in other areas vital to the West (Class II Deterrence) The sacrifice
of this advantage in ary SFSDA would have.to be weighed against US non=-zero
sum and other zero-sum gains. t. o
2. Objecfivésv
In conszdering the strategic nuclear delivery vehicle part of a SFSDA
: the following U.S. objectlves come to mind'

a. To reduce the size, weight, and likelihood”of success of a
chiet‘strike against the US or its allies.

b. While doing so, insure ageinst unaccepteble risk to our security,
or to that of our allies, through cheating, including withholding of um-
declared weapons,.clandestine production,-or improvement‘of wéapons, and
abrogation with the purpose of gaining a significant time advantage in
rearmament. | | |

‘Discusslon ' _

It Both oides reduce the size and weight ofvtheir_strategic attack

I _ _v” \ D _ o
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capabilities, it should be possible to retain and even enhance Type I Deterrence.
As the strategic forces are brought under control major instabﬁlicies resulting
from the psychology of the arms race should diminish. Decreased concern on
either side about the survivel of its retaliatory force should remove lingering
incentives toward, or fears of, premeditated attack sgainst one another.

The same course could seriously damage Western deterrence in Type IT i
situations to the extent it is based on quantitative Superiority.' Compensations
would have to be soughu in arrangemc"ts either contained in the disarmament
“breaty or permissible under the treaty. These might involve (l) a full ‘
spectrum of deterrencedbelow the strategic level, and/or (2) capabilitiesiforfi
deliberate,'selective; controlled response;'”

None of the reduccions contemp_ated would reduce the possible destruct—
iveness of an sll-out War, 4P it occurs, even close to the levels known through
World War II.- Since it takes relatively few missiles to target the maJor cities
on either side, and Since substantial fractions of each side's m_ssiles are
targetted on each other's strategic forces mutually agreed rednntiops in
tLeir number could proceed with little effect on the number of cities which
Lignt be at risk to residual forces. The casualties experienced in any actual
war perhaps would te reduced somewhat because of (1) reduction in collateral
demege with diminished counterforce exchange, and (2) decreased number of f
nuclear detonations in any one area resulting from lower damage expectancies
because of smaller force levels. In other words, the number of nuclear hostages
iright be better controlled at roughly the level considered necessary for ef-
fective deterrence.‘ The level of prospective owvn damage (in terms of percentages.
of population casualties or of industrial destruction) at which the USSR would
certainly be deterred is an arguable figure: It is probably higher for the USSR'
than for the US. -5 -
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2,  Other Varigbles

- Importent variables in analyzing the optimum solubicns to these objectives

~are the assumptiéns as to thé general political coantext including the possible
impact of arms control measures on ouvr Eurcpean allies, the provisidns of
obther portions of-the~SFSDA and the degree qf inspection which is conéidered.
desirable or negotiable. Thié paper assumes that a SFSDA will not cdme’into
being except efter, or concurrently with, a compiehensive test ban agreement, a
comprehensive non~diffusion agreement, some‘improvement in the Berlin-German

Reunification situation aﬁd other poihts of immediate high risk. The varisbles

-in other parts of the SFSDA will be taken up as they appeér pertinent. Different

'solutions will be proposed for a high inspection case, a medium inspection case
and a low inspection case. |
L. How many?
| 'Some'numﬁer of éermitted U.S.Astrategic delivery vehilcles between
100 and lOOO,lshould assure the U.S. a high order of céunter.city, Clﬁss I
Detefrenée, prqvided the number permitted the Soviefs’were smaller or, ét
least, no greéter.
Let ué assﬁﬁe no controls over Anti-Ballistié Missilé (ARM) Systems,
0o control over civil defense programs, no cbntrol over nuclear maﬁerials or
warheads and a low level of permitted inspection. At the upper range of the
wsuggested numerical limit, say 1600 weapons, 1t should still be possible
fcr us to create a mix of super-hardened; dispersed; large, multiple;warhead
missiles, plus Polaris sdbmarine$ plus dispersed of air;borne planes witb’
irmproved air—to—sﬁrfaée missiles which would be able adequately to survive any
- conceivable Soviet attack. Such a Soviet atfack must be aésumed to include the
SECRET
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crmitted Soviet vehiecles, plus vehicles which c‘ould esceape detection plus

vehicles which could 'be produced and deuloyed duzu.ng eny time gap in rezrmzment |
by clandestine Sov:z.eu precc.ratw on for brogatlon. US forces shou_d be aole to
survive in sui‘ficieut volu:\.e to penetrate to at 1east 50 Sovi et ci ies with
sufficient weight to wreal’ very great dest*uctiors on these cities and cause
cesua'i lties of at least 10% of the Soviet population.

Such & solution would rot, however, make any substantial conuribution
to the objective stated in III A2a. abOVc of significantly reducing the
uoss:Lble size and 'we1 gh o‘f’ a Soviet attack be“ ow what is now projected
Vl’tr‘Odt a SFSDA. The USSR could theoretically opt for missiles of 100 M'I'
or larger size wp o its full permitted number if only numbers are to be
limited. Within any pla.usible ratio of Soviet nuimbers to US numbers s say 50%
of the US permitted ficure, the weight of a Soviet attack could be vrrtually
totally devastating. Thereiore s more complex solutions must be cons:.dered.

Two mesasures which W ou'\d greatly increase the certeinty of eerctive
US retaliation within lower numbers would 'be ueasures prohibiting the deploy-
'Cf.\.ﬂt of ABM Systems or prohibiting the construction of elaborate civil defense
shelters. (Of tnese two categories prohi'bition o:E‘ ABM Systems would have 1ess
pre oblems since it is psychologically more di:f‘ficult for a nation to deny its
citizens the basic indiv:.dual security of civil defense ) Both of these measures
could be reasonably well monitored through unilateral surveillance and intel-
ligence. The cost of a strategically significant ABM system would be. of the
order of magnitude of at least 10 to 20 bil_‘Lion dollars. A significant shelter
construction progrem would also be costly. Both would probably be necessary sub-
stantielly to reduce the destruction and casualties to be expected even, f‘rom two or

]
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three hundred multiple-warhead weapons on>target.A No such large scale programs

culd be clandestinely executed.

If one did not have to be concernéd with substantial ARM and civil defense
Trograms, it would be possible %5 assure uwnacceptable demage without hardened
mnltivle or multi-megaton warheads. 150 one-megaton warheads (of say 500 1bs
weight) on target would certainly be gble to demolish the fif‘y leading

industrial and populetion centers of the USSR and leave a reserve for contin-

geneles,

Soviet cities are, of course, only one part of the target structure as
rresently understood. Other main components, and their implications for
disarmament, are as follows: |

a. The Soviet Nuclear Threat. 1In present war plars, Soviet bombers

end missiles and their suppo¥ting basés are ﬁhe highest priority class of
targets. If strategwc forces are stabilized at anything approaching parity,
cgunterforce targetting probably will be less and less remuneratlve. Depending

va vildnerability of the opposing forces, some reduction of enemy cepebilities

may continue to be attractive as a first-strike objective; buf the level of

f

eduction achieved probably. could not be decisive. To make strategic bases

}nﬂ

38 compelling second-strike targets, missile refire or bomber recycle capa-

1lities might be controlled.

o

b. Other Military Capabilities. Certain tactical airfields and general

wilitery targets in Europe are now targetted by SAC. These could just as well

be covered by Europesn theater forces, if survivable weapons systems were

provided SACEUR. A consistent set of categories would have to be corstructed for

the disarmement egreement in order to preveht strategic force limitations from
1njuring the position of NATO vis-a-vis the warsaw Pact countries.‘
-
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The conclusion here seems to be thet, provided thester forces are
considered separately, cne alternative would be to relate the number of strategic
weapons more or less directly to the urbac-industrial (second-strike retaliatory)
target structure.

What number of permitted snra tegic delivery vehicles, then would be necessary
to essure the abllity to detonate 150 warheads on target?” The answer is a,

- function of the sui'viva*cility of the vehicles end their relisbility. if@ﬁe -
assumes e reliabiley of .66 (in other words, two out of three surviving
vehicles could be expecuea %0 reach target w1th adequate accuracy),,we would
'ta,n ‘have a requirement t_at 225 of our vehicles be able to survive any'ccuhter-
force attack the Soviets could aspire to mount vith (2) their permitted vehicles,
(v) vehicles not_declared,'vehicles'clandestinely produced, and vehicles cone*
verted from ecivil aircraft;'etci, and (c):vehicles produced during anyvtiae gap
achieved by preparation‘for hostile abrogation; - No precise computation‘of the
starting number of U.S. vehicles required is possible, too many variables are
involved. 500 vehicles would, however, not seem to be an unreasonable figure.

If both sides were 1imited to permitted delivery vehicles With a 1ifting
Capecity sufficient only for one megaton warheads, a fantastic 1mprovement in
present day standards of accuracy and relia‘bility would be needed to give the
Sovmets confidence in takino out one of our hardened missiles without devoting
at lesst three to the task. (A 1MT weapon with e CEP of i l\lM would have T2%
chance of severely damaging & 40O PSI Silo) If a method could be devised to
1imit guidance systems to a CEP no less than one mile at interfcontinental range,
they would have to devote about 30 missiles.to take‘out one of ours. In any case,

such of our missiles as were in Polaris:submarines at sea would he compafatively

- g .
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invulnerable to this form of attack as would air-to-surface anissiles in alr-borne
"_ert alrcraft. Moreover, in the evolution of weapons mixes under any such agree-
went the US might make major shifts away.from hardened, fixed'strategic missiles
in favor of mobile 1a.nc'1end sea based types.
The magnitude of effort required to supplement the nerm_tted eystem with .
covert delivery mesns sufficient for a counter-force sttack effective ggainst the
opposing strategic delivery system @onsidered as a whole)seems 80 greet'as to make
he ettempt hardly worthwhile. Even if one were to essume & elandestine ferce:as'
large es the permitied force, and a force created dﬁring the time gep after :**'-
hostile abroéation of equel gize sgain, this would give the Soviets only a three
fold su*eriority in numbers vhich, assuming present day rellabillty and accuracy
factors, would not be adeouate to assure a high level of destvuctlon even of the
Tixed base portion of our permitted systems. Future improvements could, of course,
change this estimate. |
In summary, it appears that something of the order of 500 permitted vehieles- _
would be adequate to protect against the risks of deception provided, (&) ABM™ . o
systems were prohibited, (b) major civil defense shelter construction were
prohibited, endl (¢) the 1ift capacity of permitted systems were limited to one " .

et

megaton warheads, (d) no great improvement in accuracy to the order of i NM CEP,
were in prospect “ L :

The most sensitive variable in arrlving at this judgment is that CEPs of
'less than a2 1,000 ft. at 1nter-continental range will not be within the state of
ihes gk, wkAl, e 1970's;.ﬁThngh£ should be given to proﬁibitieﬁs_and controls
over terminal guidence, efe}, desiéned.toﬂmake such.super accuracy imﬁossible.”i
The increasing yleld and decreasing CEP of the attacking weapon can be offset
to a degree by hardening the target.

5. Larger and Smaller Yields
It is generally agreed that a very difficult thing to hide, and therefqre

- 10 -
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eésy to control, is a "an'm’m‘wg‘f?ci'h’ty for an interecontinental missile,

. It cannot, however, be demeoustreted that it roul'? be _':::ossible, assuming the
"necessery effort, to concezl ind:.vidua_ launchers. ) That _it wenld be possible
o hide hundreds of such lauvnch facilities becomes less cred;].'ble.
To check on the 1ift (payl cad) cenaé* Ty of a gystem is more difficult;
-the necessary assurance wouvld p'roba‘oly require on-site 1ﬁnpection of the vehicle.
To check on the accuracy of the system will be 511l more difficult.
It would require: 1) mutusl o'nservaﬁionr'of strategic missile tes%_f‘irings
cf the cother side to obs*‘-" e accuracy plus sufficient inspection of cmplaced
wissiles to be sure they were the same ‘design as .tho'se. tested; 2) construction
of stresegic delivery vehicles by a third state (e.g. Sweden) for both sides;

(@)

H

3) other radical inspection procedures. o
.. There has therefore been & tendency, in considering SFSDA's 'l:o

concentrete on number of launch vehicles rather 'bha.n on yleld or accuré.c:ly'.

With sufficient yleld, accuracy and reliebility, it is possible to approach &
one-for-one kill probability éga.inst even super-hardened dispersed lsunch sites.
With mutiple, g\nded wa.rheads it m:lght at ‘some :mtwe time be possible to
reduce the exchange-ratic to less than umty, but this is not within reach of
present technology. Furthermore, the des*bruc_’civeness of even 50 ‘loo-megaton
warheads is such as to fail tb meet 't::he .o’bdectiv‘e in III A 2A, while less than -
. & hundred permi'ttéd delivery vehicles would seen to present far too great a risk

of successful elimination through counterforce or covert attack. Control

over super-weapons, therefore, seems Indicated. One possible .alternative

would be to protibit all intercontinental land-based missile launching

facilities, relying solely upon sea or alrborne v%.icles. But 25,000 lb. warhea.ds

can glso be carried by plane and. probably sub-based m:.ssiles could be éensed

SECRET
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to launch such weights. Substantial inadequacies therefore would appear to

johere in eny SFSDA which provides only for control over numbers of launch

vehicles.

If controls over lift capacity and accuracy are-to be included in a

SDA, then the question becomes pertinent as to whether limitetion of war-

=

zed weight and jield below one mégaton.might not be advisable. Against most
Soviet unérotected industrial'aﬁd population ceniers,'ioo KTVwould be adequate
for destruction, against large industrial ereas such as Moscow and Leningrad,

5 %o 8 such weapons would be adequate. An adeqpate‘surviving U.S. deterrent
force of 100 KT deliver& systems, therefore, might be 300-350 as opposed to
the 225 one-megaton vehicles suggested in the previous section. If the Soviets
are similarly limited to 100 XT weapons, the number of weapons they would have
to allocate to insure klll:.nb one of ours would be three times that necessary
with one-megaton wéapons. Yo significant increase above.SOO in the permitted
nurber of delivery vehicles would therefore seem required even if 1ift

capacity is limited to 100 KT warheads (say 150 1bs.). A crucial question,

however, is whether the weight carrying-capacity ofvé given system can be

accurately enough controlled to guard against substantial deviations in the
vield of warhead which could be delivered. . All exiéting ICBM systems would
have to be scrapped and new ones meeting precisevcritéfig sﬁbstitﬁted, The
closer both sides come to the practical‘limits of improvement of yield-fo-
welght ratios, the more feasible weight limitations vould be since the margin
for clandestine yield/weight improVements would.be_narrowed.

6. Other Possible Controls

In the gbove light, a suggestion worth -exploring is the prohibition of

all inter-continental delivery systems except for submarinerased missiles.

SECRET
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This could be coupled vwith limita§§£§i<§£9%£§lzzmber, size, range and deploy-
meit of such submarines end missiles. ILet us assume_that eéch side is limitéa
%o 100 missile-carrying submarines, each submarine being limifed to four launch
tubes capablé of_lifting 2 200’1bs. warhead 2,500 miles, wifh no weight gllowance
for inflight course correction equipment. Peacetime deployment of_these submarines -
vwithin 3,000 miles of the other’s territo;y would be prohibited aﬁd.mon;tqred.
There might also be a limitation on the number and fange-of attack submarines aﬁd
a prohibition ageinst deep sea mining; Under such an arrangement it is difficult
to see how a counterforce attack would be conceivable. (An elternative would ‘be
to limit all intercontinental missiles to hardened land-based sites. The 1 MT
'yield limitation would make a counterforce attaék extremely unlikely. The need"”_
for monitoring subma?ine deployments would be unnecessary and the expense would
be less.) | |
The principal difficulty with such ar:aﬁgements is that the p?inciple of
a mix of retaliatory systems is sacrificed. Tt may be that this difficulty is
less then that of allowing a mix of systems, some bf which, particularly bombgrs,
ceem to be inherently uncontrollable as to precise small scale 1ift capability.
A further possible control is over ﬁﬁclear materials and warheads. As will
be seen, ldter,.some such contfolsAmay be'required in the tactical nuclesr field.
The confidence which one can have in such‘controls is nbt, however, adequate to
give much assistance in the strategic field where the nunber of warheéds is small
and the smount of fissionable material required to produce mﬁjor changes in
capabilities insignificant. It would be reasonable to back up céﬁtrols over
humbers,_lift capacity,‘accuraéy, fange,‘étc.‘with p;oduction controls to éuard
égaiﬁst clandestine lmprovement in numberé or characteristics. The elaborateness
—required in controls over productiop would vary with the séhsitivifyndf the ar-

>rangements to detect cheating.

7. Optimum Solutiqns Varying with the Degree of Inspection which can be
bb&REﬁ |
=13 -
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On-site *nspecﬁloﬂ is probloly not ?eqpired to coatrol an

a. Lov _Inspe ction

agrecmen’t 'rohloiulrv the dsployment of ABM systems, or an elsborate shelter
construction program. lt 2lso would be difficult clendestinely to deploy
ltrge numbere of intercontinental missiles with larée‘weight lifting cepacity. -
’Clandestine_production and deployment of large nuﬁbees of submariﬁee or heawy
bombers would also eppear aifficult. |

| If little en-sife.inspection can Be:negotieted, weight yield,
range and accuracy limitatioﬁs would be impossible. Nuxbers liﬁitation, which
would not be critically ﬁpeet from a’counterforce vievwpoint bj'clendestine
denlOJment of several hundred veanons, would be possible. If ABM and substantial
shelter construction areAprohiblted, nﬁmbers approximating SOO.ﬁould seenm
aporopriate. 'If there ls no prohibltion on ARM's end shelter construction,'
muibers a,pprox:Lma:b:.nb 1,000 would seem approp*iate.r Partlcularly in the latter
case, we would have to aesume the Soviets would be striving for 1a:cge .yield, |
hardened multiple warheads, etc., ete. We would therefore have to cqmpete
strenuously in the.same direction as well es deploying an'ABM‘system and
engaging in a-substaﬁtial shelter construetion_program. |

In either of these cases the Class II Deterrent eflect of our
tvategﬂc nuclear capability would be small and would be seen to be |

small by our allies. There would be no credibility in our adoptlng a counter-
force strategy and a citbiLstino strategy would be clearly and totally ruinous.
The seme would apply equally to the Soviet Union. The cor:ela@ion of forces in
the conventional and tactical.nuclear fields would then becoﬁe‘even more
significant to both Sid655

Medium Inspection

If it were possible to negotiate & declaration of retained and

replacement dellvery vehlcles, plus periodic 1nspection of such vehicles, plus
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& reasonable progém ‘of random inspe‘ctioas to provide a check against clandés-
"Giz_ze. éroduction or deployment, a moi*e useful arraazgemen’c should be possible.

In addition to prob.ifi'tion of ARM systems, end shelter cbnstruction
and a limitation cnrnm’oers , it would then be possible to c_onti'ol walght lifﬁing
capacity, range, and possi‘oie accuracy 1f observation of test firings or
Thysical inspection of misslles were perﬁﬁtté_&.' Whereas under & e.bove,Atherve
could be no asswaﬁce by eitherb sid;e' that the other iéould'not build ﬁp to a
megatonnage in excess of 10 or 20 thousend, t;._nder this alterna'bive one could
- have reasonable assurance that megatonnage of-perxrii‘t’d_edﬁ systems could be kept
telow one thousé.nd for eé.ch side end could pérhé,ps be redﬁced ‘bélow one |
hundred. |

With no control over nuclear meterials, warhéad production or
warhead stockpiles 5 there wbuld, however, always be ‘the threat of the deploy;-
ment of large weapons ih ships, ‘civil air craf'b, eté, ‘While such deploymeﬁt :
would be unlikely to have signifiéant cotﬁiter;force pqﬁentials,_-it would ~

continue as an unsettling and suspicion arousing possi‘b'ili'by.

. Optimm solutions with high degree of inspection

If in eddition to the controls suggestéd wder b ebove; it were
possible to negotiate coantrols over nucleer mé,teria.ls , werhead productién: end
‘wé.rhead stockpilés P further po.ssibilitiesv of designing a system maximizing
the non-zero sum advaﬁtages to both sides might,‘ over time, "becéme. pc)ssi‘ble.
There secems to be no .scien_‘aific way _i_n whicl'; one could have high’confidence that
ruclear materials or warheéds "h'ad-not béeﬁ secreted in some remote or subtly
concealed storage area, in xﬁagqitudes perhapé as great as 'Een or tweﬁty per cent
of existing Soviet stockpiles. Security in the United States is not such that we

- could have confidence in éxecu’ting such en operation ourselv_es. Tt is possible,

R
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should ﬁhevSOViet leaders deesire To do so, that ways could be found to give us_e
confidernce that they also were no‘longe? iv 2 position to do so. Transitional
arrengements would u.doubtea_y be pecessary to cover'the‘period during which __:
such confidence was being esﬁaollshedae.Even such transitional efeps eould,
however, seem useful in gettieg,on toward the objecti ives staued in IIT A 2 S
A possible transitional step ﬁight permit stockpiles'of warneads
sufficient to supply the permiﬁted systems vwith g reeerveg nlus contiavously
insoected additional stockpiles in some state of remotenese from delivery
systews or in some stage of 1neomp1e ce féb*lcetlon so that theve would be & -
time delay in their availability sufficient to mske them useless 1n a counter=-
force role, but short enough to make clandest*ne withhold:.no or concealment
of lwttle value to the othev side.

8. Relationship 01 control among stratecic, convent101a1 and b‘_ o ' ‘

tactical systems

a. Gemeral |
Control over strategic weapons‘increases the importehce ofitactieal
nucleaf weapons to deterrence ef the use of conventional forces while at the -
same time the problem of control in the taetical nuclear and conventionai.force,
area get more eomélicated. |

b.- Stratevlc and Tdctical Nuclear Systems

In surveying tbe controls of strategic nuclear weapons, which
have been discussed under the low; medium, and high inspection cases, it
becomes epparent that the more stringent the lim_ts and controls under this
fcategory ot weapons, the greater would be the degree of control required over
tactical nuclear forces. The reason for thie eorreletion is that the more |

16
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stringent the limits and con trols over strateglc weapons ‘b’ne grezter would be
the -onnmf to a 'ootem::.a.. ag greasor' in "pocket battleship" developmezﬁs within
the tactical cabtegory. Moreover, The more stri en‘c the limits over stre.tegic
weapons, the more aesﬁe“ci lizing would be the dispa:rities in tac’cica.l nuclear

- weapons which would be pos szb’e wi thout convvolsn

¢. Relationship of Convertional to ,Nuciear_,Fcr ces

The greatez- the degree of comtrol over strategic and tactical
nuclear forces, the gr-eaue'* the importance of conventional forces and

~

the refore the greater thc necd for covv‘b'r*o"s over these conven‘t'« Qnal forces
which would assure that nego_tiated balances are not violated. | T‘ne history .
of cenventional arms races needs no recounting. - The achievement of agreements
Tor controls over nucleazc weapons is most iikely to be observed ifb both sides -
are able to achieve ; ﬁoh—zero sum -agreement on their com;'ention'al forces vhich
achieves certain po 1itical ob,jec’cives :E‘or each. (This in turn implies a degree
of political settlement which will be d:.scussed la.'ber)

B. Conventional Weapons

"1. Area Considerations ...’

e. NATO-Warsaw Pact Relationship

This is the key erea of the world. The vita.l interests of ‘bo‘bh blocs
com"fon‘c here. For that reason it is here that it is.mps‘c, difficult and most
important to achieve a non-zero sum settlement. Until the political environmer_x’c_. ,
has changed sppreciably (such as might eventuate if EEC 1n'tegratlon continues
or if the European satellites a.chieve significant dlsorlentatlon from the USSR)
the best hope for a bale.nce of conventlonal forces in this area is a limited
r,a;_oproachment' and dieeﬁgegement es part of a broader arms control packege. For

17
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examnle, should the U.S; give up 1ts preponderance of strategic weapons with
its ccncomitanf Class IT deterrence,.%he ﬁéSR IRBM threat to Furope would have
to be llm*nated, and some convenuneﬂal balance wounld, have to.be ;;_«w.f
negOtlaped. ThiS'ccubﬂ.not be e:simple numeriéal.perityi The. intericr; ctmtinental
lines along which the USSR forces operste (2s opposed to the sea lanes over
which the U.S. must support Europe) are an‘advantage which would reguire
compensation in a steble sebtlement, This might be achieved by permit ting
apprepriately larger NAIO lend forces in Eurone thaa the Warsaw nations would

be allowed to heve West of the Bug River or West of a Leningrad-Smolensk-Odessa

ot

E

ine., Alternatively, a formula might be worked out which allowed the NATO
powers fo continue to have Iarger tacticel air forces while the wafsew-NATO
rations had parity of lemd srmies within a defined area in Furope. Still

avother alternat;ve; or an added element of security, might be to negate offensive
opportunities for conventional forces by creating a "muclearized" zone ;- a
jeintly planted, Jjointly policed, Jeintky controlled AﬁM zone, half of whieh
either side could set off at will.» The balance to be sought 1s that the. '
advantage should lie with the defendlng forces regardless of which side initiates
the offensive. The higher the controls over the strateglc and tactical

nuclear forces, . the more.critical the Eurepeah conventioral balance becoues.

b. China

Here both'superpowers have potential problems.

(1) The U.S. relationship

It is difficult to visuallze the lineup of U.S. comventional
forces which could handle the problem of China in Asia. While U.S. seapower
could iﬁsure the defense of Japan, Formosa, the Philippines and other

~Pacific 1slands, and, with land forces, could make a creditable defense in

18
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the Horean peninsuvla, the probleﬁ of Southeast Asiz would havém%o be metb:

a) by dependirg on superior US conventional eirpower and the mampower of allies;
b) by resort to a retained superiority in tactical nuclear weapons; ¢) by
incrsasing the siie of U.S. conventional forcés oy en amount which ﬁight be
difficult to sustain, politically; d) by relinqﬁishing Southeast Asia'to the
Chinese Communist (Indie, with USlsuéport, and'givep adeguate Indian mptivation
might still be defénsible); e) by ipsisting upon a reduction in. the land and
gir forces of Chirna. OFf fheséipossibilities, the rétention of tactical nuclear

wezpons seems to be the most feasible alternative for the foreseeable future.

' 2) The USSR relationship

The increasing preoccupation of the Sovieﬁ leadership with the
problem of China end the differential in manpower resources give evidence of -
a similer need for the USSR to retain tactical nuclear weapons td redress the

poterntial imbalance in couventional forces.

3) US-USSR Non-Zero Sum B
A ‘Both superpowers have a mntﬁalvinterest_not only in redressing
potential mampover imbalences vis-a~vis China, with tactical W
weaponé but also would géin advantage-ﬁy maintaining mecﬁaﬁized‘land forces of
greatlyvsuperior mobility'and firepower-to the Chinesé. The tgctical air.forces
of the USSR, deployed weli eaétward to honor & Eﬁiopeaﬁ settlement, énd the
Pacific sea forces of‘the U.S8. would be indifectxy supportiﬁg a cbmmon ﬁission .
in many respects. Mofe important, any detente,iﬁ Eufope, with force levelé
reduced within European geographical limits, would free land forces from both
sides to be deployed against the threat‘of China.
Over the long haul, the military facts of life ﬁight persuade the
Chinese Cormunists to ease their burden.by Jjoining in a second generation‘series_
SECRET
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of erms control measures but this could only come if those measures negotizted
in the first generztion had permitted 2 good margin for containmment of China's

aspirations.

4) The Zero Sum Aspect

The great hazerd of Communist China to the U.S. is the poten-
. biality that would exist for the'USSR end Chinese Commrunists to patch up
ideological differences and jointly concert against U. S. security interests.’

c. Middle Fast-Africa-latin America

The conventiconal Fforces of these arees éﬁe relativeiy insignificant
in ccomparison to the forces of the major powers. With the exception of the
‘Isracli-Arab strife, the peacekeeping record of the overt forces of the nations
of these areas iIn recent years is a reasonably enlightened one. Within this
framework, a reduction in indigenoﬁs forces would be likely to reta;n ﬁresent'
rover balances and to free increasiﬁg prdportions of limited nationsl incomes’
for economic improvement. If properly monitored, such reductions should not
increase political instability. Thus; arms control constraints on the con-
ventional forces of the superpowers would have an importantvrelationship to
the power balance in these areas. ideally-the reductions to be‘ﬁegotiated
should be calculated to make it less likeiy that USSR lend forces could become
engaged in these areas, thus producing a zero sum advantage to the U. S.vin.
thebincreasing degree to which these areas wouid be dependent on sea lines of
commmication. A settlement on conventionel forces which nmerely resulted in
Eufopean deployment constraints, and which left sizeeble fdrces in the USSR
strategic reserve, would make it possible for the USSR to deploy iﬁto the
Middle East or Africa unless'the U.S. retained a preponderance of conventional

sea forces and equality of strategic reserve land and conventional air forces.

- 20 -

SECRET

HW 49061 DocId: 32626321 Page 21



U B - S T S . L b

SECRET

d. US-USSR welationships

Beyond the discussion of the US-USQ‘R relat'f onship in Burope, China,

Micldle Bast-Africa-Latin .ﬁ:aerica, there, remoins to be discussed their resgective

capabilities as the heartla;nd ‘c'ases of convertional weapens end w“orces. Given

tqe achievement of a balancecl power 51t1..at10n e.round these tvo rucT ei, a__d g:.ven

a buronean main_:.«nd in 'wh_'c.cb the advap uac'e Would l._e m.tn The de.L ense s che
resultmg overal_ ac?.ver""'"e vou.d l:.e w th the US on three counts.. F:.rs the
power balance would cont ..,I‘:L'b'(..'be s by the neutrallzatio of militery fo"cesvas a
tool of aggress:Lo 5 ©O uh“ US stmtegy of mmtenance of a :celatlvely SUable-u
world order in Wh_.ch ord. rly cmées can cceur > and would be in contra'cosz.tlon
‘to ‘tDa.‘t required- for the Com:um st concept of the destruetion and‘feora.e :v.nb of
political pettems. Secord the U.S. for the foreseeable f‘uture would retain

.,he greater industrlal capabillty wilth which to be ‘able to mass p:oduce to e

rega:.n a larger pow‘er plateau - conventional or nuclear ~-- should .,hat ‘become '

necessa”y for such fu:aimental reasons as Commum.st a‘orogat:.on of arms control

agreemonts or restoration of mllltary cooperat:.on between the USSR a.nd Chlna. A

‘I‘he third reason f0110'~rs,

€. Freedom of the seas

The stab:.l:.ty postulated in a lineu.p of forces along the forego:.ng
llnes, depends on the u}".LI‘ too'ether of the rema:l.n:.ng forces of the U.,S. and.
her allies throughout the 'world. Th:x.s bindlng together of conventiopal forces
of the Free World, in cov:rt:ra'oos1 t:.on to the reta:!.r'ed forces of a potentially

wec?. continental Commmnism can only be affected by insuring the. freedom of

uhe seas. The present preponderance in seapower is a function of super:_or navel

forces and possession of adequate bases within the sea commmity of the Free World.

= 21 -
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fxms Control settlements which regom.ated parw ty of mil tary seapover a3 belween

the continental landpower of the USSR ard the sea community of the U.S. and NATQ

=t

~ould_reSult in a basic rednetion in the relative balance of power by denyiﬁg
redeployment of the U.S. strategic reserve land forces and denying logistic
support to any point under pressure from Commmnist lowe;r order conflict. "mi's.
vital need of the U.S. to retain a preponderance of surface seapover apd_air power .
mey qu_re us, in equity, to concede the right of the USSR to a net superiority
of ground ferceg under suiteble de pl oyrent constraints. In & Werld in which the
threat of nuclear war hzd been tamped acwﬁ, the power a&vantage to the US, in
| such c;.*cmnsta._ces » could be considerable, depending upon the relative balance
etruck. The extent to which an overall preponderance in Soviet ground forces
could be counter balanced by preponderance of U.S. conventional air and seapower -
would require carefﬁl calculetion and would be difficult to define since two
very differeet things would have to be balanced. The imbalance must be sufficient
to provide security to the continents of the Western Hemisphere, Africa, and
Australia, but not so great as to prevent the necessary US support of NATO 1end
armies and occasional supno”t of US allies in South and Southeast Asia.

2. Control Considerations

a. For Tactical Air. As mentioned earlier, the two suéerpcwers, if'they

ere to maintain their power positions vis-a-vis Communist China, and other nations,
require superiority over these nations in conventioeal tactical air forces. Tﬁis
superiority is one of the vital factors which would make it possible'forvboﬁh

the US and USSR to match the conventional land power of Cormmmist China and for
the US to meet commitments in several areas of the world simultaneously w1th

smzil land Porees. First, the same vehicles used for conventional tactical air

¥

esupport are susceptible of use as tactical nuclear delivery vehicles. This
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fdblem will be discussed in apothsr section but the need of these vehicles
for coaventional power prevents their elimination as the solution %o th; ruclear
%hreaj.v This dichotomy can be lessened by deployment constrainis discﬁssed'
in a latér section.

The tactiéal air fbrce.reqpirements for NATO in Eufope aie, as §i§éwhere,
related to the Army levels negoiiéted. If parity of‘ﬁATOfwarsaw foreces in.
nrope, west of the Zug, or if percenﬁagé reduc%ions'of current. Europsan
force balance were négotiated, NATO would»still reqguire & superiority of tactical -
alr to counterbalance the inferiofity of exterior sea lines af reinforcement |
cver Soviet landlines of communication. The protection sgainst rapid re-
deployment of USSR tactical air forces from the USSR ‘to Europe would have to
rest on US capability toﬁredeploy rapidly from'thé Us maihland;, This in tufn‘
would require epproximate parity of tactical alr forces in the two heartlands.
Beyond this, the US would require additional tactical air forces (perhaps
naval air) to maintain a favorable balance of power agalnst the Chinese
Commﬁnist-threaz in the Pacific. This means that the overall balance of tactical
alrpower woﬁld have to rest with the West: some superiority in Europe;'
eqpaiity within the two mainlands (for this purpoée the USSR mainland should
be defined as USSR east of the line Leningrad—Smoléﬁsﬁ%Odessa) and superio?ity
in the Pacific. This reqpiremént for a favorable balance éf factical gir
forces could be legitimized in several ways: 1) by insisting on percentage
reductions in current levels of tactical air fofceé, including naval &ir, 2) by
having»the European‘powers provide a large'portibn of.European'NATo tactical
eir forces, while granting parity of US and Soviet tactical air forces excludihg-
naval air; 3) by winning acceptance of the right to superior US tactical air

forces as well as sea forces to compensate for superior Soviet land armies.

- 28
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b. For Tacticel Aiv Defense. The stabilizing aspects of tectical

eir defense forces, especially SAMs are: 1) these expensive installations
aée a protection to the conventional forces of each large power against

The crude puclear assault of smailer Nth powers; 2) they are stabilizing_?

co the defensé, against strprise attack by air forces of the other superpowef;
3} they would,vté some extent, reduce ﬁhé advantage one superovower faight gain

by ¢l

B

destine retention of tacticel nuclear weapons for use in tacticel air
assault.

The déstabilgéing aspects are: 1) the éuperpdwer Which buiids
heavy tactical air défenééé is in a better positioﬁ to launch iﬁs own air'é£tacﬁ
&ith less concefn for eneﬁy retaliation in kindjzéj‘any allowed supériority'u'
of tactical air is partially negated by oppqsing_air defenses. In this case
the stebilizing aspects appear to be con@rq}ling;l If the US were ab;e_toﬁul
negotiate an arrangement which permitted;?ggticg; %ér superiority, substantié1
air defenses would still appear to be the desired situation. , |

c. Manpower. Notwithstending the fact that the US might have to
be prepared to grant higher manpower levels to the USSR to_achieve the
necessary preponderance in other conventional areas; sticky problems of con-
trol would remain. Within any agreed forcellevels there ﬁould be complicatéd
problems of definition. We would need to be sure that both sides interpreted
force levels as applicable to all personnel engaged in agreed military chores.
The use of civilians by one side to increase the virtual effectiveness of the
uniformed personnel could not be unilateral. Similafly, there‘would héve to_
be cormmonelity of definition of reserve forces although not necessarily perity.
If force levels were defined in terms of divisionsl strength there would haﬁé
to be some agreed definition of what a division and division slice cquld be;
| | o
| - - SECRET

HW¥ 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 25



v

T -
R

SECRET

In the menpower area these problems would reguire a high degree of

e

nspection in order to achieve assurance against cheating. With lesser degrees
of inspection, only very rcugh mavpower ccatrols would appear feasible.

d. Mobll_ty and Flrepower. It is necesseary for both th US and

USSR ©o retaln a hloh cegr; of mobili%y and Tirvevower in their conventional
Forces if they are to ret“in their power superiority over other potential rivals.
Yet the eqpiﬁment which ﬁakes this poSsible represents a threat_to the opposing

gupsrTower by maklng it pessible o overcome, sudderly, deployﬁent constraints.
furthermore, such equipment is more easily produced clendesti rely or cached
than is the case with stratevic weapons. The control over these categories of
.e apons which is fea51ble is d.rec»ly related to the emount of inspection
permitted. . And since it is_mobility and firepower which could be most
dangerous during aggression in an arms control environment, the greater the
limitations at the nuclear end of the spectrum of weaponry, the greater the
céntrol we would require over weapons providing conventional mdbiiity and

‘ firepower to insuie that negoﬁiated'baléﬁces are not overcome.
e. Bases} Bases have correctly been identified by the USSR as

the Achilles heel of the US in arms control negotiatlons, because of a two;‘
fold, distinct asymmetry ln the US-USSR :elationship: 1) As a continental
land power the USSR does not need overseas bases to protect vital national
interests with conventional power; 2) as aﬁ aggressive ideology Communi s
uses subversion and indirect aggression rether than the overt_fofces‘and
bases reguired by’the more defensive free world. Elimination of US bases in any
overseas area tends to sever that sea lane in the military sense. Under mejor
reductione.of conventional forces or thinning out in an area, some basee

might be given up or reduced in stfength but this would have to be the follow

2
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on'of and not the sﬁbstance of an arms control agreement. I, subject to the
Fforegoing, the USSR insisted on a listing of the bases to be liguidated, the
S should insist.on a similar'reckoning of bases within the satellite and
Soviet areas which were being rolled up and should regquire inspection to make
sure'ﬁhat such areas rerained, in effect, demilitérized:

f. Deployment. The non-zero sum gains resultiﬁg from controls on
deployment are: 1) +the two bloes could reduce the eﬁtent'of the cenfrontation
in Europe, yet; 2) this éculd be done without deéreasing and even while increas-
ing cgﬁventional commitments else&here; As suggested earlier, overall US
security could be enhanced if a "thin-out" of conventional forces in Eurcpe,
both NATO and Warsaw Pact forces, resulted in a better relatlve balance for the
West in Europe; en increased strategic reserve of troops in the US, and/or.some
greater deployment into the Pacific. If disarmament negotiations developed in
such»fashion that an coverall reduction in th¢ armed forées were essential to get
an otherwise inteiligen£ agreement, deployment constraints in Eurcpe which per-
mitted stability et lower levels there probably would be mandatory. Whatever
the approach, thinning out in Europe would surely require the US fo refaip super-
iority of taétical air forces and naval forces, togefher wifh.sufficient airlift
and stockpiling of additional sets of protected division equipment, to prcv1de
rapid response to a major ch1et conventionsl thrust in Europe. -

Deployment constraints might be policed: by & border ADM fieid;
by construction of a broad commeréially ﬁgefﬁl cenel along the border in:‘ |
the German plains; by stationing of fixed‘ground post observers at road énd;v
rail junctions and sea and air ports; by exchange of military missions between.
.NATO and Warsaw headquarters units, and by reciprocal serial surveillance.

26
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Other varistions of dealoy“cr*t constraints could be coqs:Ldev‘ec.. N
o might be poss;’ble some dzy, if the satellites continue present political
treads, to negotiate demilitarization of East Germeny in exchange for an
Austro-Bungary type "real-union"” of the two Germanies which maintained two
‘sorereign administrative sysitems and which kept FRG gecurity forces cut of the
East CGerman territery. Or a denueiear’ized_ zone extending a specified dix_s_tance,_ A
on either side ef the iron curtain might improve the stability of the conventional
force 1ineﬁp, provided the zone were ncrt so wide &s to prevent sfationing of'
tacticel nudlear weapcns iri Bacrpe for rapid re-enbry into the zonre if _req_m'.red.
A variant which would appear to heave marked disadvantages would be to crezte
e demiliterized zone-shorn of couventional as well as nucleer forces -- on both
sides of the present iron curtain bordér. In general, for the foreseeable
future, the West would have greater difficulty in sweeping back into & demilita:r-— .'
ized zone with conventionzl forces than w'ou_ld the USSR', particularly if there_< |
is a debilitating effect on the NATO allies of a withdrewal of forces to their

a

homelands.

A

g. Production Controls. -The norn-zero sum gains from conbrecls on

production would be: halting the expense and destabilizing effect of the
conventional arms rece; while preserving the supericrity of both supex-
powers over other possible rivals. Curtailment of expenses and s‘cabiliza‘cion of

race could be accom};:l" shed by: prohi’bitn.on of productlon of all armsments

‘i e:{ce"o’c agreed cetegories (such as are in the US GCD Treaty Ou"‘l:.ne) in wh:l.ch in= .
ventories would have to be veduced by specified amounts; replacement of weapons
on a one-for:one basis; prqhibition of testing and product:.on of new types of
armaments; prohibition of equipping or construction of new production facilities

or expansion of exlsting ones. Preserving fhe superiority of the big two réq_ui:e's:

-
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etting iuventories for these two et a level superior to any combination of

(2]
(23

vals ia which one superpower does not joln; suthorizing one-foru'one replace-'.

:-'<

ent within category so that old production lines would n0u have to be re-

H .

s‘car;'ced and so that each side could gradually im_z_arove the quality of its force
to the maximm stéte of the art at thé Time R&D were halted.

| A disadvantage to the US in any reduction of active inventories
is the superiority of the reserve stocks of conventioral Soviet equipment,

especially tanks. To minimize this fact the US should try to negotiate a

cocrrelation between personncl and inventories on a TO&E basis.

h. Budget Controls. The openness of the US society and the basic
elements of the capitalistic syétem insure that tudgetary control on US defense
spending would be largely effective. In the USSR, the extent of secrecy of its. |
closed society would present very_i-éal inspectiofl obstacles. More significan‘blj}_,
the artificiality of the USSR's pricing system, in which wnit prices may be set
math lower than actual cost and the shortage nmade up by overpricing in other

reas, and other "Socialist" strategems could result in grossly higher production
of wilitery ha.rdware than a true budget would permit. This céntrol is therefore
& Zero sum disadva.n’tage and should 'be avoided unless i'b canr be effectively

upled wi th other comtrols whlch are effective. ‘

3. DPossible Solutions

S Ibw Inspection. A low inspection case might consist of Soviet

willingness 'bo permlt cbservers to witness bonfires of equipment, declared but -
 uniuspected inventories and perhaps an exchange of fixed ground observa‘bion points. -
Under such circumstances the US could place reasongble assurance, using upilateral _‘
n:éens, on USSR compliance with con’crols‘on: inventories of tactical air forces, .

'tac_:i:_i,cal.air defense end surface naval vesse;l.s_,'1;:_1;3;;;;,za.tiqn;.'oi}.-:_“q_@_s_g_e_g;;gwl;imited
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confidence could be placed cn Soviet compliance with controls on dwolomen‘c.
Controls on total manpower, prcduction, and budget would not be hi bﬁl counfidence

measures. Tois would o a.ak.e negotiated reductions in army strength dangercus.

|

£nd in view of the need for the Free World Commmity to rely or supericr air
and sza strength, a.ny reducticns in these forces without :mspected reductions
in ermies, could be dangerocus and destabillz:mg.

b. Medium Insgection. This case might include (in addition to those

elements of the low inspection case) inspection: of conventicnal production by

stationing of resident inspectors in all plants declared to be engaged in final

oS

assanbly of agreed armzments; plus & limited quota of inspections at plants not

u

so declared, to check a,ga_rvsl, clandest:.ne produotlon, plus some areas opsn to
ection by roving USMIM tyve 'oatrols, plus aerial inspection of all o:’:‘ Euxope, |

Western USSR and Eastern US. Under such crrbena, end coupled with um_'l.ateral

intelligence, the US could place reasmable confidence in controls on tacmcal

air forces, tectical air defenses, naval :Eorcés, utilization of bases;‘ deployment,

and fair confidence in inventories of conventional army weaponsv and equipment.

This would meke some reductions in asrmy (and possibie naval) strength acceptable

and equivalent reductions in tactical air forces could therefore be risked.

c. High Inspection Case. In this case, to the elements of the two
inspection cases sbove, we might add: inspection of declared inventories';‘
stationing of resident inspectors at factories producing sub-assemblies for
finished agreed armament's HEE-? 1arge quota of random in‘spections at undeclared
factories suspected of clandestine production; relatively unlimited areas open
to roving USMIM type patrols; and unrestricted aerial inspection. Access to
production and budget data might in this case be of additional assistance. Under
this rigorous inspection system the US could safely afford fo negotiate msjor
reductions in and depioyment constraints upon all aspects of its conventional
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force, subject to the caveats discussed concerning area and exterior IOC problems.

C. Tactical Nuclear Weapon

1. Context - Discussien of these'veapons has to be treated in the light of
g world Trh- ch, in order to control the axﬁ‘ul aspects of its strategic Weapons,
must erbitrate controls over conventional forces and tactical nuclear W'\.&POIIS.
Consideration of conbtrol over tactical nuglear weapons subsumes that there has’
been a comprehensive test ban treaty, a noa-diffusion pact, some degres of T
control over strategic te apons,. and sufficient political settlement 'b‘etwee_n

the superpowers to reduce temsioan at such pressure points as Laos, Berlin end

Cuba.
The problem of Corcmunist China would be a major factor in such -
-cousiderations.

2. Generel Considerations

a. UWhat Can Contribute to Stability?

The overriding comlexity introdﬁced into a SFSDA by the corrsiéerae
tion of tactical nuclear weapons is the.t modern conventional delivery systems :
(tactical air, artlllery, rockets, mortars ete. ) ere capable of being nucleanzed. :
This fact presents the greatest difficulty in constructing suitable controls ‘over |
tactical weapons systems except with relatively intense :Lnspe\ction procedures.

It seems necessary to require some degree of control over both the range and
deployment of convent:.onal delivery systems in order to limit the range and
impact area which would be affected by their surreptitious converstion to nuclear
use. y

fn importent difficulty inthe discussion of tactical muclear
weapons- is the sematics problem as to what is meant by & "tactical nuclear system,”

. As we conslder stringent controls over a reduction of what are commonly acceptetil

30
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tactical Cwld increasingly beccme the legicel instruments of clendestine strategic

"

surprise attack. Morecover, wespons which might not be comsidered, cvea affer '
reduction in SDVs, to be sirategic, by the US, might very well be comsideraed

strategic by our Furopsan zllies who would see 'z reduced strategic wibrella

[R5
a ]
ct

the US mairland and t-riqo also might see large numbers of delivery vehicles
in the Fastern Eurcpe czpable of reaching We_sfern Furcpean tei-ge%sa It may be
necessary, in order to win allied support for szrms control sgreements lim‘.tipg
SOVs, to' adopt as the definition of tactical nuclare delivery‘sylste.ms, those
systems which are capatle o:t_‘. atbacking '_the Wbazx;industrial complexes éf any
Nato=Warsaw nation from outside of its natiosmal bounderies.

These factors require consideration both under the strategic ‘weapons
analyses, discussed earlier, end also in this section. |

| Whatever the resolution 'of the peculiar sema.tics g_uestior;, it

seems basic to the consideration of tﬁe tactical nuclear weapons that the
existence of nuclear warheads capable of being used by traditiomally conveﬁtiqnal
delivery vehicles is stabilizing in two ways

(1) Their existence dampens the ‘temptation to initiste &
conventional é.t'f:aék 3 |

(2) They reinforce the overall power of the nuclear nations as
opposed to that of the_noﬁ-nuclear nations. Here sgain, the non-.zero s facfors'
point to a retention of some tactical nuclear varheads. But the zero suﬁ
factors point toward a controlled situstion in which effort is made to limit:
the mumbers of such warheads, and/or the mumbers of comventional delivery #ehi_cles»
capable of firing them, and/or surprise offensive opportunities. . i

J . ‘ 31
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b. Rules or ASS“""”'D""‘ ons. of Erngagement ard Esca.'l.aw Oonl.

The assumpticns as to the use of tactical nuclear warheads would
N ’ ol

vary with the mmbers retained, and the deployment limitations, range limitet-

ions, ete. of the related. éelvvez'y systems. Working backwards frcm the

assumptions we would choose io secking an wntel_lgenu SFSDA, the optl__c.m con~-
trols would be developed. First, for the foreseesgble future, 1t wcala seem
unnecessary and unwise to plan to use ruclear weapons in an erms controlled

world enviromment against the nations of Africa, Latin Americen and the Middle

=t

ast,  Second, both superpowvers would undoubtedly want a reserve of tactical
nuclear weapons for pobsible use ggainst Copmmist Chme.. Third, it would

sppear to be to the adventage of both superpmve_rs to avoid the use of tactical

=

uclear weapons in any confrontatlion between their forces eround the periphery,
althcugh, again, geography may make them essential to the West for defensive pur-

poses in certain areas. Fourth, in Europe there is a special case in which it

&

ay be to the benefit of both superpowers to reta:.n the cape.'b:x.llty to use short
range tactical nuclear weapons. The West might. have o do so in order to
retain a credible NATO deterrent after opposing strategic forces have been

brought into a condition of controlled mmbtual dete_zfrence. The extent to which

this would be necessary would depend on the eictent to which & relaxation of inter--

national tensions, under the political settlements that would be necessary to
achieve a SFSDA, had occurred. The assumptions as to the uée of tactical npclaar
weapons vhich both sides might accept, then, would be:

(1) UNeither would use tacticel nuclear weapons against inferior

non-nucleer nations;

: (2)‘ .Both would be prepared to use such weapons against major.\« .

non-nuclear powers - i.e., Commmist China;

»

SECRET

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 33




! ' ' %L/

Sl

o "gm4.~,;m_m-_;;_;*_n__,_gmu_"mﬂ,_.ﬁgl TR S, e b -.t bord 3 Egi
. . i L L.
(3) Bmh wodd be p‘%ﬁ%g. %I%s?alate to the use of uuCh weapons

if attecled, sspecially in Furope, and perhaps in other areas, dcpe“ldlvw upon the
molitical and military situsticn: obtaining.

Under these assi:mp’biom, the pro‘olém of contrcld ‘becomes one of work-
ing oub ways to minimize the ';o_po'r‘tu.n.ty for %he at ac’itew to use bactical
nuclear weapors in an initial surprise gbback, wiﬂ:‘?.le preserving for the'de'fense
The capahility to use tacticel nuclesr we'az_aonzs afber the attack has bsgun.

3. Control Considerations - The complexiﬁies of this problem are-
(

2 0nes on which meaningfud Gl sa:rc‘ameﬂ negotiations are mogt likely ©o
founder, ' ' o : /

a. Delivery Vehicles

The primary prodlem with regérd to conventional dej:livefy
rrobler wes mentioned sbove - i.e. 5 the f‘dngibili’ty of delivery meanén Yet, ‘.
the reed to retain some tactical muclear weapons capa‘biﬁty reguires that
ﬁ-‘here'be a meaningful é.pproé.ch to the control of tactical delivery vehicles.
Restated, the problem is. to preserve conventional dellvezv neans for- the defense,:
to handicap their use as nuclear delivery vehicles in the offense, yet 'bo
vetaln the possibility bf their use for delivery of tactical nuclear. weapons
in the defense. | |

As .suggested a'bove, each SUper power would need enbugh delivery

veliieles to remain superior to non-nucleor rivels and to deter super power

avtack. For use against Comrund st 'China.“s 1@36’. armies and other"i‘;arge_ts,

glrerart would eppear to 'be om:ixmm dullV@ry W-hlcles. Idealiy bot a sides

would retain sufficient tactical aircraft, configured for 'tae'bicai nuclear

wezgons (szy 500), deployed agsinst C‘hina, range-limited to prevent surprise

use agaiﬁs’c. the épposing super power, to su:i'b this need. Ideally 'bhe"bacticé.ll
| 33
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raft reserved for comventional air battle in Eu.owafa would ba egtonbed, by

)
l.J.:—

._‘a
¥

configuration apa inspection, from us*nc e tical nuclear weapons. In keeping

with the concept that Burcope should be defensunorleﬂtcd in addition to a border

ETM scresn, each side might be authorized sufficient (say 500) very short
hax

-

in dened, immobile positicns to

rznge (ssy 10 to 50 km) tactical missiles in

be used against an atbacker buc located far erough behlnd the bordé? that

Thay cou_d not serve gs offensive tactical weapous., Both sides could _be
allowed to determine for themselves tne accuracy and yield restraints they would

place on such missiles since their warheads would, of course, explode in own

territory. |

This concept of irmobile positions for tactical missiles would
e o@timized Ey an agresment to provide céntrols over the deployment of
artillery of ranges larger than 30 miles. Roving inspectors'could be used
to assure that all artillery of éreater range remalned deployed behind lines
seversl hundred miles either side of the Iron Curtain. This would provide
mezimm utility in the use of immobile tactical nuclear m%ssiies against invasion
and, beyond that, artillery for defenmse in depth or for reinforcement of the
invadéd area;

Another real problem with‘regard to delivery vehicles is the
nossibility of‘uSe of comﬁercial veh;cles with clandestine warheads for surprise
ettack. The extent of this threat ig a direct'fungtion of the degree of
inspsction ellowed. -

b. Warheads
If the foregceing ideal situation with regard to delivery vehicles

conld be negotiated, constraints on warheads would be less of a prorlem.

Warhead controls, as a sole constraint, are infeasible. Both superpowers have

| o
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produced so much maberial from which such weapons may be fabricated end have

stoc ¥piled so many tactical nuclezr warheads that. it would be difficult to

preclude cland tine assewbly and use, _zhout controls over delivery vehicles.

i

This fact, in addition to those clted above, e:fgues for the retention by both
sides of a reserve of tactical miclesr weapons, to denigrate the importance

of clendestine stockpiling by the other side. This reserve (of say 10CO
tactical weapons, in additicn to the 500 warheads retained for Buropesn fixed E
tactical missiles) vovld have to be deployed away from Burope, in. the vicinity .
of the 500 aircraft deployed by each side for possible use against China;

If the idesl si uh,..,'CiO”l with regard to a fixed Eurocpean tac’c,lcal

migsile were not negotv able, then some form of phyS1ca.1. separstion of
té,ctical nuclear weapons from tactical aircraft in Europe would have to be
negotiated together with controls on the numbers, range, and yield of mobile

tactbical missiles in that theater. This is Vinherently less steble than the

idend situetion.

c. Fissile Materials

A significant aspect of assurance against clandestinée stockpiling :
of tactical nuclear weapons would be the negotiation of & cutoff of production
of figsionable materisls. This would hav> nther non-zero sum factors. It |
would serve to inhibit the opportunity of‘other-nations to acquire nuclevai"
Weapns, if they signed the agreement before they a’ctainéd a nuclear capability
and provided controls over peéceful uses of nuclear materisls were carefiﬂq.y'
m-:niﬁored. It would also slac‘lsithe strategic weapons race. This is an easily

policed control although the great quantities of fissile materiel already
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producsd would lesve importemt loopholes for clandestine stoc_kpili‘aé of war-
heads. One might 24d tnat in situations wherc ARM is legitimate, a constraint
on Tissile materials (Mﬂﬂy plutonivm) would Tavor the US -- large nu.mbers of
ARM warheads consuming substantial amounts of Pu weuld be necessary for an

effective” ABM deployment, and here the asymretry in stockpiles would favor us.

4. Possible Solutions

a. Low Inspection Case

This might be the case inwhich the only "arms corfrol" informa-

tion on the tactical nuclear delivery vehicles of the other side would bé the

p!

cclaration of inventories of tactlcal weapons (and the'r‘ei‘ore of the tactlcal
ircraft waich could serve as potentlal tactical nuclea:r delivery vehicl es).
To this published accounting, there might be added the occasionsl :.nformat:.on |
as to the movement of potential nuclear deiivery vehicles, received from '
ixed ground post observers. A
With this limited control, very'iittle change in the status quo .
‘v'd:r.r:g ’cact:.ca.‘l. nucleaxr weapons would be feas:.'ble - although the degree
of risk acceptable in this area would depend on the strategic force relation-
ship and other force relatlonshlps which had been negot:.ated.

b. Medium Inspection Cese

This might be the case in which, in addition to the elements of"{ the
low inspection case, the following éoﬁtrols were achieved: inventories of all
tactical delivery vehicles and warheads were declared; occas:.onal random

pection of geographicel areas (Burope and portions of the US a.nd USSR) were

allowed; resident inspection were permitted at factorles producing author:._zed

36
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replacenment tactical muclser missiles and aircrafs.

In this csse, some control over numbers‘and deployment, but not
over yield, would be feasible. The uncertainties would be sueh as to require
subsgtantial permitied foreces. Reduction in mmbers might be on & ver cen%age
basis (of tacticel airersft plus tactical missiles) the extent of which (in
the range of 10% to 50%) would depend on the controls on and the velaticnship
of retained strategic and comventlonal forces. Deployment constraints would
have to be such that NATO's s preponderance 0¢ tactical alrcraft in Burope was
not destroyed. Pemsval of or reduction of numbers of tactical euclea. miss 1les
fron Eurorve could be reaS1ble.

c. High Inspection Case .

In this case, to the elements of the other two cases, we might
add: cutoff of production of fissionable’materiai (which in eny event would
have to bhave been negotiated for sfrategic weapons ﬁo create the kind of
military relationship in which major constraints on tactical nuclear Weapons e
would be feas1ble), controls on numbers of warheads in nroductlon and stock-
plles; inspection of decWared inventories, res1dent 1nspectors at ouclear
reactors; on-site inspection of suspectedzc_andestine production Tacilities;
"USMLM~type™ roving inspection, on a frequent basis, in all of Europ and
large parts of the US and USSR; and aerial inspection. | |

In thls case, some more significant ‘tactical nuclear arrangement
nﬁgbt be feasible. ”hls could constitute the deployment and number conSuraints-
discussed in III C3 To achieve the emplaced tactmcal missile smtuatlon in
Europe in which tactical aﬂrcraft did- not remain a nuclear threat in that area,

' inspectors would have to have sufficient access to;tactical alrcraft to insure
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that tactical nuclear weapons ware not loaded and sufficient geographical. access
. f

to insure that nuclear boabs were not stored nearby or brought in. In the main-
lands of the USSR (east of a Leningrad, Gmolenck Odessa line) and of the US,
' factical airctaft would be subject to different rules. Hsre, storage of
acticsd puclear bombs in ths areas nsarby to ﬁaétical air bases should be
permitted but subject to the conbtrol that observers would be able to note any
eployment of the bembs to the aircrafs., Here again, a possible transitional
8o might be to permit stoclkpiles of varheads sufficient to supply the pérmitted'
systems with a reserve plus continually inspeéted additional stockpiles in some
state of remoteness -Trom é livery sySuems or in»sbme state of incouplete
ebrication so that there would be a time deléy in their availebility sufficient
to meke them useless for surprise asttack but short enough to make clandsstine

withholding or concealwent of little value to the other side.

D, EEARING OF CONCURRENT POLITICAL D”V" PMENTS

1. General. Renmenbering that.the Cozmunist_bloc'is essentially an offensive
alliance while the Frees World is a defensive one, the USG must insist on
certain political cornditions in cdnjunction with any major arms control'agreé—
msnt. Moreover, the USG would have to proéeea'on the basils that arms control
. sgreenents nust not limit US caéability to rebﬁild to and swrpass present
ermement levels if limited political settlements are violated. Within this
general parameter, the extent to which the US might reduce its arms through
negotiation would be directly related to: the development of political depolar- '
ization of the satellites; the threat and extent of the Sino;Soviet rift; de- 

“velcpment of effective domestic pressures on the Soviet
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regime for improved standard of living and f‘r'eed,om from fear of vqr, The extent

-

to which the offensives alliance lim_ts its aéc@ess* on to the sub-limited 'Dortlon
of the oxfens:.ve spectrum; a.ld the degree of success which the Free World

evperiences in con‘baim-g that degree of sggzression. Arms Control agresments

should not be negod iavsed which would permit the US to be faced by sw.zpe"1 or
power of a re-gllied Sino-Soviet bloc or which made possible cow nbimuing

communist victory in pere-militery confrontation. In the present time frame, '

*hc re are 3 areas of ¢ 'qovla in which the pressures of the Commmist - Free
Vorld are s0 critical as to require specigl mention in comnesction ﬁ'th arms
control agreemen‘ts.’ |

2. Southeast Aslia ‘

Polii:ical develorments here,l especially in Iaos and South Vietnam, have
an important relationship to the tactical nucleér én‘d cozw__ven"cional por’oions
of the srms control spectrim. It 1s conceivsble the;b the U.S. and the USSR
right ccaleve an understandihg 6n contzfols Qf stz_-ategic weapons without a,: -
resolution of politicel problems in Southeast Asia. Hovever, it 1s aifficult
to visualize controls at less than the preseﬁ“b levels in tectical nﬁclea:c-v énd '
coaventional forces if the Chinese Communists are continuing their direct and A
indirect para-military efforts in these regions. One exception could be 'bhé._t
reductions in tectical nuclear and conveﬁ*bional forcés in the .Eyrgpeén sxrea
might result in a net overall reduction for both the U.S. and the USSR rather. -
thap resulting in redeploymﬁn’c against the Chinese Commumst.

Tven the achievem@nu of strategic wezpons agreements and certainly the
achievement of asgreements in the other two arms control categories would require
satisfaction 'Qri the part of the U.S.. tha‘b the USSR was not cooperabting with the

Chinese Communist in the latter's para—mili’cary effort in Southeast Asia. The
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i I LTS PUr R S Vil Fompmmemim s i A SR L S RS SRS S
B \ ,



Tas

TS

SECRET
winime political reouiremeﬁg'-bon which the Ub sbould insist as a pwerequ;81te
£0 major arms control agreements with the USSR 1ne:y of the Three ategories,
uhen,'wbuld have to be the practical assurance that the USSR had accépted the
stebus quo in Southeast Asia.
If the day should come when the Chinese Communist were willing to
curtail such pera-military efforts, conventional forces end ftactical nuciear
forces uts on abroader besis could be considered.
3. Cuba
Agreements with the USSR in the strategic wespons category would have to

incorporate a prohlbltlon agalﬁst the deployment qf such weapons by the USSR

in Cﬁba, in order to ha&e any possibility of domestic US acceptance. Mbre |
important, the achwevemen of any major arme control reductions'in any caxegory"
of forces, would certalnly recu_re greater dlsengagement from Cubs by Sov1et
forces than has taken place to date. This is not to say that Castro would have
had to be deposed or that th e regime returned to the Westera Hemlsphere orbit
but Lerely that USSR forces with the exception of a few scores of military
sdvisers had been removed. On the other hand, greater likelihood of significant
exrme conbtrol arrangements would exist if the first major Soviet penetration

of the Western Hemisphere had been repulsed by the elimination of the Castro
regime and severance éf the Cuban ties %o the USSR. Therefore, US‘politicai
efforts to bring this situatién about, provided they are conducted with

gophls tzcation, are not incorsistent with the arms control negotiations.

L. Berlin and Euxqgg

This pressure point is the most significant of all. Without the agreemsht
between the two super powers as to the future of Berlin, and indeed, of Germeny,

no mejor political detente is foreseeable and therefore significant arms control

ko
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reductions would be unlikely. The interrelationship of political settlemen%}and 
exms control agresments isAma?énreadily epperent in this area than auny other. .
It is perticularly irportant o continue to explore fully wiﬁh owr NATO allies
ne USSR all combi;atiqns o? pdlitical and arms.control egreements whlch
could reduce the dahgers of confrontation in Ewrcpe. The achievemsnt of a non
zero sum sebtlement, howsver, in this area is more Aifficult to foresee

than in any other aspect of US-USSR relations. This means that thé break-

' through in ﬁhe Europszan 2rez way quite likely reguire 2 longer welting period' ‘
than in eny other aspect. It is the long term :eorienﬁatiqn of political |
relationships -- €.8., clcsér inﬁegratioﬁ in Wegtern Burope and cloéer-

cooperation within the AZlandic Community; greater dis-affiliation within the

)

omrmueist satellites; ete. - which qffers the best hope for & zero sum
settlement which the USSR weuld acceth That is, it will require & certain
-gense of the inevitability of the developﬁent of such political trends in
Eurooe to penetrate to the Soviet leadérship before there. will be a willingness
to acéept a European settlement also accepteble to the West. Comversely, for
~the US to proceed too rapidly with arms control negotiations could have a..\;
disintegrative effect within the Atlantic commmnity and this in turp could
lead the USSR to exploit arms control negotiations primarily for their
diéruptive effect ratﬁér‘than'for stabilization éﬁd detente. A

5. Reflections

The arms contrdl considerations that have been sumarized in this entire -
discussion may be conéidered to be "reduction ;;‘control" at the straﬁegigl
end of the forces spectrum, with primarily "depldyment -- use" controls of’

one kind or another at the middle and lower‘ends.of.the’spectrum_nu all
b1
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oliticsl tensions have been resolved encugh to make
ible.

the very fact of being sble to negotlate

W

b

v

+

2 arrangémen‘cs covered in this paper (on

elzbors

C

on' lev el, a.nd/O'r the tactical nuclesr corvenbi o:xal

1

e" level) would lrply ‘the achievement of a sbage where

political problems were in Pfact being resolved, as registered by the

arws control agrecuents

suscepbihl

1]

O COTE

kind of world we live i

e to amslicrs

» Wnether greab ponc* mva_fy is yet quite this

\

Sion and sublimaticn -- even thouzh the impuise

n interest (n-oq zero sum setblements) is certainly increasing in the .

N e remins moot.‘

This paper attem'_o‘os to raise the issues, decis1on on which is necessary

for the

rivalry can be circumnvented.

opbimism,.
ressimisy or gbatement

meaningless propagands

to two arms control sgreements.

conduct of those nn.gomatlons required to determine whether tnat

Nothing in this peper should give great

But the problems delineated should not be a cause for-undue

of our efforts. The 1T years of a'oparently
exchanges 1n the a.zms control field finally gave birth

The fact that these agree_ments came ebout at -

a time when political detente.suiﬁed the needs of the Soviet leadership

stounld not obscure the

fact that a great body of common langusge and dogma

in the arms control field made it possible for reletively quick agreement

wken the political circumstences were apprbpriéte.

A future struggle to

succeed Khrushechev could well result in the seizure of arms control iscsues

by one of the aspiring
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lievtenants as & tool for the winning of possible support

cwer. Or increasing pro‘blems in the allocation of economic. b'
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resourcas or with the Chincze Coimmmnist could drive the Soviet lesdershi

toward the acceptance of such packeges., The detaile A
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leng Spelling oub of the detnils of 2 mubually acceptable Pirat gtage agrees

ment with the USSR, to '.-a”’f’.rieh this document aticzpts Lo make a conbribuilon,
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d, painstaking, years -
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