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JCS commented on a research program, 'Arms
Contrcol and a Stable Miliftary Environment
(Project VULCAN)," which the US Disarmament
Administration proposed tc have conducted by
the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA)
under its own contractual supervision. They
noted that, as proposed, the project apparently
coculd impinge upon the statutory responsibili-
ties of the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, and
others primarily responsible for naticnal
security. Also, the use of a non-governmental
agency would create difficulties involving
security regulations. If Project VULCAN was
intended to be a program looking toward medlfi-
catlon of US national strategy and military
posture, the JCS would have reservations as to
its propriety; if this was not intended, how-
ever, then no specific modifications of the
terms of reference for Project VULCAN apreared
necessary. The JCS were prepared toc cocperate
fully and to render assistance as needed.

TCSM 47-61 to SeclDef, 28 Jan 61, JMF
3050 (14 Jan 61).

Because of a study being cenducted to re-
evaluate the reguirements for resumpticn of
nuclear testing, the JCS reaffirmed to SecDef
their previous views on this subject. They
stated that the health hazard c¢f nuclear
testing, if it ekisted, had assumed importance
far in excess of 1ts signifilcance 1in relation
to the primary issue, the securlty of the
United States. Because of the grave impli-
cations should the USSR achleve the next major
breakthrough ahead of the United States, it
was mandatory that the US again review the
restrictions on technologlcal progress 1in
nuclear weaponry. After listing the military
developments and reguirements that were attain-
able only through testing, the JCS recommended
that, untill such a time as a reliable system
of verification was developed and creratilonal,
nuclear testing be resumed without delay 1n
environments in which the release of radlo-

active material to the atmosphere could be

controlled. In the JCS view, the most impor-
tant problem requiring solution prior to the
resumpticn of the Geneva Conference was an
immediate Presidential decision on the follcw-
ing policles:

1) A continued voluntary moratorlum on
testing was not in the best interest ol the
United States in the absence of demonstrated
Soviet sincerity regarding the reaching cf

agreement.
2) If agreement was not reached by the end

of the first 60 days of the resumed negotiaticns,
the US would announce that it could nc longer
continue its voluntary moratorium on nuclear
weapons tests and that it would resume such
tests under condition that would preclude the
introduction of harmful matter into the atmos-
phere. The US would either continue ifts
participation 1in the Geneva talks in a further
effort to resolve the outstanding differences

ey mavavital
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or terminate the talks and vpropose that future
negotiations be resumed in the contex:t of
general disarmament discussions.

3) The US would.initiate at once a seismic
research program in an effort to improve the
capabllities of the system for the detecticn
and identification of nuclear exploslons. The
JCS recommended that "concurrence with any
modifications of current US proposals be con-
ditioned upon the taking of the above decision
by the President prior to the resumption of
negotiations.” They asked that the President
be informed of their views.

Fﬁ?i JCSM-99-61 to SecDef, 21 Feb 61, JMF 4613
3 Feb 61).

JCS commented on Section VII of the Fisk Panel
Report. They noted that this section contained
no conclusions, and that various intervretations
and courses of action cculd be rationalized from

it. In the short time available, they had

reviewed the non-concurrence submitted by the
Assistant to SecDef for Atomic Energy (made as

a member of the Fisk Panel) and generally agreed
with hils expressed views. Noting the serious
implications of any trend toward Case 3 assumed
by the Panel (i.e., a total ban with no testing
by US and possible clandestine testing by USSR),
JCS recommended that thelr views, as expressed in
JCSM-39-61 of 21 Feb 61, be carefully considered.
Specifically, they viewed "with concern" the
fallure of Section VII to give sufficlent
emphasis to consequences of a major breakthrough
in the nuclear field, to emphasize the need rfor
testing to insure safety of nuclear weapons, to
conslider the urgent need for weapons effects data
In various envircnments, or to recognize that
testing was necessary to provide assurance that

future weapons would function properly.
{The Fisk Report was a compilation of technical

material bearing on the subject before the

Geneva Conference on Cessation of Nuclear Tests.
Section VII evaluated the lmpact of a test ban on
US and USSR nuclear weapons systems. The Assistant
to SecDef for Atomic Energy had criticized it for
its assumption that increased numbers of weapons
could substitute for higher quality and for treat-
ing limited war too summarily. He sald that any
US action that would deny the scientific and
englineering community the opportunity to apply

1ts maximum capabilities to defense could not
result in a military advantage.)

JCSM-133-61 to SecDef, 4 Mar 61, JMF 2050
2 Mar 61).

JCS gave thelr views on cessation of preoducticn of
fissionable materials. They noted that the U3
proposal of 27 June 1960 conditioned this cessa-
tion upon an effective method of verificaticn and
upon the numerical limitatlon of Sinc-Soviet armed
feorces and armaments. They stressed that cessa-
flon of the production of these materials must not
be separated from other reiated proposals, citing
the rosition they had expressed on 28 Q¢tober 1660
(JCSM-UEBT-60). The JCS views were: (1) The iS
proposalis of 27 June 1960, if fuifilled, would

S
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safeguard US Interests, but developing an
effective verification capabllity vresented
great problems. (2) Estimates of Soviet
fissionable materials production through 1265
were available, but the wide range of vcsszible
Sino-Soviet objectives and actlions cculd not
be assesszed with certainty. (3) It would be
premature to try to implement fthis one measure
unless the 3Sino-3cviet bloc gave concrete
examples of gcod faith, (4) Continued cre-
duction of tritium (a "fuslonable," not a
"f1ssionable,” material) was essential to US
security; 1its cessatlion should be addressed
only at the last stage in arms control negcti-
aticns. {5} The current test tan was restrict-
ing research and development of nuclear weacvcns;
this accentuated the need to produce material
to maintain and modernize the stockplle of
existing weapons. (6) In the absence of the
safeguards set forth in the US preposal cf
27 June 1960, a cessatlon of production of
fissionable material would be to the advantaze
of the Sino-Soviet Bloc.

JCSM-148-61 to SecDef, 1l Mar 61,
JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 19,

In connection with a memo from the Adviser to
the President on Disarmament, dated 2 Feb 61,
to the Secretary of Defense, JCS commented on
the questlon of Ccocmmunlst China's particliration
in a nuclear test ban treaty. They regarded
Communist China's accession as essential, in
order to prevent the nuclear capabllity of the
Soviet Bloc from advancing while that of the US
stood still., BRut, they added, the United States
should not concede anything, beyond 1its own
conformance to the terms of the treaty, to
obtain Communist China's accesslon. If the
matter of concessions was ralsed, the U3 should
simply stress that its accesslon to a nuclear
test ban treaty was important to the Scviet
Union and Communist China, and should indlcate
that the US would withdraw from the treaty and
resume testing if Communist China did not
accede in a reasonably short time.

&) JCSM-169-61 to SecDef, 17 Mar 61, JMF 3050
%16 Feb 61).

JCS forwarded two studles on Chemical-Biological-
Radiological (CBR) weapons as they related to
arms control. The studles 1indicated that there
were no entirely satisfactory inspectlon tech-
nidques capable of high assurance levels agalnst
Ccw and BW violations for the period 1961-1G70;
also that safeguards agalnst clandestine manu-
facture, stockplling, and subversive use of CER
agents were "essentially non-existent.”

T-T74-61 to SecDef, 21 Mar 61, JMF 3257

29 Aug 60) sec 2.

JCS set forth their views concerning certailn

basic policy issues on whilch decisicns wers likely
to be needed in the near futurse. On many cI these
1ssues they had already expressed views, whicn
they here repeated. The 1issues, and the JjCS rscom-

mendations (briefly summarized), were:




(1) Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Testing:
The US should seek an agreement by 1 June 1S61.
If none was reached, testing should be resumed

TET as soon as possible. The US should agree tc

cease only these tests for which an effective

internatiocnal detection system was feasible.
(2) Cessation of production of fiszionable

materials for use in weapons: The US should

not implement any such agreement unless it was

Jerificatlon accempanied by other agreements and involved a
system of verificatilcn.

Moratorium : " (3) Transfer of fissionable materials from
past producticn to non-weapons uses: This should
be Internationally controlled, and US transfers
Should be matched by those of the Soviets.

(4) Declaratory prohibiltion of nuclear shar-
Ing: The US should continue to abstain from
commitment to the UN resclution that called
upon nuclear powers to refrain from transfer-
ring nuclear weapons or information to non-
nuclear powers.

(5) Sultability of the International itomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) for monitoring the

" restrlction of fisslonable materials tc peacs-
ful uses: The US could agree that IAEA be used
to pollce the diversion of fisslonable material
if the ITAEA statute were strengthened and an
adeguate Inspectlon system set ur.
e JCSM-182-61 to SecDef, 23 Mar 61,
JMF 3050 (14 Mar 61).
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U’j 8 Apr Ql \ JCS noted a cable from Acting SecState to U3
R Y A Delegatlon to the Geneva Conference on a Test
_ 6oy Ban Treaty, which indicated that the US was
,'{ v&fﬁﬂ* prepared to continue its voluntary moratorium
' rEr . on all underground nuclear testing (including
tests producing a seismic signal less than that
Moratorium agreed on as enforceable) for three years after
a treaty was signed. JCS helleved that this
moratorium would serlously hinder vital research
on the pure fusion or "neutron" bomb (CWL) and
on certaln radiation phenomena outside the
atmosphere. They desired the matter brought to
the attention of the President,
SM-221-61 to Seclef, 8 Apr €1,
JMF 3050 (29 Mar 61).
V/gé Apr 61 . JCS forwarded comments on a paper by Mr. John J.
McCloy, Adviser to President Kennedy on Dlsarm-
TBT ament, relating tc test ban negotiations. They
A agreed with him that the Soviets were dragging
B Moratorium out these negotiatlions on disarmament, prcbably,
s,;x} to 1inhibit develcpment of US capabllity.
T The JCS pointed out that on numerous cccasions,
they had indlcated a pressing need for the US
to resume testing.

J -275-61 to SecDef, 26 Apr 61, JMF 2059
22 Apr 61).

)

V// 3 May 61 JC3 submitted comments on a RAND report on "srace
weapons of mass destruction." JCS agreed with
the concluslon in the report that it would not te
i Outer Space advisable to initlate separate negotiations tc ban
' (Orvit of such weapons, because the Soviets might try to
lieapens ) extend ary such prorvosal tc include reconnalssance
v satellltes. Also, any agreement on orbital weapcns
should nct restrict satelliite research and
v development programs, since 1t was not feasible tc
r\\ monitor any such restriction.

A %EW"TEEMTEOA-61 to SecDef, 8 May 61, JMF 3050
i 9 Mar 61) sec 2.




;/'i J::\6l JCS commented on a draft working vaper cn
"y "Recommended US Disarmament Negotiating Proposal.”
RS prepared by the US Disarmament Administration.

c They noted that 1t devlated from former US
posltions, zZrrarently in order tc include el=ments
ent o' British, French, Canadian, and Italian
1) positicns. They believed that the draft paper
contained proposals that, 1f lmplemented, would
- "confer significant military advantage on the Sino-
Soviet Bloc." The JCS were particularly ccn-
cerned wilth the provisions relating to force
levels, nuclear weapons, and strategilc delivery
vehlcles, The draft constituted a "sericus erosion”
of the most recent US position on arms control
(27 June 1960). The.JCS believed that this pecsiticn
should continue to be the basls for US arms ccntrel
negotiating proposals and that SecDefl should not
concur in the draft paper.

JCSM-395-61 to SeclDef, 10 Jun 61, JMF 3050
56 Jun 61) sec 1.

L///é6 Jun 61 JCS commented on a draft letter from Seclef to

o \‘*3‘1 the President, which recommended that the US

P ' ‘complete preparations to resume nuclear wearons

" testing and collaterally prepare for a VELA program
Moratorium cf underground shots for seismic research. They

generally concurred, but suggested that the letter
te amended to recommend that the President make
the decislon to resume testing "at an early date”
and initlate preparations at cnce,

) JCSM-Z35-61 to SecDef, 26 Jun 61, JMF 4E13

22 Jun 61)

28 Jun 61 JCS commented on a revised '"Recommended US Disarm-

R ament Negotlating Proposal,'" which had been amended
\ )Q L to reflect the views they expressed on 10 Jun 61

{}n \ (JCSM-395-61)., They noted that many of the changes

they scught had been accepted, but certain iscues

Disarmament still remained. Theilr principal concern was that
(General) the draft falled to prescribe the interrelationship

and lmplementing sequence of measures in the Tirst
stage, thus permitting these to be adepted inde-
pendently of one another, In particular, the

draft failed to require that limitations on and
reductions in nuclear weapons and dellvery wvehlcles
be related to each other and be conditional on
reductions 1n armed forces and other armaments.

The JCS recommended changes in the draft to bring
it into line with thelr position.

JCSM-440-61 to SecDef, 28 Jun 61, JMF 3050
& Jun 61) sec 2.

6 Jul 61 JCS commented on a recommendatlion by the Perkins
Panel that a study be conducted of the net effects
of a cessatlon of productlon of fissionable material.

Cutoff of JCS informed Seclef that such a study was already
Fissionable under way. Preliminary results seemed tc¢ suprort
Materi 1@‘ the JCS vposition expressed on 28 Cct 1660, reaffirmed
Qi ) on 23 Mar 1961 and 10 Jun 1961. Pending ccmpletion
f\O.AF of the study, JCS continued to hold that, as an
- isclated measure, the cessation of production cf

fissionable material for use in weapons was miii-
tarily unacceptable.

P TCo-461-61 to Secler, 6 Jul 61, JMF 423C
1 Apr H61) sec 2.
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S21 a1 €l As requested Ly ASD (ISA), the JCS forwarded an
evaluatlicn of military considerations involved
in a cessatlon of productlon of fissicnable
material for use 1n weapons. The Perkins Panel
had suggested that the impact of such a cessasicn

orf on the relative mllitary positions of the US and

nable the USSR be evaluated /see item 6 July 10617,

1s The JCS noted that a complete evaluation would
I require detalled knowledge of Soviet strength--

Loy precisely the information "being scught by the

7R entire military establishment on a continuing

- basis.”" However, making due allowance for lack

of information on the Soviets' nuclear wearons
stockpile and supply of fissionable materials,

:the JCS-stated that (1) to end the production of

fissionable materials would reduce or elilminate
important new weapon systems then in development,
and (2) relative military strength would be
signiflcantly affected if the US stockplle were
frozen at the 1963 level and the USSR managed to
continue productlion. The issue of producing
fissionable materials was closely related to
other arms control measures, and the JCS recom-
mended that it be considered in conjunction with
their report, being forwarded, on the impact of
reducing US military forces tc 1.8 million men
/See JCSM-497-61, 21 July 19617. 1If the US
offered to consider separately the guesticn cof
production of fisslonable materials, the Scviets
would probably demand that the negotlations
include eliminaticn of all nuclear weapons and
material stockplles; the US would then have to
acquiesce or else suffer a propaganda defeat.
(EE~PT JCSM-487-61 to SecDef, 21 Jul 61,

JMF 4230 (1 Apr 61) sec 3.

V//;l Jul. 61 JCS appraised the effects of a reduction of US
\ military forces to 1.8 million men. They reaf-
j\;x ~ firmed views expressed in JCSM-4L0-61 (28 Jun 61),
\Q X | JCSM-395-61 (10 Jun 61), JCSM-483-60 (28 Oct 60),
f”kt‘ orce ' and JCSM-318-60 (22 Jul 60), that numerical
L) Reductions limitations on manpower should only bte consildered
{Manpower) with other measures, that any reduction resulting
from negotiations with the Bloc must be 1in c¢on-
Junction with sound inspection and control measures,
and that armed forces and armaments were a result
and not a cause of 1nternatlonal tension. A level
of 1.8 million men would make 1t impossible to
maintain US security if the Sino-Soviet bloc was
able covertly to evade restrictions, tc devploy
forces in support of a "forward strategy,' and to
maintain moblle forces able to intervene effec-
tively in more than one area of the world at once,

JCOM-497-61 to SecDef, 21 Jul 61, JM™ 3T50
& Jun 61) sec 2.

p//g/Aug 61 JCS commented on Report cf the Ad Hoc Panel on
.. Nuclear Testing (Panofsky Panel). They agreed
with the statement by the Panel 1tself that 1t

report was "essentially an updated Fisk Panel

2
-

Moratozium Report"; hence their comments on the latter
§>;5 JCSM-133-61, 4 March 1961) remained valid. JC3
<\ >f ) concliuded that there were many peints in the rercrt
-’)w\ - that were inaccurate or expressed judgmerntg with
A which they could not agree; also, that it used

unconfirmed intelllgence estimates, so that 1ts
conclusions with regard to S>viet capabllities
were unreliable. They belleved that the repcrt
underestimated the prcspect of majer new develep-
mente in connectilon with tactlcal nuclear weapcns,

-~
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The JC3 disputed the conclusion that there WaS
little urgency in resuming nuclear tests. Regard-
ing the psychological consequences associated with
world-wilde fallout that would be preduced by new
testing, they reemphasized the conclusion by D434,
cited in thelr memo of 29 July 1961, that "vorld-
wlde fallcut from past tests has not oreduced a
blologic hazard." They reaffirmed their earlier
views on resumption of nuclear festing.
JCSM-517-61 to SecDef, 2 Aug 61, JIMF 4513
28 Jul 61) sec 1. . .

JCS commented cn a "Joint Declaration on Disarm-
ament," dated 28 July 1961 (a revision of the parer
entitled "Recommended US Disarmament Negotlating
Proposal,” on which the JCS had commented on 22 Jun
1961, in JCSM-440-61). There were four points &t
issue in the Declaration. Two of them had already
been commented on in JCSM-440-61. The two other
1ssues were:

(1) what specific language should be used in
proposing force level reductions in Stage I? The
JCS replied that language approved by them in
JCSM-440-61, 1in their comment on the earlier parer,
should be used; 1t would ensure that Soviet and
Chinese Communist force levels were reduced to the
existing US level, and verified, tefeore reductions
to the 2.1 million level would begin.

(2} Should it be proposed, in Stage I, that
limitations be placed upon weapons designed o
counfer strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles?
The JCS replied in the negative, believing that such
a proposal "ignores current military strategy uccn
which all plans and programs are based and presumes
a hypothetical strategy which has not been adopted.”

JCSM-539-61 to SecDef, 9 Aug 61, J¥F 3050
6 Jun 61) sec 3,

JCS submitted additional comments on the Panofsky
Panel Report, having reconsidered-it at the request
of the President. They cited specific statements
in the Report (involving estimates of Soviet capa-
bilities, etc.) with which they disagreed. They
reaffirmed thelr disagreement with the Panel's
conclusion regarding the urgency of nuclear test-
ing and recommended that nuclear testing "be
resumed within a reasonable time, i.e., several
months at the latest."

(B8] JCSM-546-61 to Military Representative of the
President, et. al., 12 Aug 61, JMF 4613 (28 Jul 61)
sec 1.

JCS commented on proposals for reciprocal US-USSR
transfers to internaticnal custody of medium Jet
bombers and weapons-grade flssionable materials
(proposals advanced by sources ocutside IOD fer
inclusicn in a speech that might be delivered by

the President to 16th United Naticns General
Assembly (UNGA)). JCS thought 1t undesiraple, at

a time when Sovlet Unilon had resumed nuclear tests
and was threatening the Allies with nuclear destruc-
tlon for the US to advance any specific disarmanent
proposals (as distinct from an cverac., ccmrrensnzive
plan). .The possible military impact of the transfer
of bombers required further study, but JCS saw
several objecticns, As for transfer of flssionable
material, the JCS reaffirmed vlews expressed on

10 May 1560 (JCSM-197-60Q) and 23 March 13561
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(JCSM-132-61). ©Both of these propcsals, sald the
JCS, were being advocated by "the prorcnents cor
a so-called philcsophy of 'balanced' or 'stable
deterrence,'" which should te studled more care-
fully bvefore it became tThe basis cf specific
proposals--propcsals that, "in the face of the
hard lirne belng taken by the Sino-Scoviet Bloce,"
could serve only to "undermine the confidence of
our allles.

JCSM- 64 61 to SecDef 20 Sep 61, JMF 3050
518 Sep 61).. ‘

The CJCS drew attention of Seclef tc the fact that
a Panel under Mr. William C. Foster had been formed

Ax July 1961 £0 consider certaln disarmament pro-

posals, There were "indications,” he said, that
the Panel had finished 1ts study and that its
conclusions varied from the recently approved dis-
armament plan presented to the UN by President
Kennedy. The JCS were not represented on the Panel,
nor had they been requested to provide data for
comment durling the preparatlon of its report. The
Chairman asked that the Foster Panel report, "Pro-
posed Disarmament Timetable,'" be obtained and that
JCS be glven an opportunity to comment.

CM-370-61 to SecDef, 4 Qct 61, JMF 305C
5& Oct 61) sec 1.

JCS commented on four of a series of approximately
20 papers belng prepared by the Arms Control. and
Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for a '"Declaraticn on
Disarmament." The JCS ccnsidered that, in general,
the papers were "useful as background material in
the development of future US negctiating pOSiuiOn
and talking papers," subject to possible revision
when the other papers 1n the serles became avail-
able,

Three of the papers on which the JCS commented
dealt with "The International Peace Force and the
Military Environment in an Era of General and
Complete Disarmament,'" '"The Politlcal Peacekeeping
Machinery in an Era of General and Comnlete Dizarm-

ment Process The JCS suggested only miror changes
in these, Regarding the fourth paper, "Force
Levels," they submitted the following criticisms:

1t did not provide for adequate controls; 1i¢

treated force levels in l1lsolatlon from retalned
quantities of armaments; 1t unjustifizbly linked
several geographically separate countries (UX,
France, and Nationalist China); 1t excluded

reserve personnel, ete.

—(48-61 to SecDef, 23 OQct 61, JMF 3050
30 Sep 61) sec 2.

The JCS commented on three background parers {for
the LCeclaration on Dilsarmament. They bellevad

‘that the three were "useful . . . in the develcp-

i)

ment of fufure US negetiating positions. The
subject of each paper, and the substance of the
comments made by the jCS on each, were as [cllcws:

(1) "Prasing of Disarmament Measures': The JCS
reemphasized their view that any treaty that nisght
be signed should contain an "escape clause’ So tae
effect that "disarmament should not adversely
affect the security of any state.”
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£2) "CER Measures": More emphasis should te
glver, in the opinlon of the JCS, to the lacl: cf
adequate inspecticn techniques to assure against
violatlens of an agreement involving these
veapons,

(3) "Outer Space’: Any agreement con this subjsz
should require advance notiflcation for all

"detectable launchings that might give rise wo

apprehension. Also, negotiations should te con-

ducted in a manner that would not inhibit the TS

from attempting to develop cuter space weapons in
case the negotiation falled.

TCIM=774-61 to SecDef, 9 Nov 61, JMF 3050
E3O Sep 61).

The JCS commented unfavorably on the disarmament
program proposed by the Foster Panel. They
recognized that disarmament was urgent but believed
that urgency must not become the only basis fer an
arms contrcl program. The "unswerving purgczes cf
the Soviets toward world domination'" should ne kert
in mind 1n developing a US disarmament rositicn anu

‘'should impose limits on US concessions. They notes

that the Foster proposal assumed that there existed
a need for Iimmediate progress in reducing andé ccn-
trolling strategic nuclear delivery vehlcles and
that imbalances 1n other forms of military pcwer
would not become dangercus until a conslderatle
reduction had taken place. The JCS sald the effzc:
of thils would be to trade the US strategic nuclezr
superiority for "virtually no concession on the
part of the Soviets." The US could not afferd to
reduce drastically its nuclear capabllity until
effective means existed for enforcing Internaticna:l
agreements; the balance of milltary power coculd be
upset 1f the US and USSR reduced their nuclezar
capabilities without a concurrent elimination of
the Scviet conventional superiority. The JCS
believed the US Declaraticn on Disarmament was mcre
acceptable, militarily, than the Foster Panel prec-
posal and should be utllized as the basic US
proposal,

JCSM-850-61 to Seclef, 6 Dec £1, JIMF 3050
54 Oct 61) sec 1,

As requested by ASD (ISA), JCS commented cn three
background papers for the Declaration on Disarma-
ment. While considering all of them "useful

in developing future US positions to assist recre-
sentatives at multilateral negotiaticns and at the
United Natilons,” the JCS expressed some reservaticr:
as follows:

(1) "Procedures for Reaching Disarmament Agree-
ments” - Thls paper appeared to accept the view-
point that the United States was obligated to con-
tinue advocating general and complete dlsarmament
(GCD) and to seek agreement first along breocad lire:,
with meaningful detaills to be left until lafer.

The JCS considered this approach dangerous because
it would put off the development of any adeguate
verification and inspection system "throuzsh a zeri ¢
in which pressures to reach agreement will protatci—
build up, resulting finally in US acceptance < ls.
control than is necessary or the political conus <7
seeming to obstruct agreement.” The paper saould i
rewritten to stress that the US would 1insist urnc

an adequate control system foc be ready ror operati-r
before any agreement was implemented.




(2) "Cutoff of the Production of Fissionable
Materials and Reduction of Nueclear Stockpiles" -
The JCS believed that any such cutoff should be
linked to progress on other measures. The bvack-
ground paper cn this subject was vague on this
peint: 1t apparently accepted, as a rfinal Us
position, a mere negetlating proposal rput forth
by the US on 25 Sep 61, which did nat specify
the need for such a link.

{3) "Application of IAEA Safeguards to Trans-
‘fer of Fissionable Materials for Peaceful Purposes™ -
This paper should make it clear that there must be
gffective verification and inspection systems, and
that the statute of the IAEA must be revised te

- - insure against a veto of "Inspection by any posslble

evader, before the IAEA could be relied upon to
Insure that fissionable materials made available
for peaceful purposes were not diverted to mili-
tary uses.

JCSM-383-61 to SecDef, 27 Dec 61, JMF 3050
30 Sep 61) sec 3.
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JCS accepted as "userul,” subject to certain
comments, background papers for the Declaration
on Diaarmament relating to the followirg sub-
Jects:

1) "Limitations on Expenditures for Military
Purposes” - The JCS considered it infeasible
to limit armaments through monetary restriztions
as long as Scviet soclety remained closed and
Soviet bookkeeping was subject to maripulation.,
Such a limitation would be useful as an arms
control measure only 1n conjunction with other
measures, such as confrol of manpcower and
armaments. Access to military budgets and

.accounts might provide Information that would

be useful in evaluating data on force levels,
material stockplles, or armaments production

2) ”Prohibition Of the Further Diffusion of
Nuclear Weapons" - The JCS took exception to a
section of this paper that argued in fTavor of
a "no-transfer" agreement without adeguate con-
trols. At the least, there should be reference
to the need to examine the feasibillty of ver-
ifying the reduction of nuclear weapons stock-
plles,
r?) JCSM - 93 62 to SecDef,

30 Sep 61) sec U4

23 Jan 52, JMF 2050

Commenting on a revision (the Sth) of the Fostar
Panel Program, the JCS reaffirmed the comments
they had made on 6 December 1961 (JCSM-350-51)
and added others. They noted that the first
stage 1n the Foster program, lasting two years,
would inveolve no inspection; thus the US would
move toward the Soviet demand for noninspection,
giving way on a position that it had a2lways
upheld, The Panel had oversimplified the problem
of establishing levels of millitary forces and
armaments, they sald. The JCS believed that

any slgnificant reduction 1in armaments should

be preceded by actions indicating that the USSR
was willing to accept restrictions; for example:
aerial and ground survelllance, relaxation of
barriers constituting the Iron Curtain, elimin-
ation of areas of tension such as Berlin anrd
Southeast Asla, ete.

TCSM-T01-62 to SecDef, 8 Feb 62, JMF 2050
}H Oct 61) sec 2,

JCS commented on a draft DOD reply to ACDA on
the Foster Panel Program {Revision 9). Tbey
found 1t "gratifying that the reply supporie
JCS views for the most part, partlcularly on
the polnt that numerical parity of strategic
dellvery vehicles was objectionable, The JCS
felt that their comments should have made 1t
clear that the concepts underlying the Panel
proposal were milifarlly objJectionable; acwever,
there were indicatlons that ACDA would attempz
to introduce ma jor aspects of 1t at Geneva or
earlier, Hence, the DOD reply should clesarly
state that these should not be introduced in
the absence of a declision by the Commiftee of

Principals for Dlsarmament. _
JiiF 3C5C

EZH JCaM-139-62 %o SecDel, 21 Feb 62,
4 Oct 51) sec R2.
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JCS reviewed an ACDA proposal to repeat an offer
made on 106 Aug 1960, in the 18-Natioen Dlsarma—
ment Committee, (1) to end the production of
fissionable materials for weapons use, (2) tc
make reclprocal transfers of such materials to
nen-weapons purposes, starting with ?0,000
kilograms of U-235 to be transferred by each
country. JCS believed (particularly in the
light of recent Soviet weapons tests, which
indicated great reduction in the amount of
nuclear materials the Soviets would need to
manufacture weapons) that provosais such as
these snhould not be negotiated or implemented
in 1sclation and should be offered for negoti-
atlon only in the context of an coverall dis-
armament program. Implementation should be
linked to progress in other areas of disarma-
ment and should be preceded by a test progranm
to verlfy research and development informaticn
accumulated durlng the four-year period of

"no testing,"

%sﬂ JCSM-137-62 to SecDef, 24 Feb 62, JMF 3050

18 Jan 62) sec 1.

The JCS Jjudged that papers on Renurciation cf
the Use of Weapons of Mass Destruction” and
"Measures to Reduce the Risk of War by Accide
Miscalculation ard Surprise Attack and the
Fallure of Communications,” prepared as back-
ground material for the Declaration on Disarma-
ment, were useful, Concerning the former
paper, the JCS sald that certailn portions
deallng with the role of nuclear weapons in US
strategy were subject to possible misinterpre-
tation. However, they consldered that the
paper as written strongly supported thelr vosition
opposing "declaratory renunciations” of the use
of nuclear weapons. Therefore the JCS did not
suggest revisions, which, they felt, might have
the result of weakenlng the positlon adopted

1ln the paper.

EEﬂ'ﬁﬁEﬁTTBQ-Gz to SecDef, 27 Feb 62, JMF 3050
30 Sep 61) sec 6.

JCS commented on a memo by ACDA dated 24 Feb 1562,
proposing a US positilon at the forthcoming 12-
Nation Disarmament Conference. JCS drew atten-
tion to the recommended statement of US arms
control cobjectives that they had submitted on

28 Oct 1560, which they belleved still valid.
They gave special consideration to the ACDA
recommendation that strateglc delivery vehicles
be separated from other categories of armaments
SO as to negotlate an agreement wlth the Soviefs.
Reductions in these vehlcles, JCS believed,
should be linrked to reductions in Soviet cconvern-
tional forces. The ACDA proposal on thls point
was 1lnconsistent with the stated US Program for
General and Ccmplete Dlsarmament, dated 25 3ep
1661, Other general comments made by JCS: {') any
disarmament program calling for major initisa
reductions shcould be preceded oy demonstra:ic*s
of a Soviet intent to lessen existing tensicrns;
{2) an inspecticn system for use with zhe dis-
armament program should be tested and functioning
before any lrreversible reducticns were made;

(2) Communist China must be brought in at a very

-

early stage. _
E@E §E§M1355-62 to SecDef, 23 Feb 02, JIF 2050
18 Jan 62) sec 2,
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woolar 22 JCS commented on 21 position papers prepared
for the 12-Nation Disarmament Conference. They
offered no objection to seven of these. The
other 14 were "sultable as a point or departure
for initial negotiations,"” although JCS drew

?isarmament attention to some divergencles from tneir pre-
(Jeneral) A viously stated views. The subjects of these
Bn\;$w- papers were: Similarities and Differences
v ooASY - Between US and Soviet Approaches to and Programs
A <§() o + for Disarmament; Strategic Nuclear Weapons
,[\\~ S -~ . Delivery Vehilcles; Outer Space; CBR Weapcns;
\ Measures to Contain and Reduce the Nuclear Threat:

Conventional Armaments and Tactical Nuclear

. Dellvery Vehicles; Armed Forces; Nucléar Test
Ban; Transfer of Nuclear Weapons; Verification;
International Disarmament Organizations; UN
Peace Force; Staglng, Transition and Time Limits;
Measures to Reduce the Risk of War by Accident,
Mlscalculation, Fallure of Communications or
Surprise Attack.

EZW‘JCSM-170-62 to SecDef, 9 Mar 62, JMF 3050
13 Jan 62) sec 2.

,28 Mar 62 JCS submitted preliminary comments on tenta-
tive views expressed by ACDA 1n a letter of 22
March 1962 to SecDef. They noted that the
President, on G March 1962, had established a
US position on disarmament calling for reduction
Force of 30 percent of all armaments across the board,
Reductions as a flrst stage, and then urged that this
position be upheld in detailed negotiations.
Anti-Ballistic JCS took exception to some of the criteria

Misslle {3 \ " used by ACDA in defining armaments in various
( ABM) A2 categories. They viewed the proposed elimina-
C) tion of AICBMs as a '"grave risk, which could

eopardize US security.
JC3M-230-62 to SecDef, 28 Mar 62, JMF 3050
24 Mar 62),

s
/29 Mar 62 The Acting JCS Chairman, GEN LeMay, told SecDef
v that he opposed & provision in a draft treaty
outline, proposed by ACDA for tabling at the
18-Nation Disarmament Conference, calling for
destruction of all antl-missile systems in
ABM qﬁ existence and prohibition of production and
\\i testing of such systems. The JCS, he pcinted

A}

) T out, had consistently objected to the singling
=Y A%y out of AICBMs for elimination. The proposal
P apparently stemmed from the Foster Panel plan,
e which was based upon acceptance of nuclear

parity; an effective AICBM could upset thils
parity and hence had tc be singled out for elim-
ination. GEN LeMay polnted out that the SecDerl
and JCS had twice rejected the Foster Panel
plan, and that the President on 9 March 1362

had rejected an ACDA prcposal to single out
strategic delivery vehicles for early reductlon,
preferring instead an across-the-board arms
reduction of 30 percent as proposed oy DOD and
JCS, This across-the-board reduction would
recognlize and accept US nuclear supericrity.
Defensive imprcvements such as an effective
AICBM could make major contribution toward re-
ducing populaticn losses; therefore, the drarft
treaty should make no reference to AICEM

elimination,.

?ET‘Eﬂ?6§§-62 to SecDef, 29 Mar 62, JMF 2050
24 Mar 62),
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aticns toward immediate reductions

Commerting upon an ACDA draft dlsarmament treaty,
JCS held that the treaty format should te re-
arranged tc conform to that of the 25 Sep 61 plan.
They opposed the tendency to introduce items
inveolving the US nuclear capabllity as the initial
subjects for negotiation; this encouraged negoti-
in nuclear
recent cractices
which resulted
adequate time

capability, JCS were concerned by
within the arms control community,
in measures belng proposed without
for review by Interested agencles. A more

thorough evaluation should precede each prcrosal.

JCAM-247-62 to SecDef, 4 Apr 62, JiF 3050
29 Mar 62) sec 1.

JC8 commented on a draft treaty on "General
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World,
dated 9 April, which the ACDA intended to suo-
mit to the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference.
They considered it more nearly in consonarnca
wilth their views than the earlier draft,
viewed with "grave concern” its cortinued
reliance on inspection by random sampling--ar
untested and controversial concept. The JCS.
telleved that US security was contingent upon
provision for complete inspecticn, Other
features that they criticized included:
omission of Communist China, reduction of arm-
aments by categories, ellimination of armaments
for reserve forces in Stage I {applicable to
the 480 ships in the US reserve fleet, which
had no Soviet counterpart}, inclusion of
launching pads as an item of armament, and
some oLhe S.

M-269-62 to SecDef,
EQ9 Mar 62) sec 2,

y
.
ourc

10 Apr 62, JUF 2050

JCS considered acceptable the two revised
backvrouﬂd papers for the Declarat*on on

ment, on "CBR Measures'" and "Outer Space,’

subJect to incorporaticn of the comments they
had submitted on § March 1962 (JCSM-170-62),
onn corresponding US positlon papers for the
18-Nation Disarmament Conference,

%21 JCSM- 27? 52 to SecDef, 16 Apr 62, JMF 30
30 Sep A1) sec 5,

Disarma—

U]

JCS commented on certaln issues relatinz o

the draft treaty cutline on disarmament tabled
at Gereva by the US Delegation cn 135 April 1342,
They believed that veriflcation and *jsoeﬁtif“
were essential, but thought that the "zonal’
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inspectlon system in the draft c be made to
serve, They ooposed the trend, which had
develooed since 1961, toward negotiatirg the
reduction of the US nuclear capablility in-isola-
tion. They nad misgivings over the Dropcsa1 ce
set up an Internatlional Dlsarmament Owgan=ua~xb*
to verify reducticn in armaments, In 1"elorg(
specific guestions submitted to them, JCS \
argued that the treaty should not orovide fa
reduction of military bases in Stage I; should
not define missile launching pads as armamen%s
and should include as partles all states havir)
significant military capabilities, particularl
Communist China. They could not agree tc any
force level reductions in Stage I below the
stated US position of 2,1 million men.

Eﬁ?i JCaM-389-562 to SecDef, 19 May 62, JiF 2050
29 Mar 52) sec 4,

v

3

"JCS commented on revised position rapers for

the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference. They

reaffirmed the comments they had submitted

on § March 1862 (JCSM-170-62) on the original

drafts and recommended that the revisions bpe

amended to reflect thelr views.

{ﬂ JCOM-435-62 to SecDef, 20 May 62, JMF 3¢
18 Jan 62) sec 3.

0

Ui

JCS commented in some detail on a background
paper, "Verificatlon Requirements,’ prepared
for the Declaration on Disarmament., They
believed that ACDA, 1in preparing the paper,
had watered down the requlrements for an effec-
tive verification system, for the sake of
obtaining an agreement; they recommended
stronger provisions, At the same time JCS
commented on papers on Peace Keeping" and
"Military Expenditures." The first was
merely a historical review and needed no ccm-
ment: the second they Judged adequate.

T JCSM Ii54-62 to SecDef, 15 Jun 62, JUF 3050
ESO Sep 61) sec 7.

e

JCS commented on the implicaticns of reducing
military bases 1in Stage I of disarmament, as
provided 1n the draft treaty tabled by the US
Delegation at Geneva on 18 April 1862, They
concluded that "base reductions as a part or
disarmament planning are not in the best ‘*teﬂ-
ests ¢f the securitj of the United States.

US forces were '"defensive and expeditionary

in nature, committed to long extermal lines of
communicat*on and requiring overseas baaes

in contrast, the Sino-Soviet bloc had "internal
land-bridge lines of communication which faclli-
itate the reestablishment of military bases
concurrently with the initilation of offensive
operations.' Loss of overseas bases would
adversely arfect the Allies and would 'require
abandonment of our rorward strategy with cer-
tain reversion to a Fortress America ccncept.’

BT JCoi-he5-62, 27 Jun 52, JMF 3050 {12 Jun 32)
sec 1,
15
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Disarmament
(General)

Communist
Chinra

.22 Aug 52

and for excessively involved withdrawal pro-
cedures. The JCS noted that the US seemed to
be relaxing its position regarding the need for
an international system cf verificaticn and
inspection, and they belleved any such relaxa-
tion was unjustified. The comments they had
made cn the earlier draft of the treaty (JCSHM-
530-62, 19 July 1962) were still pertinent and
were reaffirmed.

JCSM-614-62 to S .D £, 9 Aug 62, JMF 3050
FEEZ§ZE§;; _ ecDef, 9 Aug 305

JCS commented on a revised draft treaty governing
tests 1n the atmosphere, above the atmosphere,
and 1n the oceans. They noted that it had the
same defects as an earlier draft on which they
had commented on 14 July 1962 (JCSM-514-62)

537‘763@1625-62 to SecDef, 15 Aug 62, JMF 3050
6 Jul 62) sec 2,

ASD {ISA) requested a supplemental study on
force levels, addressing the possibillty of
clvillanizing part c¢f the current US armed ITcrces,
JCS concluded that a major program of civilian-
lzation was not feasible at any of the perscnnel
levels currently under study - 2.57, 2.1, 1.9,
and 1.7 million. Cadrizaticn and metnballing
of combat units would result in an unacceptanle
loss of compat effectiveness., Also, such umits
¢ould not be made combat-ready within the time
limits required by modern warfare.

Taﬁ JCSii-626-62 to SecDef, 17 Aug 62, JIF 3030

14 Jun 62) sec 2.

At the request of ASD (ISA), JCS commented upon

a revision, prepared by ACDA, of Article V
(covering reduction, production, and verification
of armaments) of the treaty on General and
Complete Disarmament that the US had submitted

at Geneva on 18 April 1962. The JCS viewed with
concern the proposal to prohlbit producticon and
testing of new weapons during Stage I, which

was intended to last three years but, they noted,
might last much longer if the agreement bogged
down. Thils latter consideration pointed to the
vital importance of having Communlist China bte

a party to the treaty. The JCS held that the
phrases "replacement in kind" and "new kinds of
armaments,”" used in the draft, should be inter-
preted so as to allow modernization of existing

weapons s stems.
EEﬁ'ﬁUSM?%38-62 to SecDef, 18 Aug 62, JMF 305
29 Mar 62) sec 6.

ASD (ISA) requested comments upon the latest
ACDA drafts of the atmospneric and comprehensive
test ban treaties. Concerning the latter dra’c,
dated 14 Aug 62, the JCS repeated their comments
concerning the ACDA 24 July drart (JCSM-614-82 tc
SecDef, $ August 1962), Additicnally, they
believed that the requirement that ccntrol
stations be manned by natlcrals o the country
in which they were located couid not be met oy
underdeveloped states. Also, they coubted

that seismic stations and communications ret-
werks could be constructed within cthe short

time specified. As to the llmited test ban_
treaty dated 17 Aug, JCS compared it witn tnhe

(W]
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7 Aug drart {critiqued in JCSM-625-52 of 135 Aug)
and urged reconsideration of the decislon toc
delete the provision retaining the right to tesé
undergrcund., The JCS again objected to the
complicated and inhibiting withdrawal procedures.
JCSi-0b45-52 to SecDef, 22 Aug 52, JiIF 305

: 6 Jul 62) sec 3. - 3:
E;dill Sep 62 ‘ E | | w

e nn* . J
o S A
XA\CQ@m-%ﬁ
7~ Quter Space _
(Orbit of 1 '
A1

WeaponstL
!

If the issue was ralsed, the US shouid
{}\([, seek fo have the proposal transferred to the
T Ty 18-nation Geneva Conference, where 1t could oe
f)(i discussed within the context of general and
complete disarmament.
~719-62 to SecDef, 14 Sep 62, JMF 3050
8 Sep 62) sec 1.

b//18 Sep 62 JCS commented on a memo by ACDA concerning non-
QL“ diffusion of nuclear weapons. The memo said
t}k that the Soviet Union might now be willing to
. agree on a draft declaration to be issued on
W this subject, and 1t outlined possible pro-
NPT visions for such a declaration. JCS belleved
- that the potential disadvantages of agreeing
to 1ssue this declaraticn far outwelghed the
advantages. The Sovliets had a strong incentive
not to allow diffusion of nuclear weapons to
their allies, whom they could not trust; their
apparent willingness to reach agreement on the
subject was probably intended to create friction
within the Western alllance, JCS believed that
the proposed agreement, as outliined by ACDA,
did not provide adequate safeguards to insure
compliance, They assumed that many states
would eventually acquire a nuclear capabllity;
it might be in the US interest tc assist frierdiy
states in various ways.

EE? TCSM-727-62 to SecDef, 18 Sep 52, JMF 2059
23 Aug 62).

Jﬁg Sep 52 Q__ JCS roted that ACDA planned to reexamine US
‘ o ikg\\ - positions on disarmament during a recess in
(ﬁkﬁ S OAn the Gereva Conference (3 Sep-12 Nov 32', On
)

\n

the basis of the trend of the past twWO years,

JCS expressed fear that this review might be
Tisarmanent oriented toward developing 'more negctilable
{Zeneral) and politically expedient proposals.,’ They

noted that, while the Soviets had stood pat,

19
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L+ 26 Oct 62
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Nuclear-Free
Zones (NFZ)

fedeployment
of Weapons

the US had gradually moved toward acccemmodation
to Soviet views. Specific examples or this
process were clted. Moreover, ACDA had had a
tendency to put forth negotiating posicions
before the basic proposals hac been thoroughly
evaluated., JCS favored a review of US positiors
on disarmament, but they bellieved the purpcse
should be to clarify US pollicy and to strengthen
the supporting arguments,
FSTJCSM -732-62 to SecDef, 19 Sep 62, JWF 3050
25 Aug 62).

Having reexamined the questicn of base reduc-
tions, JCS reaffirmed views stated in JCSM-

485 - 62 of 27 June 1962, They recommended that
the US adopt the positicn that "any base reduc-
.tion must come as an unnegotiated consequence
of reductiows of tensions, armaments, and fcroe
levels,

F?T" ESM‘?hl 62 to SecDef, 29 Sep 62, JMF 3050
12 Jun 62) sec 2,

Commentling further on the question of a non-
diffusion agreement, the Chairman rearflrmed
the JCS views expressed on 18 Sep 62 (JCSM-
727-62) and amplified them. The JCS btelieved,
he sald, that even the discussion of such an
agreement would be inadvisable, because of its
effect on the Western Allies. They also believed
that the dangers of prollferation were over-
drawn, and doubted that an agreement on ncn-
transfer could in any way affect the Chlnese
Communists'! nuclear development program. The
proposed declaration might have an adverse
effect on multilateral control of nuclear
weapons.

-1-02 to SecDef, 3 Oct 62, JMF 3050

23 Aug 62}

~"JCS “commented on a suggestion that the US take

the initiative in oroposing "nuclear-free” or

"missile-~-free” zones in Latin America. As the

Chalrman had already told SecDef orally, the

JCS believed that the US should neither vrc-

pose nor accept such a plan, because (1) there

was no assurance that it would lead to prcmpt

removal of missiles from Cuba, (2) it weuld

degrade US mllitary flexibility "in our own

back yard" while having no comparable effect

on the USSR, and (3) the Soviets, having nothirg

to lose, would welcome discussion of the proocsal,

The US should focus on the current lssue--the

need to remove the missiles from Cuba--and rot

allow itself to be involved 1n endless arguments

with other countries. I forced to negoctiate,

the US should agres to discuss z "nuclear- :ree’

zone on‘ after the Cuban mlsslles were remcy
S-388-02 to SecDef, 26 Oct 62, JMF 333 J

25 Oct 62},

JCS commented on a proposed realignment 27 wWEADCLS
locaticns tc separate tnem from pcpulaticn centers
in the NATO and Warsaw Pact areas. They ccn-
cluded that such realignment was undesiratle,
would impose tactlcal limitatlicns on fthe ztili<T;
of deplcyed fcrces to accomplish assigrned milss
While the change might induce the enemy to use
a counterforce strategy, the benerfits of this

would be realized only if the Soviets stcckpiled

B ool -
O-': of
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10 Nov 62
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17 Nov 62
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cy -
Reducing Rilsk
of War by
Accildent
(Advance

Notlfication
of Movements)

and used discriminate weapons. Rather than
reducing tensicns, 1t would increase apprenen-
sion cf war, since 1t would expose NATC arned

.

forces to attack by an eremy "undeterred oy
the prospects of a fruiltless victory.”
JCoI-803-62 to SecDef, 10 Nov 62, JiF 2030

212 Jun 62) sec 3.
In response to a request by ASD (ISA), the JCS
assessed the military 1mpact of prcocosals to
create nuclear-free or missile-free zcnes.
They believed that such zones would work tc
the detriment of the United States, which
a "world-wide" rather than a '"continental
power, had deployed its strategic striking
forces throughout the world, The existing
deployment gave the US the advantage of short
strike-timing (time from launch to target) and
imposed upon the Soviet Union a ccnsideratis
difficulty in targeting. A nuclear-free zcne
would sacrifice these advantages and force the
US back to its continental base, bringing abcut
a "disastrous reversal cof the situation existing
today." HMoreover, the capabilitles of US forces
would be gravely weakened 1f they were not anle
to deploy tactical nuclear weapons. The JCS
observed that a mlssile-free zone would be some-
what less damaging to the US than a nuclear-
free zone. However, the US should oppose, and
certainly should -not initiate, proposals of
elther type.

JCoM-B77-62 to SecDef, 10 Nov 62, JMF 3050

25 Qct 62),

as

The JCS were asked to comment upon ACDA papers
addressing ways to reduce the risk of war by
accldent, miscalculation or communicaticns
fallure. In response, they sald that agreement
to provide advance notificatlen of military
movements and maneuvers could have "serious
disadvantages." While the Sovlets operated on
interior lires, the US required mcbllity in
order to support its allies., Therefore, accep-
tance of this proposal could compromlise abllity

to make rapid deployments. Indeed, the JCS

believed millitary maneuvers were not a signif-
icant measure bearing on the risk of war by
accident or milscalculation and hence should not
be the subject of international discussion.

?ET“?CSMT§11-62 to SecDef, 17 Nov 62, JMF 3050
23 Oct 62) sec 2,
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in response to an ASD (ISA) request for ccmments
on drart articles and revisions of a disarmament
treaty prepared by ACDA, JCS saild thece centalned
lmportant concessions contrary to theilr previcus
recommendations. The article on reducsion of
armed forces omltted specifilc reference to verifri-
cation of retained force levels. Language on re-
duction of military bases and facilities should
await completion of pending study. Finally,
transfer of fissionable materials to peaceful rur-
pcses should be In equal amounts by the US and
USSR and be contingent upon cessaticn of precductiorn.
Therefore, JCS believed this draft treaty should
be held in abeyance pending further Titudy.

&) JCSM-G-63 to SecDef, 5 Jan 63, JMF 3050

?15 Dec 62).

Providing a study requested by ASD (ISA) on the
subjJect of geczral disarmament cuts greater than
30 percent, JCS conecluded that even a 3C prercent
reductlion of armaments in conjunction with Stage I
manpower limitatlons would be generally destabili-
zing and disadvantageous for the Free World. Any
reductlons greater than this would "gravely imperil”
Free World security during Stage I disarmament.
Also, the exclusion of Communist China from these
agreements would jeopardize US abllity to defend
its interests in the Far East and was therefecre
mllitarily unjustifilable.

JCSM-57-63 to Seclef, 23 Jan 63, JMF 3050
315 Mar 62) sec 2.

In view of the need for a US response to a proposal
to provide advance notification of military move-
ments and maneuvers that had been tabled at Geneva,
the JCS repeated the objections to entering such
agreements that they had stated in JCSM-Ql11-62,

17 Nov 62. As a diplomatic countermove, they
recommended development of a proposal linking an
advance notification measure with agreements to
exchange military missions and observation posts.
This would offset advantages the Soviet Bloc would
enjoy through greater knowledge of NATO movements.
The JCS noted that they were here modifying the
stand taken in JCSM-850-61 of 6 Dec 61, where they
had approved advance notification alone as a
"confidence bullding" measure; they believed the
Cuban missile crisis had demonstrated the import-
ance of the ability to make timely and unheralded

deployments.,
535 JCSM-96-63 to SecDef, 1 Feb 63, JMF 3050
23 Oct 62) sec 3. )

In a memorandum tc Seclef JCS 'sald they understocd
that ACDA was giving serious consideration tc
radlcal alteraticns in the US position expressed

in the 27 Aug 62 draft treaty. JCS analyzed these
supposed changes and concluded that too few on-site
inspections were being consildered; that unwarrantes
rellance was belng placed on unproven "black boxes®:
Chat effeetlveness c¢f the Atomic Znergy Declassiii-
caticn System was uncertain; and that on-site
ingpection would be hindered by allcwing the accused
state fo declare that az suspected event lay in a

sensitive security area. The JCS considered that

22
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such iradequate verification would "virtually

provide an invitation to the Scviet Union tc

evade the treaty."

Tsd TCIA-57-63 to SecDef, 2 Feb 63, JMF 3050
2G Jan 63).

ryy \

3ﬁ? 3 In response tc an ASD {(ISA) request for comments
Do \/‘\ on an ACDA positlon paper regarding a test ban
(:ﬂW AV treaty, JCS recommended extensive modificatlion.

They believed three cardinal principles must
TET govern any test ban treaty. First, 1f must in-

- coprporate a detectilon, identification, and

Moratcrium inspection system adequate to insure "the highest

feasible probability" of discovering violations.
Jerification Second, testing that could not be detected should
not be prohibited. Third, withdrawal prccedures
should be simple. It had not been demonstrated
that the ACDA system provided a "reasonable
chance" for detecting evasions; this system wculd
allow an unpoliced moratorium below the detecticon
threshold. Also, it would prohibit withdrawal
from the treaty for three years, which would be
counter to US interest if the treaty was found
unsatisfactory.

| FCSM=136-63 to SecDef, 16 Feb 63, JMF 3850
Ell 7eb 63) sec 2.

V22 Feb 63 In response to a request from asp (ISA), JCS
. "‘C)AT reviewed an ACDA draft test ban treaty and

fﬁy\-\/ recommended the following changes: (1) labora-

W/ tory and propulsifon tests should be permltted;

TRT (2) requirement for an international commissicn
should be eliminated; (3) means of inspection
should be given further study; (L) inspection
should be allowed without submilssion by the
requesting party of substantiating selsmlc data;
(5) the US/UK and USSR each should havea quota
of inspectlons on the territory of the ofher;
(6) withdrawal should require only 60 days rather
than six months.
%sv TCIM-160-63 to SecDef, 22 Feb 63, JMF 3050
11 Feb 63) sec 4.

eb 6 N

e
8 Mar 63 ASD (ISA) requested appraisal of an ACDA preoposal
_ {34 that the US and USSR destroy 30 B-47s/Badgers cer
()ﬁ ACQ month. The JCS stated that the destruction of B-L47
operational aircraft would cause a serious
reduction in US strategic striking power. The
Force clear military risks of this course of aetion would
Reductions not be compensated for by any small gains accrulng
(Medium from its merits as a disarmament measure. The JCS
Bombers ) opposed the latest ACDA proposal because: .

(1) Owing to important targeting and crcss-
targeting conslderationsnct apprcpriate for this
document, 1t would present military orcblems ¢
a serious magnitude.

(2) Zven if a 1 July 1963 starting date for
destruction were agreed upon, it would be
physically impossible to satlsfy the ACDA require-
ment to destroy alrcraft only from the active
inventory. _

(3) The ACDA arguments opposing the rehabilita-
tion of B-47s 1n inactive storage d13 rot cutwelgh
the military disadvantages of a more rapid pnase-
out cof B-%7s.

TrSTCI86-63 to SecDef, 8 Mar 63. JUF 3050

7 Tec 62) sec 1.
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In.response to a reguest by ASD (ISA), JCS
commented uzon the mest recent ACDA draft test

ban treaty, dated 11 Mar 63, in light of the
principles they had stated in JCSM-136-63

(16 Feb 53) and JCSM-160-63 (22 Feb 63). As
previously stated, JCS felt that a nrimary
deficiency lay in the prohibition of tests that -
were undetectable. Also, the reaquirement fer - 7
detection of an event by fourmgelsmic stations
in order to Justify on-site insgspectlion seemed
unduly restrictive. Further, poyer of the
Inspection Commission to vislt territory orf a
nonpermanent memker (1.e., other than US, UK

and USSR) should be assigned by guotz.since any
requirement for a majority vote might allow
establishment of a sanctuary country -~ Firally,
withdrawal procedures still were unduly restric-.
tive. In sum, JCS believed there was "insuffi-
cient reliability" in the proposed treaty to ~
give the US "adequate assurance" of detecting
and fixing responsibllity for treaty evasions.

{Eﬂ‘?USM?E34-63 to SecDef, 19 Mar 63, JMF 3050
11 Feb 63) sec 5.

- JCS commented on an AEC paper E___ o B Do

]
|

Since the
Soviets could make major improve ts through
clandestine tests, the JCS belleved the cumula-
tive result of slow Sovli=t progress, while the

US made no comparable gain, "could result in a
decided and possibly irreversible advantage."

In view of the gravity of the test ban issue, JCS
recommended a more comprehensive examination
before the US made any further commitments with

respect to a test ban treaty.
~241.63 to Seclef, 21 Mar 63, JMF 3050
Ell Feb 63) sec 3.

In response to a request by ASD (ISA), the JCS
reviewed an ACDA study proposing a separable flist
state of general disarmament having primary appli-
cation to the North Atlantic/Eurcpean area. JCS
considered this to be a completely new appreach

"made in order to accommodate Soviet desires for (1)

rapid disarmament, (2) emphasis cn nearly total
reduction of nuclear delivery systems, and (3) de-
emphasis of inspection and international peace-
keeping machinery. The JCS belleved this would
destroy any hope for acceptance of current US pro-
posals for balanced, phased, safeguarded disarma-
ment, oriented tc¢ the continuation of a favorable
political and strateglc balance. ACDA had reccm-
mended acceptance of nuclear parity, productizcn
cut-off for major armaments, compression of the
arms reduction period to two years, and veriflcaticn
through inspection of production facilities and of
weapons dgstruction rather than verifylng retalned
levels. Ef

: _ "~ ] There-
fore, J03 recommended that the paprer te refecced
as dangerous tc national securlty. Instead, the (S

24

"N



should adhere to 1ts present vosition of 30
percent across-the-becard first-stage reducticnh
in armaments, seek one-for-one replacement of
weapons rather than production eut-off, and
adhere rirmly to the principle of verification
and inspection of retained armament levels.

~Z47-63 to SecDef, 23 Mar 63, JMF 3050
ElT Mar 63) sec 2.

8 Apr_ﬁ%lei JCS recommended that the US approach to any dis-
I \ D armament inspection arrangement should be to

,k A establish an organization independent of ACDA,
staffed largely by military officers and monitored

Verification by a high-level steering committee. They observed
that ACDA was the principal advocate of the dis-
armament agreement; if it were also to be charged
with monitoring and evaluating Soviet compliance,
"y elear conflict of interest would be created.”
The US must exercise extreme vigilance while re-
ducing its military capabilitles; a quasi-military
organization might best fulfill this need.

TCAM-D74-63 to 3ecDef, 8 Apr 63, JWMF 3050
518 Feb 63)

20 Apr 63 on their own initiative, JCS addressed the issue
of whether or not a test ban was in the naticnal
interest.
: (1) - - DOE
TET

Therefore, JCS ccnsidered
§r‘ that a treaty withou detectlion threshoid under
which the US could.legally test would not now be
4+n the national interest.

?s=ﬁfU‘TESM-327-63 to SecDef, 20 Apr 63, JuF 305C
11 Feb 63) sec 7.

v/{3 Jun 63 ASD (ISA) requested comments on an ACDA draftbh
8 @’ test ban treaty, dated 24 May 63. JCS roted there
()Y{'\O were rio significant changes from the drafts of 1l
' and 23 March; all three contained no prov1§ion
TZT . for allowing tests below the threshold cf ce?ectic:.
JCS argued that this treaty could allcw p@e&boviets
=6 concuct "highly signiflcant and yaluatlie
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Disarmament
(General)

SNDV

Cutoff of
fissicnable
Material

NFZ

I/' -
25 Jan 64

IR LS

Verificaticn

(//ﬁé Jan 64

L g l®
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Cuteff of
Filssionable
Materials

SNDV
Control of

Nuclear
Weapcons

o

The JCS3 submitted tc SecDef recommended changes
in a proposed statement by the Presildent to the
Geneva Conference of the 18-Nation Committee on
Disarmament. They reccocmmended deletion of a
paragraph calllng for a freeze on strategilc
nuclear weapons systems, but subsequently with-
drew that recommendatiocn in light of SecDefl's
proposed revision of the paragraph.and subject
to their other suggested changes--including a
statement on safeguarding the security of all
naticns. JCS concurred in a paragraph treating
production of fissionable material with the
understanding that 1t in no way affected pro-
duction of availabllity of tritilum, They did
not concur 1n a subparagraph callling for estab-
lishment of nuclear-free zones, since they
believed such a proposal militarily dlsadvanta-
eous to the US,

JCoM-T1-64 to SecDef, 17 Jan 64; {(C! JC
Lo_6L to SecDef, 13 Jan 64; beth in JUF 335
(17 Jan 64) .

T
it
:

Q
-~
v

The JCS commented cn the flnal poslition
(Annex E) of the ACDA position paper on obser-
vation posts, The JCS suggested detalled
changes to the plan to bring it intc ccnscrarnce
with earlier JCS recommendations, 1ncluding a-n
increase in mobility of observation teams,
inclusion of unrestricted organic ceommunications
for them, the use of sophisticated sensors of
all types, rejJection of host-country aircraft
pilots, and increases 1n manpower and equlp-
ment.
Z) JCSM-09-64 to SecDef, 25 Jan 64, JMF 3050
10 Aug 63) sec 4,

The JCS commented on an ACDA draft of 1nstructlicns

for the US Delegation at Geneva concerning a
program of collateral measures on control of
nuclear weapons, fissionable materials, and
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (NDVs).
They recommended that the draft instructions

be incorporated into a breader arms control
package with specifics of safeguards involved
in each measure fully developed by ACDA, rirel
judgment on the proposed instructions should be
held in abeyance pending review of the revised
information., The JCS understood that the ACDA
paper had already been sent to Geneva, but they
pelieved that thelr views were still pertirent
for use in further development and rerirement
of the US position prior to negotlaticn.

Z) JCoi-27-64 to SecDef, 29 Jan AL, JUF 3CE0
%7 Jan 64)

The JCS found twc updated position papers Icr
ENDC on chemical and bilolcgical weapons and cn
staging, transiticn, and time limics generally
sulitable for use by the US Delegaticn at Gereva,
They endorsed the need for an ACDA study <7

the arms control and disarmament aspects ol
chemical and biological weapons and requested
an opportunity to review the study.

Z) Jbaﬂ—og-éﬁ to SecDef, 30 Jan 64, JWF 3059
kl9 Dec 53) sec 2.



ﬁh: . The Scviet pr
: {durJ posal called for the eliminaticen of all:
"”Bfiyvl ¢, ! during Stage I of the GCD treaty except U
o ) ¥+ retenticn by the US and USSR, within their

‘ }_ . own territory, of a limited number of ICHNs,
ABM oo cantimissile missiles, and surrace-to-air
b missiles yptil the end of the disarmament
k‘ B el process, éﬁ

The JCS rejected
the Gromyko proposal beciause of a lack of
verification and peacekeeping features.f

?Bi JCIM-56-64 té]éecDef, 4 Feb 64, JMF 3050
12 Dec 63) (A).

//flo Feb 54 Commenting on a revised ACDA paper on military
; [P expenditures for use at the ENDC, the JCS con-
O(fﬁﬁ‘ & sidered the paper sultable for such use subject
to incorporation of the following amendments:
Limitation (1) require approval by the Committee of
of Mllitary Principals to proposed language changes to the
Expendiltures Outline Treaty on General and Complete Dis-
armament prior to tabling the changes at
Geneva; (2) bring the terms of reference for
the proposed subcommittee of expverts into con-
sonance with the terms of reference for the
subcommittee concurred in by the JCS on 8 Jan
64 (5CSM-5-64); (2) maintain the current US
position that there was doubt regarding the
feasibility and acceptability of a formal
limitation of military expenditures as an
element of the disarmament process,
JCaM-100-64 to SecDef, 10 Feb 64, JMF 30350
19 Dec 63) sec 3.

/ql Feb 64 Commenting on an ACDA draft US positicn paper
A s i),*[z— on nuclear-free zones (NFZs), the JCS relterated
()[\w*‘ their reservations on NFZs anywhere except in
the context of a broader arms ccntrcl agreenent
NEFZ with the Soviet Union. Therefore they recom-
mended that the draft US position paper be
modified to add the follcwlng two criteria:
(1) US opvosition to any NFZ agreement uniess
i1t 1s part of a broader arms control agree-
ment oroviding for Soviet concessions surfzclant
0 ccmpensate for any milicary dizadvantaze -2
the US; (2) inclusion of preservaticn of IS
transit rights, non-restriction of movement af
naval ships and military aircraft, and respect

40
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for the traditicnal sovereignty of a US Navy

commissloned ship and US military aircraft =o
be exempt from inspectiocn requirements.

FET“E@SH?TQS-SM to SecDef, 11 Feb A4, JMF 2050
19 Dec 63) sec 3,

VZé Feb A4 _ ' In a review of an ACDA draft US Disarmament
’ £§A§< Measures Paper on outer space, the JCS emphasized
ST s that there should be: (1) no acceptance by the

A US of prelaunch inspection of space vehlcles in

connection with any agreement shor:t of general

Outer Space and complete disarmament; (2) no deviation from
the position that satellites for DUrpPOsSes such
as observation and warning were not only non-
aggressive 1r nature, but were of rcsitive,
peaceful value in reducing risk of war through
accident and miscalculation. Even under GCD,
the JCS had reservations on inclusion of pre-
launch 1nspection as part of Stage I in view
of technologlcal changes that had taken place
in satellite observation techniques, balliistic:
misslle systems, and antl-satellite capabiliities
since the US position in that regard was for-

mulated.

55?5 JCSM-121-64 to SecDef, 12 Feb 64, JMF 3050

19 Dec 63) sec 3,

V14 Feo 54 With reference tc a proposed ACDA preserntation
. DA at Geneva on "Illustration of Potential Effect
\'('-1 of a Production Freeze on US Strategic RBallistia
freeze on Missile Inventory," the CJCS warned SecDef thart

Strategic such a presentation would disclose security
Forces Information of great value to the Soviets. ie
suggested that US delegates in Geneva rerfrair
from any explanatlions that went beyond guidance
already furnished untlil the US Government
developed 1ts position of the freeze concept.
) CM-1155-64 to SecDef, 14 Feb 64, JMF 3050
22 Jan 64) (B).
/15 Feb 64 The, 'JCS Informed SecDef that a preliminary
E ¢ ¥ analysls of the effects of ilmplementation of a
ﬁrg.kﬁi' freeze on strateglc nuclear offensive and

- defensive vehlcles revealed problems of great

complexity both in definition of specific
Freeze on elements involved in a freeze and in their
Strategic subsequent negotiation., Such a freseze would
Forces requlire careful study of such subordinate

gquestions as the replacement of venicles that
had passed out of production, the cut-off of
flssionable materlal productlen, changes in
Verification mlssile rellabllity, and the effect of further
dispersal and hardening of missile launch sites
upon probable consequences of a freeze, The
JCS believed that the required comprehensive
verification system would invelve intrusion
Into natiocral privacy of slgratory ccuntries
to a greater extent than the USSR had ever
been willing to accept. They consldered thac
there was real doubt as tc whether practical

necessary to make the freeze concepf acceprtatle
from the polnt of national security.

(S JCSM-128-64 to SecDef, 15 Fed Al

JMF 2050 (22 Jan A4) sec 3,

{7’22 Feb 64 Commenting on an ACDA paver on basic elements
of a freeze ¢n nuclear vehlcles, the JCS statad
Freeze on 1t would be extremely difficult to find practi-
Strategic . cal solutions to make the freeze concept
Forces (zad) acceptable from the polnt of view of naticnal

{)ﬂ ’¥3
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security and yet suffictlently attractive to -

induce the USSR to negotlate seriously. The

JCS were not 1in accord with the ACDA views on
categories, replacement, hardening and dilspersal,
fissicnable material cut-off, research and
development limitations, and production fa211i-
tles for new tyrves. Consequently, they reconm-

mended medificaticn of the ACDA paper prior to

any release outslde the US Government.
E?%-JCSM-1M7—6M to SecDef, 22 Feb 64, JMF 3050
22 Feb 64) (4) sec 1, '

Commenting on an ACDA paper cn verification of

a freeze on strategic nuclear venicles, the

JCS found that the subject paper would aprarently
place major rellance on US 1inteillgence for

.wverificaticn and made no provision fcr aerial

survelllance and unscheduled on-site inspecticns,
other than of production facilities, at US
option., They belleved that the verification
system negotlated should be completely sufiicient
within itself to assure compliance to the
agreement without reliiance on US 1ntelligence;
intelligence should be relied on only to validate
any list -of 1nstallations, to crosscheck infcr-
mation obtained from the lnspecticon system, and
to establish priorities for the type and area
of 1nspection. Any other role could ccmpromise
US intelligence sources with degradation cf
intelligence capability or hinder ability to
confirm suspected violations. Thus before a
US position on verification could be formulated,
this JCS view of the role of intelligence 1n
the verification process must be accepted. The
JCS also concluded that consideration should
be given tc including launchers and fissiocnabie
material productlion under the freeze.

JCSM-148-64 to SecDef, 22 Feb 64,
JME 3050 (22 Jan 64) (A) sec 1,

Responding to an ACDA request for a list of
obsolete armaments that could be used in a
weapons bonfire proposal, the JCS referred to
thelir previous reservations concerning the ACDA
proposal to destroy B-47s (most recently in
JCSM-579-63, 27 Jul 63)., The JCS submitted to
SecDef a list that met the criteria defired oy

. ACDA. They polnted out, however, that the list

was based on a number of factors that were
susceptible to change and requested that each
specific proposal for destruction of armaments
be submitted to the JCS prior to presentation
at the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference.

??T‘?CSM?T70-6u to SecDef, 3 Mar 54, JMF 2050
13 Feb 64},

In commenrts or an ACDA paper on baslc elements
of a freeze on nuclear. vehilcles fcr use by o2
US Government in expleoring the freeze prcvesal
with NATO Allies, the JCS referred to thelir
views of 15 Feb |JCSM-128 -6L) ang 22 Feb
(JCSM-148-64), They recognized that pocsiticrs
ultimately taken on the major securlty 1ssues
involved in a freeze would hinge on the T gte

of verification agreed to witnh the Soviets,
Un=il some indication of the Soviet pesizion
was obtained, the US position in discussicns
with NATO Ailies must remain flexible, 3udject
to certain revisions, the JCS belleved the ACDA
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paper was sultable for use in NATO discussions,
but they requested further opportunity to ccn-
sider the matter before any exploratory
discussions ocecurred at Ceneva. With reference
to replacement under production limitaticn, the
JCS stated that limited differences in conrigu-
raticn between models of like tyoe should bte
permitted.

JUSH-187-64 to SecDef, 5 Mar &L, JMF 3050
22 Jan 64) (A) sec 3.

Commentirg on an ACDA paper concerning inspec-
tion of a fissionable material production cut-
off, the . JCS noted that the paper was essentialil
confined to the broad concept of verification
of a limivatlon on production and that tne
detalled features were to be the subject of
further technical discussions. They forwarded
to SecDef extensive revisions to the paper
designed to: ©provide additional exceptions
from precduction limitatior in the case of
tritium and fissicnable material for use in
explosives ror peaceful purposes; provide
additional guidelines for inspection of shut-
down production facillties; point out that
frequency of inspection would be a function of
the degree of access to the facllity inspected;
emphasize a requirement for resident inspeczeors
at certain precduction rfacilities; and present
a summary of US intelligence capabllities tc
detect clandestine activity.

JCSM-223-64 to SecDef, 18 Mar 6L, JMF 2030
25 Feb 64),

Responding to an ASD(ISA) request for views on
the effect of limliting or not limiting anti-
aircraft defense as a part ¢f a freeze on
strateglc nuclear offensive and defensive
vehicles, the JCS concluded: (1) To achieve
its objective, a freeze proposal would, in
theory, have to include alr defense systems
designed to counter the threat of strategic
offensive nuclear bombers and cruise missiles,
freezing not only the number of systems but
also restricting qualitative improvements. In
additlon, redeployment of existing systems
would have to be prohibited. In a freeze
environment, it was not feasible to control

the alr defense variable in the offensive-
defensive balance and, therefore, maintenance
of the strateglc nuclear status quo cculd not
be assured, 2) With quantitative, but not
qualitative, limitatlon on existing strategic
bombers and cruise missiles, and a guantitativs
limit orn ailr defense system components {aircraft
missiles, launchers, and radars), but no limi-
tatlon on gqualitatlve improvements tc ccmpcrnancs
the offensive capablility of strateglc bombers
and crulse missilles would ultimately he
severely degraded. (3) With a guantitative,
but not gqualitative, limitation on existing
strategic bombers and c¢ruise missiles and nc
qualitative or quantitative limitation on air
defense systems, the most prchable result would
ve acceleration of the degradation ncted atovs,
(P27 JCSM-233-64 to SecDef, 21 Mar 54, JUF 2230
(22 Jan 54) sec 3,
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) .. C, .
2#/&ar 54 The JCS gave approval te an ACDA proposal for
the estavlishment of observaticn pests in the

Verificgtigf US, USSR, and Zurope as a basis for exploratcry
.Y{ s L,%W'- talks with tnhe USSR at Geneva, subject %o
J detalled changes cutlined by the JCS.
Z) JCoM-250-6L ts SecDer, 24 ¥Mar A4 @3 Lods
9 Jan 54)
, 233 HMar 5%: With reference te preserving the Multilateral
‘iﬁl;,ggﬂ Force (MLF) under an agreement to freeze strateglc
i vy nuclear delivery venicles, the JC3 Inrcrmed 3Seclerf
Freeze on that the strategic forces currently pregrammed
Strategic . Wwere necessary to meet military reauiremsnts or
Forces the US. They irmly oppcsed any course ol acrtion
allowing construction and equipping of MLF under
SNDV a nuclear delivery vehicle freeze agreement, il
. such action would result in significanrnt degra-
Multilateral dation of US strateglc nuclear delivery capa-
Force {MLF) bility. The MLF project as currently planned

could not be carried out in the event a verifi=g
freeze took effect 1in the near JTuture without
slgnificant detriment to US strategic nuclear
capablilitles.

EEE)_GS‘FJ M-263-64 to SecDef, 28 Mar 64, JUF 3050
22 Jan 64) (C).

30, Mar 6#}(; In further comments on verificaticn .6 a freeze
I S BRI St of strategic delivery vehicles, the!JCS stated
z¢er1fication that the verification system must te capable
of detecting violatlons of an agreement in a
Freeze on timely manner. They supported a system, to be
Strategic used in conjunction with US 1Intelligence, that
Forces would consist of three component varts:
resident inspection of declared racllitles,
SNDV random aerial surveillance, and on-site inspec-

tion of suspicious areas. .
F}' JCaM-269-64 to SecDef, 30 Mar 54, JMF 3050
22 Jan 64) (A) sec 3.

/Si/Mar 64 The JCS advised SecDef that they approved the
DOD-AEC agreement on responsibilities for
maintaining a readiness-to-test posture under

LTET a limited test ban treaty, as proposed by the
Assistant to SecDef for Atomic Energy. This
involved rejecticn of the AEC-proposed verslon,
in which the division of functions petween fthe
two agencles was consldered tc be unsatlsfactory.
}U) TOIM-270-64 to SecDef, 31 Mar 54, JMF L4613

2 Aug 63) sec 3.

/11 Apr 54 L Commenting on an ACDA draft of instructicns to
Vﬂ PN o the US Delegation at the 18-Nation Disarmamernt
90 Conference (ENDC), the JCS noted that the draft

would authorize conduct of substantive dis-
Disarmament cussions of issues upon which a US Government
(General) position had not yet been reached. They cre-

ferred that no exploratory discussions witn

the Scviets be undertaken at that time, tut
recommended that, if such discussions were neld,
they be conducted in such a way as nct tO
prejudice or resolve issues still under consider-
ation within the US Government.

) ooo317-54 to SeeDef, 11 Apr B4, JM
k22 Jan 6U4Y (1) sec 4,
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éiﬁﬂ'UC§N?37?-aa o éééﬁég, 4 May &L, FUF 3250

11 Apr 54)

in reely to an ASD(ISA) request, the JCS ampl:-
fied their conclusion (see JCSM-187-64, 3 Mar
ol) that limited differences in configuraticn
between models of like type should be vermitted
i1n the replacement pollcy for a freeze on
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. They
belleved that no action should be taken that
would preclude substituting models in precduction
for models out of producticn. They reccgnized
that thls would entail acceptance of some
limited external configuration differences
between models. These limited differences
could not be defined in a manner tc satisiy

all possibilities because the Soviet situatio-
was relatively unknown. The replacement issue
could be resclved only by joint US/USSR negoti-
ation on a model-by-model basis prior tc any
agreement on limltatlon of strategic nuclear
deliverv vehicles,

EEﬁ?i'JCSMT38u-6u to SecDef, 8 May AL, JUF 259
22 Jan 64) (4) sec 4,

Responding to an ASD(ISA) request, the JCS'
commented on a revised ADCA paper cn verifisacicn
of a freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles. Tk
JCS remained convinced that verification was
one of the most fundamental and important aspects
of the freeze proposal, They continued to
question the negotiability of the type of vari-
flcation system that would be adequate to provide
reasonable assurance of compllance. The JCS
recommended modification to the ACDA paper, but
they had serious reservations as to the aporo-
priateness of presenting a more detailed US
position on verificaticn than had already been
presented to the ENDC, Until important aspects
of verification had been resolved within the
US Government, a complete concept fcr verifying
a freeze agreement could not be formulated.
JCSM-B43-64 to SecDer, 26 May 64, JMF 3050
(22 Jan 64) (4) sec 5A.

The JCS commented on an ACDA position paper on
the cut-off of fissionable material producticn
and transfer to peaceful uses as separatle
measures., They advlised SecDef that an agree-
ment to cut off producticn of fissicnable
materlals was advantageous to the Unlted States
1f implemented before 1 July 1965. After trat
date the advantage would diminish rapidly as
the USSR stockpriled fissionable materials.

They also advised that the US had insufficient
information to undertake the negotiation of

the nighly complex issues involved

4

La
preduction cut-off and transfer of fissionable
matarials fo peaceful uses. Alsc, such transier
withcut groper safeguards cculd lead rtc a

oroliferation oreoblem., .
JCOM-ELg-Al4 =0 SecDef, 28 May AL, JIF 3050

14 May 64) sec 1.
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In commenting on an ACDA revised paper pro-
nibiting strategic mlssile protctype rlight
testing, the JCS stated that US securitiy
interests demanded that under arny rfreeze =
ment research anrd develcoment, including ¢
totvoe f'e:ﬂ:w:, must be Dermitte:.

gza’r JCan-L50-04 to SecDef, 29 May AL, JUF 30350

{22 Jan 54) (a) sec SA.

In comments ¢on an ACDA draft of instcructions
for the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference (INDC!,
the JCS noted that the draft 1nstructions
would authorlize the US Delegation te discuss
verificarticn oif limitations cr launchers
privately with the Sovlets and then ia the ZNDC
before the basic 1ssue of the extent cof thne
limitations on launchers had been resolved
wlthin the US Government. They recommended
that the draft instructicns not be authorized
for use either with the Sovilets or irn the ZNTC
until the basic US pesiticn had teen =staslis"°
They forwarded to SecDef a suitable revision of
the draft instructicns.
JCoM-457-64 to SecDef, 30 May o4, JMF 3350

22 Jan 64) (A) sec 54,

In response to the ACDA pcsiticon paper on mutual
US -USSR destruction of armaments, the JC3
advised the SecDef that the current propcsal
included equipment programmed for the MNaticnal
Guard, the Reserves, and the Military Assistance
Program, and that it would thus reduce the
security of the United States, 'They alsc
questioned the economic desirabillity of holdin
weapons such as tne B-47 only so that they

might be destroyed in a bonflre agreement with
the USSRH.

JeoM-501-64 to SecDef, 10 Jun 6&, JHUE 2050
526 May 64).

In response to a SecDef request, the JCS examined
the security implications of a prohibiticn of
testing 1n four specified areas under a freeze

on strategic nuclear venicles: (1) multipie
reentry codies: (2) AEM firings agairst ballistic
missiles; (3) launching new types of missiles or

rockets from hardened or mobile launchers; (4}

repetitive launchings of new mlsslles or rockets
employing reentry vehicles con suborbital tra-
Jectories exceeding 100 kms. After providing
extensive discussion and justificaticn, the JCS
adhered :c¢ their previously expressed judgment
that US security interests demanded that research
and development, including prototype testirg, te

ermitted under any freeze agreement,
: M-530-64 to SecDef, 13 Jun bu JAT RC53

22 Jan 6&) [A) sec %,
The JCS advised SecDef of the daﬂgers cf 4l

cussirv with other natilons the transigr ch *ory

than tne publicly announced WEeaLcn3

grade U-235 cefore more preclse i“IJ-na 1 noCr _
Soviet s-ockplles cculd be obtained, They IXDE«
further advised that a preduction cutofl and

transfer o0f. . would seriously reducs

US apiliz; mee pruuected weapons require-

ments and ocssiol future needs,

[TS-RADT JooM-562-64 to SecDes, 27 Jun 3k,

JAF 2050 (14 May A4) sec 2.
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30 Juh A4 Commenting on an ACDA parper cencerning the
s establishment of 2 "hot 1line" at the tactical
level in Eurcpe on a oila eral or inter-Allianr-e
N o basis with the USSR, the JCS ccncluded that such
Hot Line - an arrangement "*cbt oe effective in further
i minimizinz thne tensions resuliting from Leorder

‘ _ lncldents, tut only 1 there was pcliiticzal
R agreement wlth the USSR that iradvertant over-
lights were not nhostlle acts,
Joom-573-04 to SecDef, 30 Jun 24, JF 3050
17 Jun 54).

/2 Jul 64
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“J ) JCSii-377-64 to SecDel, 2 Jul 24, JUF 3050
523 Jun 64)

V/io Jul 54 'The JCS informed SecDef that they had no cb-
\ \{? jection to the content of an ACDA-provosed
k » L joint statement relating to a reduction of
’7 mlilitary expenditures, including vroviszlons
Limitaticn for establishment of a subcommittee of fiscal
of Military experts and submission of annual budgef repor:s
zxpenditures to the UN Secretary-General, for possible use
at the ENDC, The JCS said, however, that this
position should in no way be interpreted to
Imply their agreement to negotiaticns of a
Disarmament reduction in military expenditures with th
(General) Soviets as a measure apart from general and
complete disarmament (GCD). Even within the
context of GCD, they believed reductions 1n
military expenditures should be a reflecticn
of the disarmament process and not a means of
imposing disarmament. The JCS also reccmmended
that positive controls be established c¢n release
of US military budget information to preclude

divulgence of sensitlve information.
335-64 to SeclDef, 10 Jul 54, JMF 3310
EQ3 Jun 64},

/ 12 Aug OL _Responding to an ASD(ISA) request for views on
‘ {)} Y the Gomulka nuclear freeze prgposal or 29 Feb
‘1 - 64, the JCS concluded that: EE;)

[9)Y

Freeze on

Strategic

Forces

{comullka

Preposal ' ' —
(. ;d)(J :

[-"Q\ )x = fe. " X(3) while, in theory,
: an effective verification system fcr a freeze
Ver&ziﬂauion on nuclear warheads within a specified area
A could te devised, the task wouid become 2x-
d \ %g ' tremely ccmplex aﬂd would almest cartainly
{J i A demand such intrusion into the particirating
N ¢ states as to render implementatlicn inleasit_e.
o ot TTIW-A38-KL4 to SeeDefl, 12 Aug S, JUF 3220
Wf-’ . :‘] s (2 Jul 'SL’-\ .
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Commenting on an ACDA paper on an ABM ard SNDV
freeze, the JCS concluded that: (1) Degree &
which unigue z2chnical distincticns cculd be
effectively delineated would determire the
detail tc which strategic nuclear ARM systems
could be defined and would influence the tyre
of verillcation (degree of access) reeded te
provide adeguate assurance o ccmpliance wisn
an agreement. 2) The ACDA defini<ten or
strategic AEM systems presupposed that no unigue
technical distinctions could be affectiveiy
established by the technical panel on ABM
systems. Under that definition, free access

to any suspiclcous activity would be the only
way T achleve the necessary degree ¢ assuprar-e
that no prohiblted ABM systems were deplcyed,
and hence the proposed verification system

would rnot be acdequate. Consequently, the JCS
recommended that the definition and methed or
verificaticn of deployment of strategic -ABM
systems be held in abeyance pending review
results of the technical panel and that furtrer
discussion c¢f th& ABM portion of the fres-
proposal be withheld pending current DCD review
of strategic and offensive and defensive forces.
The JCS also stated that under any freeze on
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, all zate-
gorles of research and development should be
allowed except overatlcnal systems develormern:.
A) JUSH-095-64 tc SecDef, 13 Aug A4, JIF 2050
E23 Jul 64).

~
ey

o

[

& L
TJADCA had prervared a
draft position paper a cating increased

effort toward reaching an internaticnal agree-
ment on nonproliferation. The JCS advised
SecDef that there were overridinz factors :that
made it lnappropriate to press for ncnovrolifera-
tion at that time. These factors were the
critical stage of MLF negotilations, the neces-
sity of advance consultation with NATO, and

the ineffectiveness of such a progosed treaty
without CHICCOM participation.

&) JCSM-726-64 to SecDef, 24 Aug 64, JMF 20
%14 Aug 64) .

The JCS submitted views to SecDef on the focllcw-
ing aiternative methods of arms reducticn as
proposed by ACDA: (1) a US-USSR freeze con
1 Jul 65 of the number and characteristics
strategic nuclear offensive and defensive
delivery vehicles, coupled with a 30 perczent
reducticn 1n these vehicles cver a three-year
period; (2) same as one but extended to include
general purpose armaments; (3) same as two
except tnat percentage cuts would be taken on
asymmetriczal tasls (i.e., US tcck larger cuts
than USSE in strateglc nuclear deliver venizles
and smaller percencage cuts 1n ggperal purpose
armaments). The JCS concluded:
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_:1(7) UK, France, and
Communist China should Ye signatories to any
arms reduction agreement under all three
alternatives.

Eﬁgi JCoM-781-64 to SecDef, 10 Sep 54, JUF 2050
11 Jun A4) sec 3.

WJC M-500-64 to SecDef, 23 Oct o? JAF 3030
14 Oct 64)

Commenting cn an ACDA position paper on nen-
proliferation of nuclear weapons for use by
the US Delegation at the UN, the JCS advised
SecDef that the UN ought not to adopt any
resolution interfering with US nuclear translc
rights or US nuclear support capabllities for
1ts allies. They found the tactlcs proposed
by ACDA approporiate for this end. On specific
issues, the JCS advised that incluslon of a
nonacqulsition pledge would reduce UN suppor?
for a desirable resoluticn, that extensicn ol
the nonproliferation agreement to non-member
nations would raise problems concerning reccg-
nition, and that the US ocught to oppecse the
inclusion of any limitatlion on MLF,.

?81 JOBW-575-64 to SecDef, 20 Nov 64, JMF 3050
12 Now 64},

The JCS commented to SecDef cn an ACDA [ive-
point program for high-level discussion wit
the USSR as a renewed and broad effcrt seeking

.to prevent further nuclear proliferation. The

points and the JCS comments were as rollows:
(1) Intensified effcrt tc negctlate a non-
proliferation agreement, JCS continued their

opposition (see JCSM-726-54, 24 Aug gL) =c

expansicn of current US efforts on ngneprcillera-
tion. [

:J‘(3) Reinstitution of negotiaticns

49
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looking toward the achievement of a comprehen-
sive nuclear test ban. The JCS did not oppose
the concept of a truly erffective comprehensive
test ban treaty, but they ncted that one cri-
terion for effectiveness was a verificaticn
system that would ensure an adequate probability
of discovering violations and that would be in
operaticn when the treaty went intec effect.
(4) Proposal tc extend the freeze concept to
include reductlon of an agreed number of NDVs
and launch sites. The JCS stated that, pricr
to any substantive discussions outside the US
Government, the exact terms of the proposal
should be defilned and subjected to extensive
evaluation. (5) An understanding to halt
construction of any new land-based ICEM launch
sites and ABM launch sites after 1 Jul 05,
while negotiating iimitations on nuclear
delivery vehicles. Since this was a new measure,
it reguired additional study by the JCS,

P8 JCoM-1031-64 to SecDef, 11 Dec 54,

JUF 3050 (3 Dec 54).



1865
29.-Jan 65 Commenting on an ACDA proposal for the transfep
7 ;;ﬁ of fissionable material to peacerul uz=s with

o demenstrated destructien of certain nuclear
A weapons, the JCS continued to have raservations
(see JCS1-562-64, 27 Jun 64), considering that

b
PRI

Cutorf of it orfered no real advantage. With regard to
Fissicnable the ACDA prgposal, “hey recommended that the
Materials jtransfer of ' .
{and Trans’farl) not te Dot
\ Qrﬁjtbg fdiscussed with other nations and thaw the cro-
J{"QW X ! posed weapons destruction inspection and veriri.
Q lqn «Y ) eation system be spelled out 1n detail ang
pIAR A thorcughly field-teszted. They alsc called fer
\¥t{ AR a study of Soviet fissionable materials pro-
. 04?§i e duction, )
’thq b j“<1\\‘?ﬂs=ﬁBTTT58M-6o—65 to Seclef, 29 Jan 65, J¥F 30350
G8 e S (31 Dec E4) (1).
. . s
L Feb i? ™ " In response £o an action by the Committee of
. l]'i - ‘ Principals, the JCS prepared a study tc deter- %
u}[“P’ \ nﬂ}” v mine the number of.Western Toreign-based fcrees
4‘§LPF A that could be githdrgwn from Central Zurcpe in
Force J&“ | response to a(;1 gzgithdrawal I Scviet foreign-
Reductidns A based tTrocps. whe J concludedf
(Manpower) gl - o
o
_ \ ‘\ YA | o e e
ot "\ Lo '
I N R .
.o pES . - "™} withdrawal
sl should be undertaken only under the Tollowing
h conditions: (1) full support cf the NATO alliss;
(2) agreement by the NATO allies withdrawing
forces that such forces would be kept in a high
state of readiness; (3) establishment of an
adeguate verification system.
' ) JCSM-83-65 to SecDef, 4 Feb 63,
JMF 3050 (21 Dec 64),
/
A3 Feb 65 The JCS informed SecDef that, in a reversal of
;Y f\% ﬁqf {! thelr position of 11 December 1964 (JCSM-1031-64),
A YT gt ¥ they now objected to a proposal by ACDA for an
Y oY -, \ informal understanding with the USSR not to pro-
Sbﬁﬁr *\¥£t3\ (vlde SNDVs to other states. [ .
Ccmmunist AL
China = e
)@»&"
}
<Lolrl05-65 to SecDef, 13 Feb 65, JMF 3050 ;3
}19 Jan 65).
(/41 Mar 65 The JCS furnished Seclef their views on a Dert of
S L}Aq(. State paper ccncerning assurances fer Indla in ths
j]i"“‘ event ol a second Chinese nuclear explosicn. The
“ 3ecurity JCS nad no objectlon to the paper provided it was
issurances modilied fo eliminate: (1)} the connotaticn that
(Asia) the US would provide nuclear :uuport for any frae

Aslan nation that wanted US help against. CHICOM
nuclear aggression, and (2) the impression that
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24 Mar 65 In further comments (see JCSM-173-65, 11 lar 65;
: S TQ ‘ concerning US assurances tc Indla in light of
(WK FEE P Chinese nuclear tests, the JCS urged that any
JAREE impiied broadening of the extent of TS commitments
Security be avoided. (On 16 and 18 Oct 64, the President
Assurances had stated: "The naticns that do not seek naticnzl
(Asia) nuclear weapons can be sure that if they need cur
strong support azainst some threat orl nuclear
blackmail, then they will have 1t.") The JCS
recommended that any additlonal assurances to Indla
be considered on a case-by-case basis, with con-
tinuing close coordination between Sftate and LCelense.
to include JCS revilew.

TC3M-213-65 to SecDef, 24 Mar 65, JMF 205C
§25 Feb 65).

.3 Apr 65 The JCS commented to SecDef on an ACDA propcsal
. LJA @:1 for the mutual eliminatiop _of US and Soviet ﬂﬁg
RO »a strategic bomber forces. .
- . sl ~ - .- - - _
(- 44y \ ).\Jr dyt
\l-_-
Vir#figgti&% -
',-’.‘N .
| g |
th\¥} , :
¢ FﬁﬁEﬁfﬁ‘jﬁsM-ea7-65 to Seclef, 3 Aﬁ;’65, JMF 303C
15 Jan 65) sec 1.
< 9 Apr 6\5{‘ } L
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) JUSM-203-05 toTcecDefl, 9 Apr 65, JMF 3080
, 22 Feb 6%)

V/EB Apr 55 Commenting on an ACDA draft Presidentlal message
PR \42_ to Soviet leaders suggesting varlous disarmament
f”ki-ﬁf Lowd areas ror exploration, the JCS reccmmended agalnss
/' Disarmament transmission of the message because qf incregsing
{Jeneral) indications of Soviet insincerity anc lag% <

interest with rasvect to arms control. If such &
A7Z high-level communicaticn wes deemed necessary, sie

JCS recommended that it be limited, &%t most, to
exploration of the Collcwing Items: (1) 2 rnor-
proliferaticn agreement; (27 how to meet the

security concern cof states “hat forego nuclear
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nuclear weapons; (3) a Scoviet fcllow-u
hrushchay statement on planned cutbac:
fissionable material production; (&)
destruction of nuclear weapons in
with the US fissiocnable material ¢

er prorosal; (3) areas of agreens
Eeneral subjeet ¢ nuclear-frze zc
areas; (6) the =stablishment of
and a reduction orf total force levels in
The "JCS also pointed out that the ACDA caper
tained no prevision for rrior coordination of
drart Presidential message with the principal
NATO allies.

JCSM-209-65 to
24 Feb 65).
The JCS advised.SecDef they had no objecticn to
an ACDA draft for a UNGA resclution that prov1c°c

for assurances of assistance to nonnuclzar courn
to resist the threat of nuclear aggr°s=1on.

}35 JCoM-297-65 to Sechef, 21 Apr 05, ROt
13 Apr 65).

The JCS forwarded to SecDef a SAAC study on a
comprehensive nuclear test ban., The revort ccn-
cluded that military disadvantages of sugh 2 test
ban outweighed ths pessible advantages. f?
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Pe—mpm) JCSM-3U8-65 to SecDef, 11 May 65, JiF 27050
}24 Feb 65) (A).
The  JCS forwarded to SecDef a Joint Staff study cn
the security implications of a nonprclifsraticn
policy. Ef .
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(8) a US guarantee

or nuclear protection might be reguired in order

to convince a country to forego pursult of an
ind;nendent nuclear capabliity.

FEE@FTCSM-E,B-&C to SecDef, 17 May 63, JF 3050 1
4 Jan 65).

g |
|

':;:saJCS'TJ W-472-¢5 to SecDef, 16 Jjun 65, JMF 3C5C

El Jun 65)

The JCS concurred in an ACDA report advocating con-
tinuing the policy of making ¢close US-Jaraneze '
cocperation mere attractive to Japan than accuisivlcer
of an indevendent nuclear capabliitcy.

= JC3M-554-65 to Secfef, 15 Jul 65, SMF 2C
(25 Jun 85),

L8]]




5 Aug 65
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The JC5 declined to make speciflc recommendaticns
on an ACDA poslition on the inclusion of ABMs in

a freeze on SNDVs and limifting the testing cf
SNDVs. They cited a2 lack of srecific proposals
and a lack cf knowledge of Sovizt willingnas:z <o
varticipate.

JComM-5832-65 to Seclef, 28 Jul 63, JiF 37C5<
8 Jul 65).

The JCS ccmmented to Seclef on two ACDA pavers c¢n
nuclear test btans. They cpposed the Twe rtropesals
for-a comprehensive test ban treaty because there
wasd no verification system that could prevent
clandestine testing. Significant gains in newli-
edge could be obtained by the USSR in low-yield
clandestine testing, which might change the military
balance. The JCS alsc cpposed a threshold treeaty

- because it would freeze the Scoviet advantage over

the US in high-yleld weapons and allow the USSR to
overcome US advantages 1n low-yleld weapcns., The -
technical problems involved in complying with a
threshold treaty would saversly limis £hs tszz<ins oF
a conscientiocus nation. Nelther kind of treaty woull
prevent proliferation, but each would restrain 7S
nuclear development in a perilced of increasing CHICOM
strength.
] JCOM-b601-65 to SecDef, 5 Aug 65, JMT 3050
19 Jul 65) sec 1.

Commenting on an ACDA prerosal for a neonprclifera-
tlon agreement, the JCS ccnecluded that the US should
not aggresslvely pursue such a treaty at that <izsa. )
If political ccnsiderations dictated otherwise at @%g
the current ENDC or in subsequent Internaticnal ccne-
ferences, the JCS listed the following interests
that must be provided for: (1) continued US nuclear
Tlexibility to include international or multilateral
sharing; {(2) continued current and possible future
US nuclear dispersal and delivery arrangements; (3)
clearly defined, adequate safeguards. The JCS also
opposed introducing into any nonproliferation treaty
limitations on the use of nuclear weapcns agalnst
nonnuclear powers. In addition, no agreement should
be obtalned at the risk of weakening the NATC
structure and downgrading the credibility or fthe US
nuclear deterrent.

_ M-602-65 to SecLef, 5 Aug 65, JiF 205C
516 Jul 65).

T

L
St

T

[

128 JCoM-624-65 to SecDef, 13 Aug &5, J¥F 3
(30 Jul 65).

The JC3 furnished SecDef thelr views on an ACDA-
oroposed US position relating tc: (1) freezing trs
[P

number ard characteristics of strategic nucisar
offensive and defensive delivery venicles; ! ]
ducing the US and USSR inventcories cf of fernsive ZUT77:

by significant amounts; (3) exploring the above

pogssitilitias during a tempecrary cessaticn al laTd-
I -t

based fixed ballistic milissile launcher ccnszfuc@-_d,
not to exceed 18 menths in duration. The JCS
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conecluded that the US Government should net offer
the ACDA position at that time. I 1t was deter-
mined that further consulaticn with the USSR on z
freeze preoposal should be undertaken. the JCS
belleved that, 1in lieu of & US atfemrt fo respend
to Scviet objeccwons, the discussicns shou
Conli“lﬁ{] t\_, tﬁrm_n_“:,, I’ :_3"" """4". "".*"3"':;'-

couplipr some “eductions :1uh the freeze and, i°
so, the magrnitude of the reductions they would
conslder. The US should not offer any srecific
numbers as a basis fer negetiation.

JCa-633-65 to Seclef, 14 Aug 63, JMIF 3230
(20 Jul 65).

21 Aug 65 2 The JCS, commenting by request on an 0SD study cn
\ alternative test ban proposals, informed Seclef

; 15
(“\\ A that the study did not dissuade them from their
- view that a comprehensive test ban would be t< the
military dlSadvantage of the United States. The
CTHT study was deficlent because it was unduly ostii-

mistic about US detectlecn and verification cara-
bilities, did not assess fully the relaftive nuclear
positions of the US and the USSR, and was urdu1j
optimistic regarding Soviet 1ntenticns tc avide by
treaty terms unless to do so was 1in thelr cwn
interest.

JCOM-645-65 to SecDef, 21 Aug 65, JMF 303C
11 Aug 65).

L/fg Sep 63 Responding to an ASD (ISA) request for elaberation
of their opposition (JCSM-602-65, £ Aug 63) tec 2
ﬂ¢4 provision in a nonproliferation treaty limiting
the use of nuclear weapons agalnst nennuclear states
. the JCS stated that theip_objectlion was based on theggg
B NPT, . following three points: EI

\H

Con-
sequently, such a proposal would be detrimiental to

US security interests.
?&1 JCSm—gTT«ob to SeclDef, 10 Ser 65, SMF 30:0

16 Jul &
V/14 Oct €5 In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS com-
- L¢ L}Av?. mented or ACDA recommendations concerning propcsed
b{l' ) gutdance for the US UN Delegatiocn crn exgloraticn
Freeze on with the Scviets of possivle signirficant reducticns
Stratezic of SNIVs in connection with a freeze and a Jjolint
Torces DOD-ACDA study, directed tevard develorment cf a
spectrum of alternative acceptable reductions rrom
SHDV which proposals might be selected and against whizh
Soviet proreosals cculd be evaluated. The JjCS stated
of

that the US should not offer any specific numbers
SNDVs as a basis fcr negofliaticn until the Scviszts
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Outer
Space

v/;,Dec €5
{%gg,%mhéf

(Africa)

4 Nov 65
/- o DA’

R.

indlcated the magnitude of reductions they would
consider. The Joint 3taff was conducting a study
of the security 1mplications of a freeze on stra-
tegic offensive and defensive systems, including
the impact of possible reducticns. The JCS would
forward appropriate recommendations after review
of that study. They did not believe a LOD-ACDA
study directed tcward develcplng alternative
accentable reductlions was necessary.

T=754-65 to SecDef, 14 Oct 65, JMF 3050

1 Qect 65).

In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS
provided SecDef comments on princicvles for inclusion
in a treaty covering the exploration of celestial
bodies. They stated that the rrovisicns of %the treat:
should not preclude the conduct of intelligence
activities as deemed essentlal to US security. In
addition, they consldered that certaln basic pre-
cautlcns should be exerclsed in the negetilaticn cf

a ftreaty to prevent any nation from gaining a sub-
stantial military advantage, including: (1)
symmetry in obligations and responsibilities by all
parties participating in space exploration with all
obligations subject to verification; (2) freedcm cf
each party to verify compliance with treaty terms

by all other parties; (3) right of each varty to
withdraw when its security interests were threatened.

JCoM-839-65 to SecDef, 24 Nov 65, JMF 90CO
El? Nov 65?. ,

Responding to an oral request from ASD (ISA) for
comment on a proposed UN resolution for the
denuclearization of Afrlca, the JCS reaffirmed
thelr views of 9 Apr 65 (JCSM-263-65).

JCIM-349-65 to SecDef, 1 Dec 65, JMF 3050
526 Nov 65).
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a}?ﬁJan 66 .
i {
NPT

Veriftleaticn

Nuclear
Explosions for
Peaceful
Purposes

4
4

&/f? Ja?‘iffl
O A2 v
TTRT

Verification

. /15 Jan 6

. \cf._L)‘l éz'
AT

Verifiication

Cutoff of
Fissionable
Materials

The -JCS, responding to an oral reguest by ASD
(ISA), sald that they approved recommendaticns in
an ACDA draft pesition paper for safeguarding
peaceful nuclear facilities. The draft vosition
was for use at the 18-Nation Disarmament Committese
meeting on 27 Feb 66. The proposed safeguards
were as follows: urge all governmenss to accert
IAEA or similar international safeguards on all
peaceful actlvitles; endeavor to win wide accept-
ance for strengthening Article III of the cur-
rently tabled US draft treaty to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons; and endeavour to win
acceptance of an additional clause in the drarft
treaty for "safeguards on exports of source or
flssicnable materlial to nonnuclear states."

Thelr support for Article III, the JC3 stressed,
was subject to the condition that it could not

be interpreted as subjecting nonnuclear powers
particlpating 1n nuclear weapcns sharing arrange-
ments to safeguards that would impailr their
participation in these arrangements.

JCSM-23-66 to Seclef, 12 Jan 66, JjMF 3050
28 Jan 66).

The JCS commented con an ACDA memo to the Ccm-
mittee of Principals proposing a Threshold Test
Ran Treaty (TTBT), banning underground tests down
to a threshold of 4.75 selsmic magnitude. While
recognizing possible political advantages, they
believed that there were important political dis-
advantages which, together with military disad-
vantages, would be overriding. These disadvan-
tages 1ncluded: ineffective policing vrovisions;
unrellable verification; inexactltude of semis-
mology; preclusion of development of high-yield
area defense ABM systems; prevention of rectifi-
cation of serious vulnerabllitiles 1In exlsting US
ballistic missile forces; and lmpairment of US
ablility to maintain competence 1n nuclear weapons
technology.

J0SM-28-66 to SecDef, 13 Jan 66, JMF 3050

17 Dec 65) sec 1.

Commenting on an ACDA draft position paper con
verification of shutdown production reactors as
an adjunct to an agreement on cutoff of production
of fisslonable materlals, the JCS reaffirmed thelr
peositlon that a cuteff of production of PU 239 for
weapons use would preclude the US meeting its pro
Jjected weapons stockpile requirements. They rro-
vided the following comments on the ACDA paper:

(1) adequate verification must be provided so that
no undue advantage cculd accrue to the Scviet

Union through clandestine productlon of filssionrable
material; (2) the AEC should determine the effec-
tiveness of the suggested lnspectlcon methecd and

the Intermational AEC or some equivalent inter-
naticnal agency should conduct the inspecticns ir

if was not feasible to do them by means cf reciproca
arrangements; (3) any agreement for a plant-by-plant
shutdown should prcvide for shutting plants havinz
the same production capacity; (&) any internaticnal
inspecticn of productive racllitles closed down in
connecticn with a recilprocal reducticn sheuld te
applied to comrarable facilities; (Z) the unilater
US offer, made at the ENDC in Feb &4, to piace cne

m
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shutdown producticn reactor under international

inspectfion cculd result in the acquisition of
US producticn techniques by neon-US inspectors,

?TET‘?@Eﬂ?3£-66 to Secper, 15 Jan 66, JuF 3030
7 Jan 60).

The JCS commented on an ACDA positicn varer con
;\n. "Demonstrated Destruction of Nuclear leapons o
Obtain Fissionable Materials for Transfer tc Non-
' weapons Uses," containing an annex to be tabled
Cutoff as a working caper at the 13-Nation Disarmament
(Transfer) Conference. The JCS made no cbjection to this
of Flssionable orocedure, subject to two reservations: (1)
Materials demonstration procedures should be presented Wit
emphasls on their tentative nature because they
had never been fully tested, and (2) because cf
the continuing US needs for flssionable materials
for weapons use, discussion of tritium should be
avolded untill the USSR showed a serious interesc
in destruction of nuclear weapcns and transfer cof
fissionable material to peaceful uses.

TCEM-35-66 to SeeDef, 15 Jan 68, JMF 31508
Elg Oct 65).

/65 Jan 66 Commenting cn a revised ACDA vaper on nongrelif-
{B\ - eration, the JCS found the paper in consonance )
,nr AR with their previously stated views (see JCSM-6C2-87.
YRR 5 Aug 65). They alsc pointed out that the zroblem
of peacerful uses of nuclear energy had nct been
NPT covered in the draft nonpreoliferation treaty and
recommended that an article te added to ccver this
matter. The JCS cautioned that extreme care must
be taken to prevent nonnuclear states from teing
allowed to frustrate the objective of the treaty
under the cover of peaceful research. They also
noted the ACDA indicatlon that forthcoming US-UX
talks might change the paper, recommending clear- %g
ance of any substantive changes resulting from
those talks with the US Government agencles con-
cerned, including the JCS, prior to acceptance.
M-36-66 to SeeDef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050
16 Jul 65) sec 2.

“f= 15 Jan Q6)6: ¢ C

AT I &)

\;'D A E.: AN
o\ <ul '
ZLCTET ). vy
r ‘p‘r g‘,’ - - - -
LTBRT i s '
T c;}- J‘IX:‘;‘ %’? I
. Ya] ) \{ B \J.“ .
_,.f)) ANA ' ;
S WY -~ JCSM-37-66™%0 SecDef, 15 Jan 66, JUF 3053
Rl 19 Jul 65) sec 2.
//'15 Jan €6 In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS
“‘\‘8 commented on an ACDA-propeosed rositilen rager on
iimitations on arms transfers, which propcsed that

the US representative at the next sessicn ¢f the

Disarmament INDC express US interest in explering WaFS cr
(eneral) aveiding or containing an arms race in "sophisti-
cated" military hardware in develcping regicns o2

the worid. The JCS interposed no objecticn tTo the
ACDA vpaper btut pointed cut that the complexity cf
the proclems asscclated with the implementaticn cof
the proposal could easily negate its usefulress as
as a meaningrul arms control measure. C(are nust

60
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Ao
clandestine tests, which might easily enable them 2
to move ahead of the US in areas or milltary
importance., Accordingly, JCS stated that adoption
of the treaty in its present form would be con-

trary to US security interests.

JCOM-L49-63 to SecDef, 13 Jun 63, JMF 3050
Ell Feb 63) sec 8.

JCS ccommented cn a draft statement to be used ty
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) before the
Stennis Subccmmittee. They suggested modifi-
catlons and warmned that, even with these changes,
the statement should not be considered as an
expression of JCS views on the subject of US/USSR
military balance, which would be furnished later.
They made the following ccmments on the rager:

(1) Its analysis of the possible gains to be
achieved through "cheating," by clandestines tests,
was incomplete,

(2) It underestimated the probable future
effect of advances in nuclear technclecgy on
weapons systems. ,

(3) It failed to reflect the close relaticn-
ship between offensive and defensive capabilities,
that 1s, strategic dellvery vehlcles and ABRM

tifs%ﬁ?g. e

3

o o
(5)C i

—

(kg
In summary, the JCS disagreed :!asically” wilth
what the draft statement sald about the effect on
the military balance, both of continued unrestrictec

testing and of clandestine Scoviet testing under the

" proposed test ban treaty.

SM-L62-63 to SecDef, 17 Jun 63, JMF 3C50

6 Eun 63) sec 2.

—

AN

JCS ., forwarded to SecDef a copy of the JCS comments
on .the nuclear test ban treaty submitted by them
to the Preparedness Investlzating Subcommittee cf
the Senate Armed Forces Committee. This statement
had been formally approved by the JCS on 22 June
1963, but 1t was still under study and subject
to modification.

The statement indlcated that the JCS were ncz
opposed to a "truly effective" treaty containing
"effective safeguards.” However, the JCS fcund

¢ _ e?wgfollcwing deficilencles in the draft treaty:
vl
[
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Verificatlion

v§‘8ep 63 g
el
A
W/
Verificatlon -

Force
Feductions
(and Redeploy-
ment )

LCDA asied whether aerial reconnailssance was able

to detect concentrations and preparations for a
Soviet attack in Europe. The JCS indicated that
svailable U3 recce squadrons could "possibly”
provide the necessary surveilliance, but they
recommended intensifiled low-altitude coverage

and inclusiocn of non-US NATO units. JCS emphasized,
however, that aerial inspection alone did not ccon-
stitute an effective verificatlon system for
policing a .force-level agreement. Alsc, the abllity
to detect enemy force concentrations would not
necessarily glve advance warning of surprise attack;
it would be important to guard against the false
sense of security engendered by an air inspection
agreement.

'%¥§7‘363ﬂ?673463 to SecDef, 29 Aug 63, JUF 9160/241C
12 fug 63).

JCS replied to several requests from ASD (ISA) fer
comment on various matters. One was the establish-
ment of ground and airfield observation rests, 1In
JCSM-170-62, $ March 1962, JCS had stressed that the
US should develop its own position on thls matter
in some detall before seeking agreement with the
Joviets. To aid in developing a position, JCS had
undertaken to develop an outline plan for estac-
lishing observation posts; pending 1ts avallabllity,
they believed that the US should avold detailed
negotiations with the USSR or with i%s own allies.

JCS alsc provided comments on the following
proposals pregared as alternatives to a Soviet
proposal of 28 November 1558:

(1)} Agreement limited to control posts alone:
This would reduce considerably the possibility cf
detecting a rapid concentratlon of fcrces for a
surprise attack, but would be acceptable as a
separate agreement 1if (a) the control posts were
jocated and operated so as to provide optimum
safeguards against surprise attack, and (b) the
procedures for advance notification, 1f any, were
restricted to military movements directly related
£5 NATO and did not include NATO-assigned sub-
marine movements or unilateral US force derloy-
ments outside the area of Alliled Ccmmand Europe-
Warsaw Pact.

(2) Agreement limited to control posts plus

aerial photography: This should be sought In

preference to (1) above. The aerial surveillance
should be carried out on a 24-hour, all-weather
basis, with no restriction on sensing eguipment.
The zone of aerial observation should be as large
as possible. Negotlaticns on ground observaticn
posts should seek provision for the use of unarmed
aircraft to augment the capabllity of those TCsts.
(3) Agreement providing for control posts, aerizl
photography, and a reduction of foreign trcors In
Europe: The U3 should oppose any majcer reducticn
or limitation of NATO forces 1n Eurcpe until tnoe
causes of world tension had been reduced and an
adequate verificatlon system to police any foree
reduction agreement was 1in operation. An agree-
ment on observation posts could be a first :zt=
toward achievement c¢f this objective. ZIFurther. all
proposals to reduce troops 1n Eurove must te
aralyzed to make certain that they dld not rlace
NATO at a military disadvantage because of *%he

4 R -

shorter Soviet lines of communicaticn, AIEUTLnL oy

29

ef GG~




reduction in the causes of world tensions, any
major troop reductions would also have to be
evaluated in terms of their impact on NATC
strategy and force planning. A4 significant
general purpose force reduction would result in
greater reliance upon nuclear weapons and could
lead tc a downward trend in Europe's defense
efforts at a time when the US was seeking to
further bulld up its forces

Concerning a specific plan to reduce foreign
troops in Europe to five dlvisions on each side,
JCS said this might be acceptable if 1t followed
establishment of observation posts, aerlial sur-
velllance, and adequate verificatlon prccedures.
It - would reguire 2 British, 2 French, and 2
Belgian divisions fto withdraw from West Germany
to thelr national boundaries. The Soviets would
have to wilthdraw 15 divisions from East Germany;
hence NATQO would make a relative galn. However,
there was a risk that the Soviets might staticn
volunteers or disguised units within East Germany.

(4) Agreement providing for control posts,
aerial surveillance, and reduction of foreign
troops - in Eurcpe, and removal of weapons of mass
destruction from Germany: This would be unaccent-
able, since there appeared to be no satisfactory
method of determining the yield of nuclear war-
heads "by verification procedures that would be
acceptable from a security (restricted data) point
of view. TFurther, there 1s no present indicdtior
of Soviet weapons of mass destruction in East
Germany."

(5) Agreement providing for observation posts
including airfields, but without aerial inspecticn,
and for reduction of forces by one-third In
Germany rather than in Europe: Airflelds should
be included among the observation posts, but
aerial inspection should not be eliminated. The
reduction of forelgn forces by one-third in
Germany would be unacceptable, because 1t would
impose a reduction on US forces that could destroy
the military and political cohesion of the
alliance. A troop reduction would be acceptable
1f its size were left to be determined after a
successful period of operatlon of effectlve obser-
vation posts and aerial inspectlon.

Based on the above analysis, JCS believed that
the US should offer a comprehenslve alternative
to the Soviet proposal that would prevent NATO from
becoming immediately involved in discussing trccpo
reductions in Europe or removal of weapons of mass
destruction from Germany. A proposal should be
sought that was more compatible with NATO "woliti-
cal sensitivities and military planning.” It
should be based on the fundamental principle that
the first step toward agreement between the tuwo
blocs should be to acguire agreed knowledge of tha
military forces and movements of the other sice,
beginning with a comprehensive contrel and inspec-
tion plan for the NATO and Warsaw Pact areas, 7The
inspection area should be as large as pocssible;
aerial inspection, observation nosts with team
mobility, and overlapping radar coverage sheould Ye
inecluded, but there should be no controi or insrec~
tion of nuclear weapons as such. Such a plan, Iin
the JCS view, would be more acceptable than any cr
the alternatives suggested; 1t would be limited In
scope, but would provide for reduction in the

)
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causes of tenslon and would provide a basis for
testing Scoviet intentions before further sters
were taken.

TCS-685-63 to Seclef, 3 Sep 63, JiF 4991
ElO Aug 63) sec 1.

i Dot 63 ~JCS forwarded to Seclef a detailled tlan, opromised

) ~ 1n JCSM-635-63 of 3 Sep 63, fcr observatlon posts

PR L I in Warsaw Pact countries. The Appendlx furnished

AT a list of desired locatlons, as well as propoesed
“ composition and functlons of moblle cbservation
Verification teams. JCS stated that analysls indicated that

observation posts, coupled wilth mobile observaticn
teams and aerial survelllance, could provide =
measure of warning against conventional (but nct
nuclear) attack. Satisfactory mobllity and com-
munications constituted the keys to a militarily
useful system.

JCOM-773-63 to SeeDef, 4 Oct 63, JMF 4991
10 Aug 63) sec 2.

7 Oct 63 ASD (ISA) requested comments on a draft memo Tor
the Committee of Deputies and upon a provcsal pre-
sented by Mr. Gromyko regarding weapons i1n space.
In order to lessen the possibility of disadvantage-
ous amendments, JCS favored a bilateral agreement

Quter Space rather than a resoliution in either the !N or the
(Orblt of 18-nation meeting. Also, they preferred a decla-
Weapons ) ration of intentions to a formal treaty or joint

executive agreement, because no means existed tc
verify USSR compliance with banning of orbital
weapons of mass destruction. Further, JCS feared
that agreement might lead to a diminution of the
US military space effort, with dangerous results;
measures should be taken to prevent this. Finally,
any jolnt declaratlon should contaln a withdrawal
provision, As to the Soviet proposal, JCS thought
1t should refer to "weapons of mass destruction”
rather than "objects carrying nuclear weapons.’
Other changes were outlined in an AppendiXx.
JCSM-785-63 to SecDef, 7 Cect 63, JMF 3050
1 Oct 63) sec 1.

v/é Oct 63 _JCS repeated thelr criticisms of the draft "Treaty
0l { on.General and Complete Disarmament" tabled by the
S ~ 4 ~—03 at Geneva 1in April 1962. Stage I was inadequate
3\2 ) for three reasons: there was no provislon for
' participation by Communist China and all other mill-
Disarmament tarily significant states; there was no regulrement
(General) for an effective control organizaticn to be in

place prior to the start of reductions; limitatlicrs
precluded testing of prototypes and mcdernization
of retained armaments. Additionally, the treaty
outiine described a verification system that hac
not been proved reliablie, and 1t lacked a clauss
allowing rapid withdrawal. At the end of Stage TIT,
also, defense of the US would be entrusted to The
United Nations. JCS believed that disarmament
should progress by phased measures, teginning with
the following progression: observation zcsts with
limited meobility; partial aerial surveillilance;
mobile observation teams; full aerial surveillance.
After these sters had been successfully tested.
the nucleus of an inspection system for arms ccrni-
trol agreements would exlst. However, JCS bellzved
the draft GCeneral and Complete Disarmament Treaty
presented "an unwarranted risk" tc US security bte-
cause of the "vague, incomplete and untested safe-
guards described therein.'
TCSI-T76-63 to SecDef, 8 Oct 63, JMF 3C50
9 Jul 63) (B).
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The Special Assistant for Arms Control (SAAC;
submitted a recort commenting on a letter or

29 Aug 63 frem Director, ACDA, which had listed
US proposals tabled (or authorized for tabling)
at the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference and
s$t1ll pending there. SAAC summarized :the JC3
position on each of these proposals. as pre-
viously expressed, and in some cases rrovided

. evaluations of the proposals in the light of

the JCS views. The subjects of the prorposals

were as follows:

(1) Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty
on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peace-
ful Werld: JCS views were stated in JCSM-269-62,
10 Apr 62; JCSM-389-62, 1§ May 62. The present
cutline, though revised several times, was cbjec-
tionable to JCS because it: did not provide for
particlipation in Stage I by Communist China; did
not provide for an effective control organizaticn
to be ocperational before Stage I began; invoived
an untested verification system (Zcnal Inspection
Conicept); listed armaments in a mamner disadvanta-
geous to the US (by highlighting strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles and AICRBMs); ihcorporated
limitations in Stage I that would preclude modermn-
lzaticn of authorized armaments and testing of
improved armaments; and would not allow US with_
drawal for reasonable cause and without undue
delay. The JCS position was that disarmament
should progress gradually and should require the
USSR to display its sincerity; also that there
should be an effective verification system.

(2) Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons in
the Atmosphere, Outer Space, and Underwater:

This draft was no longer relevant owlng to the
present Limited Test Ban Treaty. JCS views on
the latter were that the risks inherent in it
could be accepted if adequate safeguards were
established.

(3) Draft Treaty Banning Weapons Tests in A1l
Environments: The ACDA version was unsatisfactory
to JCS primarily because it would prohibit all
tests, including those having essentially noc proba-
bility of detection (thus preventing the US from
testing while allowing the Soviets to test clan-
destlinely), Also, 1t provided only seven on-site
inspections, which were not enough, and was too
restrictive in the provisions governing these
inspections. -

(4) Cut-off of. Production of Fissicnable
Material: JCS views had been expressed on 23 Mar
61 (5CSM-182-61) and reaffirmed on 30 Aug &7
also 5 Jan 63 (JCSM-9-63).

(5) Transfer of Fissionable Material: JCS
views had been expressed in JCSM-137-62, 24 Fern
62, and JCSM-9-63, 5 Jan 63.

(6) Mllitary Expeditures: JCS views in
JCSM-53-62, 23 Jan 62.

(7) Destruction of Medium Jet Bombers: J0g
had "emphasized that B-47 aircraft should not te
removed from active inventory ahead of the vhasze-
out program in order to provide flyable aircrart
for the ACDA proposal"; had noted that destruction
of medium jet bombers, if approved, should be
restricted to B-47/EADGER aircraft, and should
not include later model aireraft such as the B-58;
and had considered that any agreement to continue
the monthly rate of destruction intc a third year

should be deferred until the end of the two-year
program.
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(8) Reducticn of Armaments in Stage I:
had commented in JCSM-638-62, 13 Aug 62
JCSM-57-63, 23 Jan 63; JCSM-247-63, 23 lar €3

(9) Outer Space: JCS views expressed in
JCSM-7855-63, 7 Oct 63.

(10) Risk of War Measurss: Risk of wa
measures contalned in Section F of Stag
comprised five elements, of which one {rapid
communications between Chiefs oI State)
already been Implemented. The remaininz four,
and JCS views thereon, were:

(a) Advance Notificaticn of Military Mcve-
ments and Maneuvers: See JUSM-96-63, 1 Feb €3
(reaffirmed 30 Aug 63).

(b) Establishment of Observation Pcsts:

JCS had no reservaticns except to stress that,
before seeking agreement with Soviets, the Allies
should be consulted {JCSM-685-63, 3 Sep 63). JCS
had developed, and forwarded to Secbef, a plan
for establishment of observatilon posts, mcblle
inspection teams, and aerial surveillance.

(¢) Exchange of Military Missions: JCS
had no objectlon (see JCSM-911-62, 17 Nov 62}.
However, they noted that an exchange between
NATC and the Warsaw Pact could be turned inte
a form of recognition of the German Democratic
Republic (GDR). On the whole, JCS considered ﬁ
the proposal desirable provided detalls were
negotiated on a basis of exact recliprocity.

(d) Establishment of an International Com-
mission to recommend further measures to reduce
the risk of nuclear war by accldent, miscalcu-
lation, or failure of communicatlons: No JCS
objection (see JCSM-170-62, 9 Mar 62).

(11) Nonaggression Pact: JCS considered 1t
undesirable to negotiate such a pact between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact in isolation from the
settlement of fundamental lssues with the Soviets.

(12) Non-Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons:

JCS views were contained in JCSM-727-62, 18 Sep
62, but were currently belng reexamined.

(13) Stage I Reduction of Armed Forces: JCS
views expressed in JCSM-439-62, 2 Jul 62, and
JCSM-9-63, 5 Jan 63. The draft treaty was
objectionable because it did not refer to verifi-
cation of retained force levels and called for
beginning of force level reductions before the
parties exchanged declarations concerning exisc-
ing levels,

The SAAC report went on to 1list general
eriteria established by JCS in October 1G63 as
necessary for any acceptable arms contrel and
disarmament proposals. These criteria were as
follows:

(1) Reduction of world tensions should precede
any measures that would significantly reduce US
military capability.

(2) Agreements requiring significant reduction
in US military capability must provide for the
following before being implemented by the US:

(a) All militarily significant states must
agree to particirate

(b} An effective verification system mus®

be established.
c) An effective control ocrganicaticr. must

~
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S Zrcl states Crem gzining 3 onilifary zdvan-
tags trat would 248versely allfzot T vital loTave:it:

T{3) Tnere snould “e evidsnce thzt 15 waz fo the
gelf-interesty ¢ participating naticns To stzsrre @@
the Zreaty under ccnsideraticn.

(6) Disarmament should prcceed at z rzts Thai
did nct jecpardize US security. Any zsresms=nz
srtould zrovide feor disarmament DY STEIssS, 2ich
rreperly safeguarded and wish Zafind ima
iimit, and Jor verilicaticn oI th
0f e22n 3tage tefcre Transitlc

(3) aAny agreement shculd pe;;!t US wizndrawal
for reascnable cause and withcut undue delzv.

(9) In thes initial phase of armements-reducticn,
the »cwer balan ce snould pe menticred, and nnhe S
base structure shouldé not te substantiall; z>Izred,

(13) n2lig ary researcn and develcrment shculd
te permit"ea, 2t least Jduring the =2arir rhzses o7
disarmanenu.

(i1} Limitaticns on armavent srodu L3% nos
preciude reglacemant, repalr. or mods ino2l
authorized retainad armamenua, or the asicn
of prototyres Icr testing.

(i2) Any prohibiticn on weapons of mass destruc-
tion in space crbit nust nct inciude 2 tan on 21l
milicary srace activitiszs,

This statement of JCS views was sent ¢ Iz
Directcr, ACDA, by the JCS Chairman cn 27 MNowanmier
1¢63,
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vi Nov 63 2 At the request of ASD (ISA), JCS had reconsidered
. <+ the concept of a Latin American nuclear-free zone.
Q Lo They reaffirmed the views expressed on 10 Nov 62
NFZ (JCSM-877-62), that a nuclear-free zone in Latin
America or anywhere else would work to the detri-
ment oI the US and should be accepted cnly as
part of a brecader arms control agreement,
?3) JCSM-B849-63 to SecDef, 1 Nov 63, JMF 3C350

Oct 63).

1 Nov 63 In response to request by ASD (ISA), JCS reviewed

o f\i a staff paper on Stage I force levels, forwarded

At A G by the US Missicn at Geneva. JCS did not agree

- that Western and Soviet proposals were near agreement

Force . on manpower cellings, The USSR figure of 1.9 -

Reducticns million 1ncluded civillan employees, while the US

(Manpower) figure of 2.1 milllon excluded them. Alsoc, a
common definition of "eilvilian emplcyees" was not
feasible because of inherent differences in the
two socleties and their military estabiilzhments.
On another peoint, JCS argued that the level of
reserves could best be reduced through agreement
upon the level of retained armaments.

JCaM-823-63 to SecDef, 1 Nov 63, JMF 3050
- ?3 Oct 63).

-
718 Nov 63 ? SecDef requested the JCS to comment upon an ACZIDA
Lo VT proposal for US-USSR exchange of milifary missions,
= A to assist in "damping crisils situaticns.” JCS
AN belleved thils idea had little military value and
should neot be pursued. In crilsls times, missicn
Reduction of members could not provide better information than
Risk cof War regular diplomatic personnel., The mission would
by Accident have primarily an intelligence-collectlon functicen,
and a relaxation of access and travel in the USSR
would be necessary in order to perform this. JCS
noted that coordination with US allles would be
required befcre the bilateral negecfiations were
initiated.

M-869-63 to SecDef, 13 Nov 63, JMF 3050
511 Oct 63). -

19 Nov 63 ASD (ISA) requested JCS to develop (1) alternative
. J_XQLN proposals allowing reductions of US ground forces
1j¥;*vflj' in Europe, possibly with other Allies replacing

them, and (2) simplification of the Overlapping

Ferce Radar Proposal contailned in JCSM-685-63. JCS

Reductlons opposed any force reductlons until there had been

(and Redeploy- (1) a major reduction in the causes cf world

ment ) tensicn, (2) establishment of an adecguate veriril-
cation system, and (3) agreement upon revised NATC

Veriflcation strategy. If reduction were agreed upon, the test
military arrangements (owing to the distances
involved) would be to station 5 US divisions in
West Germany and return other units to their hcme-
lands; alternatively, political commltment might
better te demonstrated by the stationing orf 3 US,
1 UX, and 1 French division. There should be nc
reductions of tactical alr and US support forces.
An Appendlx orovided fuller informaticn on the
Overlarping Radar Proposal.
8] JCSM-887-63 to SecDef, 1§ Nov 63, JMF 3138
(10 Cet 63) (1) sec 1.
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JCS furnished views on certailn criteria for US
support or a nuclear-rfree zone, promulgated by
Dept of State as the basis of US policy for
support of such zones. The criteria were as
follows: (1) nuclear weapons must not form a
part of the existing balance of pcwer in the
area; (2) the initilative fcr such a zone should
come from the area concerned, with all or most
of the countries participating; (3) adequate
verifilcation and lnspection procedures would be
established; and (U4) essentlal US transit rights
would be preserved. The JCS reaffirmed the views
they had set forth in JC3M-849-63 of 1 Nov 63.
The criteria were conslstent with these views,
the JCS said, but were incomplete and shoulid be
extended to incorporate the JCS convictlon that
the establishment of a nuclear-free zone any-
where in the world must be 1n the context of a
broader arms agreement with the USSR.
gB) JC3M-955-63 to SecDef, 10 Dec 63, JMF 3050
13 Nov 63)

Commenting on a draft position paper dealing with

‘military bases, prepared for use at the 1Z-Nation

Disarmament Conference, the JCS reccmmended that
the United States: (1) adhere to a strict inter-
pretation of the approved Presidential gulcance
that the US discuss base reductlon only after sub-
stantlal progress had been made Coward agreelng
on the reduction of armaments and armed forcss;
(2) not consider exchanging lists cf bases to be
reduced; {(3) adopt the positlon that base
reductions must come only as a conseguence or
reduction of tensions, of armaments, and of force
levels,

JC3M-1011-63 to SecDef, 30 Dec 63, JMF 3050
(19 Dec 63).

' JCS commented on several updated position papers

for use at the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference

“When it reconvened on 21 January 1964, A paper

on Armed Force Reductlons was approved as written,.
apers on other subjects were judged accertable
wilth some modifications, as follows:

(1) Armaments: This should be modifled to
reflect treaty language as tabled at Geneva on
10 Dec 1962, rather than the draft treaty out-
line of 18 Apr 1962. This recommendaticn had
already been made to ACDA by the JCS Chairman on
27 Nov 1963, The position paper sheculd be cchi-
sistent with the latest US positlon on Stage I
arms reductions as modified by JCS recommendations
1n JCSM-638-62, 18 Aug 1962.

(2) UN Peace Force: JCS agreed that such a
force was desirable in general, but not until
agreements were reached that placed centrcl Iin 2
political mechanism to which the US cculd entrust
1ts securlty. Until such assurance could be nad,
national capabilities should not be reducec telcw
the level of effective self-defense.

(3) Peace-Keeping Measures: JCS objected to
emphasis in this paper cn achievement or trczIress
in supstantive disarmament. The principal US
objective, they believed, should be to acnieve
crogress in more feaslble separate measures that
would reduce tensions and would encourage velici-
cal set-lements before any substantive cisarmament
was undertaken. :

J JC3M-1013-63 tc SecDef, 30 Dec 63, JuF ZC5C

19 Dec 63).
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In response to a regquest by ASD (ISA). the JCS
appraised accertable limlts cf percentage
reductions of feorces in Eurcre. The JCS con-
sldered militayily acceptable the withdrawzl cr
not more thant jof foreign-based sSrcund
forces from GePmany aloff€. Further study was
necessary before recommendations regarding
possible mutual reductions in air forces and
loglistic support troops would become veossible,

%R'i JCoM-1015-63 to Secbef, 30 Dec 63, JMF 373C

10 Cct 63) (1) sec 2.
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be exercised, they =aid, To insure that the

proposal was not ccuntercroductive fto US nili-

tary assistance objectives throughcut the werld.
JCSH-38-66 to Seclef, 15 Jan 66, jiF 3250

7 Jan 56).

The JC8 forwarded to Seclef thelr visws on a

propesed Presidential message drafted by ACDA
for presentation at the 18-Naticn Disarmament
Conference. They approved the Collowing:

1. Offer tc sign a rcooiproofl nuclear non-
procliferaticn treaty.

2. Prcposal that all fransfers of nuclear
materials for peaceful purposes Lo countries
not possessing nuclear weapons be under Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency safeguards.

3. Discouragement cof nonnuclear powers frcm
entering the nuclear arms race by strengthening
the UN and other international securify arrange-
mifts. They objected to the following:

?ﬁ§=ﬁéﬁ‘ﬁﬁsm-&9-66 to Seclef, 21 Jaé:%6, JMF 3C50
(19 Jan 66)}.

The JCS, commenting azt the reguest of Seclef,
informed him that they opvosed the proposal in a
draft US positicn paper to authorize concurrent
discussions of a freeze on and reductlion in ths
number of strateglc nuclear delivery vehiclss
(SNDVs). The proposed position was an extensicn

of a statement by the US Ambassador at the UN
General Assembly, in which he said the US wculd

ve willing to explore the possiblity of slgnificant
reduction in the number cf SNDVs 1f crogress were
first mede in the exploration cf a freeze cn their
numbers and characteristics. The proposed paper
extended the US position beyond the statement oo
the UNGA by suggesting simultaneous discussicns ¢
a freeze and reductions without first chtaining
progress on a rreeze,

The JCS otjected tc this propesal because tney
belicved it would be counterproductive tc intrcduce
new initiatives con matters in which the Soviet
Union had shown nc interest. Such actlcn would
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appear to enccurage the Soviet Union nect fc resgond
to US arms control and disarmament proposais in the
expectation that the United Sfates would continue
voluntarily to add concessions.

?8) JCoM-50-66 to Seclef, 28 Jan 66, JMF 3C05C

20 Jul 65) sec 1.

The JCS informed SecDef that they had given serious
consideration to arms control proposals to extend
the LTBRT to cover underground nuclear explosilons.
To evaluate the security implications of further

- nuclear test restraints, the JCS had designated

the USAF as the Executive Agent to establlish a ranel
to produce the desired analysis. The JCS forwarded
to SecDef the report cf that panel, saying that it
did not alter thelr previously stated views. They
remained firmiy opposed to elther a CTET or at

TTRBT.

??EETfTCSM?77-66 to SecDef, 3 Feb 66, JMF 3050
3 Sep 65).

The JCS forwarded a study of the security impli-
cations of a freeze on strategic offensive and
defensive systems to SecDef. They noted that the
study supported the basic arms contrecl criteria
they had submitted on 8 Oct 63 (JCSM-7T76-63),
particularly with regard to the inadequacy cof
unilateral intelligence as the primary means of
verification under a SNDV agreement, the necessity
to pursue a vigorous R&D effort, and the impli-
cations of the Nth country problem.

) JCaM-70-66 to SecDef, L Feb 66, JYF 3050
510 Mar 65) sec 1.

The JCS opposed a Dept of State proposal that the
US consider offering a reciprocal exchange of
information with the USSR on procedures for insur-
ing control of nuclear weapons. They stated that,
in any open dilscussion and comparison of the two
systems, the Soviets would have a distinct propa-
ganda advantage because of the world-wlde dispersal
and advanced conditions of readiness of US nuclear
weapons, In additlon, they believed that providing
information to the Soviets on the US command and
control system might assist the USSR in improving

_the military effectiveness of thelr nuclear rosture.

They also considered that such an exchange cculd
allow exploitation of the vulnerabllifies of ths US
command and control system, would require tne
release of sensitive data, and could not avold the
sensitive issue of nuclear arrangements with Us
allies.

E37‘76§M7I17-66 to SecDef, 26 Feb 66, JMF 3030
1 Feb 66). .

The CJCS commented on an ACDA-recommended course
of action for use in responding to a statement by
Soviet Forelgn Minister Gromyko ceoncerning ruacisar
explosions for peaceful purposes. He referred tc
the JCS positions of 5 Aug 65 (JCSM-601-65) and
13 Jan 66 (JCSM-28-66) on peaceful uses of atomic
explosicns in ccnjunction with any nuclear test
van. The JCS believed that there was ncihing in
the current Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTET) %o
prohibit underground explosions for reaceful tur-
poses so lcng as they did not cause radioactive
debris outside territorial limits,
T-To54-66 to SecDef, 28 Feb 60.
17 Dec 63) sec 2.

SMF 3050
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The JCS gave general approval to an ACDA-prepared
response to Premier Kosyglin's proposal to include

in the nonprecliferation treaty a provision pro-
hibiting the use of nuclear weapons against‘non-
nuclear powers, Signatories to the treaty, that

nad no nuclear weapons on thelr territcries. The
JCS cpposed the Kosygin proposal in any form,

adding that the US ought to avoid the inclusicn cf

a non-use provision in any nonpreliferaticn treaty.
If security assurances were necessary, they ougnt

to take the form cf a UN resolutilcn, general in
nature and rot commliting the US to 2 speciflc course
of action. The inclusion of a non-use °or a security
agssurance clause should requlre the US to reappralse
the desirability of a nonproliferation treaty.

&7 JC8M-138-66 to Seclef, 4 Mar 66, JiF 305C

(18 Feb 66).

The JCS, in comments on tentatilve ccneclusicns by
ASD (ISA) on a CJCS SSG study (JCSM-T9-66, L Feb 66)
and other studies on freeze and reduction of ENDVS
made the following points:

(1) Any consideration of reductlons in SNDVs
must' be dependent on a verifiable freeze on the
production of all strategic delivery vehlcles and
their related launchers. Otherwise an agreement
<o peduce an SNDV system would not prevent a obulldup
of replacement or alternate systems--a develcrment
that could only be observed by inadequate unilaterail
intelligence means.

(2) The US should not agree to reduce 1ts ICBMs
in return for a reduction in Soviet MR/TREMs until
s detailed analysis of the conseguerlces could be
made. To make the reductlon without such an
analysis could be to the US disadvantage because
of the growing invulnerabiiity of Soviet ICEMs
as a result of site-hardening and growing offensive
capability resulting from increased paylcads.

(3) The US should not exchange lists of weapons
to be destroyed without fipst determining in private
whether the Soviets were interested in coupling
some reductions with a freeze. A simple exchange
of 1ists without such a prior determination would
support Soviet propaganda in favor of an
uninspected ban on all nuclear weapons.

" (4) The present generalizations about the effect
of a reduction in SNDVs on conventional and
tactical nuclear forces were not valid. A precise
delineation of the impact of such a reducticn could
only be derived from the provisions of a specific
reduction oroposal,

} 9CoM-202-66 to SecDef, 1 Apr 66, JME 305C

10 Mar 65) sec 2.
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Commenting on a preliminary draft of a Latln
American nuclear-free zone (LA NFZ) treaty, the
JCS informed SecDef that there were substanilzl
1ssues not fully covered 1n the draft treaty, such
as the relationship of the NFZ to the 0AS--a matter
that nad never been fully coordinated within che
US Government. The JC3 recommended that the lcm-
., mittee of Principals conduct a reyiew of the cvar-
l21l implicaticns of the LA NFZ.I:‘{ ' R
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: JCSM-2ULk-66 to Secbef, 16 Apr 66, JMF 3050
éh Mar 66). (TS) JCSM-347-66 to SecDef, 23 May

, same file, sec 2.

The JCS opposed an ACDA proposal for an 18-mcnth
truce during which the US would not initiate con-
struction of any new filxed land-based strategic
offensive missile launchers on ABM launchers if the
USSR would reciprocate. The JCS cbjected that the
ACDA proposal would not cover moblle land-based
strategic missiles; 1t depended on unilateral intel-
ligence for verification; it could give the USSH

a MIRV advantage; and 1t weould inhibit US ABM
deployment.

}IE!TTTCSﬁ?311-66 to SecDef. 9 May 66, JiF 3050
2 May 66).

Responding to an ASD (ISA) request for ccmments

on an ACDA paper giving tentative conclusions
regarding the proper US policy with respect tTo
chemical and biological weapons, the JCS reccm-
mended that ACLA be informed that ne action would
be taken on its paper within DOD until a national
policy on such weapons had been established, cr at
the least until a general DOD positlon had been
developed. The JCS reafflrmed thelr view that a
national policy on chemical and bilological weapons
should be established as a matter of priority.
Further, they believed that the arms control and
disarmament aspects of the subject should not be
considered until a national pollcy, or at least a
DOD policy pesitlon, had been formulated.

TCSM-34lL-66 to SecDef, 21 May 66, JMF 3050
22 Apr 66).

The JCS furnished views to SecDef on an ACDA memo
to Members of Committee of Principals preposing a
threshold test ban (TTB). After referring to the
views already furnished on 13 Jan 66 (JCSM-28-66),
the JCS added that the new developments clted by
ACDA were insufficient to warrant acceptance of
the 4.75 TTB proposal and the first step for
carrying out nuclear explosions for peaceful pur-
poses should be an amendment to the existing
Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT).

= TCSM-379-66 to SecDef, 8 Jun 66, JMF 3CZ0

17 Dec 65) sec 3.
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Thé JCS commented on ACTCA prouocsals for ceaceful

*{m 6,

'M’.,\Lka/ purpose nuclear exploslons under TTB or under

TTET amendments to the existing LTBT. They reiterated
_ thelr oppositicn to a TTB (see JCSM-379-66, & Jun

LTET 66) and opposed any extension of the LTST at thrat

. time that would further curtall testing. They

ﬂuclear supported the ACDA proposal cn LTET provided the

Explosions for following changes were made: deletion of the veto

Peaceful provision from the initial US negotlating pcsitlon;

Purpcses provision of a precise definition of the radiaticn

debris limitaticn.
THJ JCSM-L06-66 tc SecDef, 15 Jun 66, JMF 383C
17 Dec 05) sec 4

/15 Jun ©66.- In commenting on an ACDA proposal that the threshcld

Ty iﬁidg}k:. test ban be dlscussed with the President, the JCS

A reiterated their views of 8 Jun 66 (JCSM-379-66).
TTBT If ACDA did forward the proposal to the President.

the JCS requested that their views be included.
SCIM-T07-66 to SecDef, 15 Jun 6&, JMF 3220
317 Tec 65) sec 4. )

29 Jun 66 The JCS advised SecDef that the revised draft cof
Ay [ﬁ}fi the US nonproliferation treaty, approved by the
J Committee of Principals, was in consonance with
previocusly expressed JCS views favoring the
NPT principle of nonproliferation, with two excepticns:
(1) There was no provision for clearly defined
Nuclear safeguards on peaceful nuclear facllitles and
Explosions programs to prevent nonnuclear states from develop-
for Peaceful ing nuclear weapons under the guise of peaceful
Purposes research. The JCS reiterated the view expressed
on 12 Jan 66 (JCSM-23-66) aud 15 Jan €6 (JCSM-36-66)
Verirication that clearly defined safeguards should be an inte-

gral part of a nonproliferation treaty.

(2) Proliferation was defined in terms of
"physical access" rather than "eontrol," which
might lead the Soviet Union to press for abandon-
ment of all NATC nuclear arrangements and con-
sultative arrangements during negotlation of the
nonproliferation treaty. The JCS helieved that
the draft treaty must insure that present nuclear
arrangements or consultative arrangements were nct X
Jeopardlzed.

JCOM-437-66 to SeclDef, 29 Jun 66, JUF 3C
,524 Jun 66?.

18/3u1 66 ‘ ‘The JCS, commenting at his request, advised Seclef
' S0 @ . of the military factors involved in mutual trocp

0

N

\ ¢

E )i I withdrawal from Europe. The Secretary's request
>-,%" was in response to a communication from the SecState
JATR pointing out that political pressures might lead to
Force a mutual troop withdrawal proposal at the NATO
Reductlons infnse Ministers' Meeting in July.

(Redeployment)
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(o) JC;L-Q52-66 to SecDef, & Jul 86,
JVF 3050 (13 Jun 66) sec 1.

‘The JCS furnished SecDef their views on the accevt-

ability of a proposal by Amb Goldberg designed to
resolve the outstanding lsue on the peaceful use
article of the celestlal bodles treaty. As written,
the article would call on parties to the treaty not
to orblt around the earth any objects carrying
nuclear or other mass destruction weapcns and not

£0 establish military bases or fortificaitlons, nct
to test weapons, cr not te conduct military
maneuvers on celestial bodles. It weould also allcw
the use of military perscnnel and eculrment Isr
sclentific research. Amb Goldberg proposed deletlon
of the sentence covering the use of military perscn-
nel and equipment, toc improve the procspect cof Scviet
agreement. The JCS belleved that retention or the
guestioned sentence would result in an arficle less
susceptible to confllicting Iinterpretation and they
concurred in the Goldberg rroposal only as a final
concession, The JCS were seriously concerned over
the lack of US capabllity to verify the rresence

of weapons of mass destruction in orbit and be-
lieved that continued effort should be exranded
toward its attainment. On a related matter, they
vosed no obJecticn to the expansion ¢ fhe sceore

of the treaty to include all of outer srace.

JCIM-L9L-66 to SecDef, 1 Aug 66, JMF 9000
El? Nov 65}.

Responding to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS com-
mented on an ACDA paper concerning proposals fcr
drafting a Latin American denuclearization treaty.
The JCS bellieved that 1t would be in the overall
US security interest to participate 1n a LA NFZ
provided it could be effectively lmplemented and
that existing US nuclear presence and transit
and overflight rights, as well as US protection
of the Panama Canal, were not Jeopardized. It
would also be necessary that all ILatin Amerlcan
states, including Cuba, participate. If these
conditions could not be obtained, the JC5 recom-
mended that the US not support a LA NFZ.

J ~502-66 to Seclef, 4 Aug 66, J¥F 3050
El& Mar 66) sec 4.

The JCS.furnished SecDef thelr views on a Zevt cf
State proposal for a possible plan for making the
benefits of peaceful purpose nuclear explcsions
(PLOWSHARE) available to the world while at the
same time paving the way to amend the exlsting LTET
to include vrovisions along this line. They
believed that an acceptable international arrance-
ment for the ccntrol of peacerful purcese nucl2ar
explosions must provide assurance that U5 desizn
information would not te comprcmised and that
other countries would not make signiflcant zalns
in nuclear weapons technology urnder the gzulse cf
peaceful purpose explosions, The JCS considered
that the State proposal could provide these assur-

ances and they supported the proposal proviced

66
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that: (1} it vot be used to further either a
threshold or a comprehensive test ban; (2) "the
one-rcr-one principle” be more precisely defined.
with the ald of AEC-developed guidelines; (3)
PLOWSHARE activities and experiments that were
permlssible under the LTET nct be subject :. inser-
national supervision; (4) nc veto vrovisicns te
included in the plan., The JCS aiso suppcrted
proceeding with the currently planned PLOWSHARE
nuclear excavation program since rfurther delay
could adversely arffect US navional security,

JCSM-531-66 to SecDef, 22 Aug 66, JuF 3330
g Aug 86).

The JCS forwardzd to SeclPef a follcw-on study on
aspects of a SNDV freeze and reductiocn, supple-
menting the one supplled on 4 Feb 66 (JCSM-73-66).
When used together, the JCS stated, the two studies
formed an analytical data base that could 2id in
makirng preliminary judgements cn specific frae-e
and reduction ovroposals. Analysis of the war game
results in the study reinforced the earlier viauws
of JCS regarding the difficulty of finding scluticns
to the many problems assoclated with practical
applicaticn of a SNDV freeze and reduction rrorveosal.
In particular, the study revealed even mcre clearly
than rrevious examinations the complex and
potentially destabllizing nature of arms ceontrol
porpcsals having SNDV freeze and reduction as thelr
basis.

JCSM-574-66 to Seclef, 10 Sep 66, JiF 3I°50
10 Mar 65).

The JCS recommended against elther unilateral or
mutual withdrawals of forces from Eurcpe. Their
recommendation was in response to a request from
SecDef for amplification of their views of 8 July
(JCSM-452-66) to take intc account reductions crf
two divisions, four divisions, or a retention of
major ground forces but a thinnt?g ocut of support

« units and tactical ailr forces.

2

FS=p}) JCSM-605-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep 66, JHMZT 3Is
E13 Jun 66) sec 2,

Responding to an oral request from the LCeputy A3D
(Arms Contrel), the Director, Joint Starff, stated
that the JCS had grave reservaticns as to the
effects any extension ¢ the Limited Test Zan

-
o

Treaty would have on US security. The reasons fcr
expressing reservations were: 1ndlcaticns that the
Soviet Uniocn had already made impertant gains in
nuclear weapens technology that could alter the

67
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military balance; preventlion of US development
of an optimum ABM system; and the absence of
an acceptable verification system.

(T8 DJSM-1261-66 to ASD(ISA), 29 Sep 66, JIF
3050 (20 Sep 66).

The JCS commenting on an agenda prepared by ACZA.
recommended tco SecDef that US delegates tc a
proposed US-UK-USSR conference on seismic Lldentci-
flcation be lizmited to discussing currgnlily
uneclassified technological infermaticn

The JCS
recommended that they be glven an oppor 1ty ©¢
review any agenda for the talks prepared by the
USSR, that they be represented by an cbserver at
the talks, and that any future arms control acticns
of similar magnitude be considered by the Com-
mittee of Principals.

STSI-733-66 to SecDef, 25 Nov 66, JiF 3050
EB Sep 66).
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VIS Jan 27 4 .JCs ccuhenbed to SecDef cn a draft State
ﬁ¥(’\¢ X*3$" Desartm r position paner on a pessiltle freecze
JVT agreemenu on strategic forces. They said that
. they did not cbject ©o etp70r1ﬂ5 with the Scvist
Treeze on means of 1evelir.; off styrateglc offensaive and
Stratesi: defensive foreces, but this Ln no way arrastes
Tcrees thelr previous reccmmencdatisns ©90 denley NIXZE-X
operationally in 3Y 1972. The US must first
derermin~e =ne extent, 17 any, < Scviest Lrnnarest
T in l*miti:g St"a“ﬂg*c arms., _Thg SZ8 snoull
Jeprilizazion review any specific arms contrgl preposal
‘before Lt want cu,s;de “=a U% 3goyernment, 7Trne
S should “ell the USSR early in any CL3TUSSICNS
cmgp 1% would address verilicacticn fter &
gereral area oI agreement Was desermined,
Researcn, develcpment, and prototyee tasting
must e permitted and US plarned improvemznts
ir missiles pursued. The JCS 2ppesad any
dtscussion of MIRVs witn toe U83Z; they tellavad
tra< any consideration ofF an A Preeze mUST
trolude SAMs witn signifizant A cazatilliczy,
~d thav falt it eszential That any EETeSTENC
nazwasr -na US and the USSR iimiting zTrazagic
avms e Sormalized as a Treaty. - i
’ G?E {C:H:§3~57 tog Seclef, 1z Jan 57, oE TI3
V13 Jan oy ).
2727 27 5 ria 7T frfaw—ed Ssslel that They nal o0 STt
IR Ly S rian o onaz us2 ¢ & pretossd 1IZa nosieion
Sl cager oo 2cuUrify 2sSurances ard rooprclllerz-
is3.rznzes —+5e gz mme 1loNaticon Tlsarmanent CommitTes
[ZiEey Tsaneiniad co zonvene I Fn2ua oo Zo TEI
i 27 7 oves stazed, nowever, that they 2l EETL0
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" reservations regarding the inclusion in a UN

resolution of negative assurances limlting che
use of nuclear weapons., Speciflcally, they
opposed any public declaration wherein the GS

shoulé pledge not to use nuclear weapens.
JCSI-36-57 to SecDef, 21 Feb 67, JIF 730
2 Feb 07},

In a memorandum to SecDef, the JCS expressed
concern that the current US positicn supporting
an extension of the Limited Test Ean Treaty
(LTBT) did not recognize the impact this wculd
have on the US strategic posture. The JCS
without further restriction was essential Zc tie
maintenance or the US deterrent posture.
SM-109-A7 to SecDef, 27 Feb 57,
JMF 730 {13 Feb 67) sec 1.

In commenting to SecDef on a revised draft c?
the State Department position paper on siratezic
arms limitations on which they nhad commented
earlier {JCSM-30-A7, 18§ Jan 67), the JCS said
that the paper set forth a position "not in

the natioral security interest of the United
States.' They oopcsed provisions that would
foreclose a US cotion to deploy an ABM systen
and would -Zegrade improvements te US strategic
missile systems.

ﬂ?nuy agreement based on

unitateral verifica n should be coniined =o

a 1limit on ABMs and a quantitative Ireeze on

fixed, land-based offensive systems,

YQSﬂ JCoM-143-A7 to SecDef, 14 Mar 57, JUF 725
13 Jan 67) sec 2.

The Directcr, Joint Staff, recommended to
ASD(ISA) that a copy of JCSM-$6-57, 21 Fedb 57,
be furnished to ACDA. The JCS had received
word informally that the DOD concurrence 1n
the ACDA draft positlon paper on security
assurances ard nonproliferaticn nad given
the irpressicn that the JCS had changed t=
position on negatlve security assurances,
fact, the Director pointed ouz, the JCS in
cited JCSM had inéicated their continued

orposition to inclusicn of a clause 1in a

=
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"proposed UN resolution that .would limit the

use of nuclear weapons.

7Z) DJSM-3k4-57 to ASD(ISA), 18 Mar 57; (S)
SAACM-T3-A7 to D/JS, 16 Mar 67; JWF 739

(2 Feb 67).

Commenting to SecDef c¢n an ACDA memno recommend-
ing various actions that the US might take in
connection with a decision fo deplcy the HIXZE-X
ballistic missile system, the JC5 reaffirmed
their conclusion that, of all the actiocns

'required to maintain a suitable strategic

posture in the mid-range perlod, ncne was more
necessary for US defense than deployment of
NIKE-X. Adooption of the ACDA reccmmendatlons
could sericusly delay the NIKE-X deployment.
The JCS held that no discussions on EMD
limitations should be undertaken witn the
allies, or others prior to announcement of a

US decision to devloy a NIKE-X ballistic missil
defense system,

) J0oon-433-A7 to SecDef, B Sep 567, JMF Ltl
k28 Aug 57).

e
UE3R,

In presenting views to SecDef on an ACDA draft
positicn paper relating to the treaty of Tlatelclec
(Deruclearization of Latln America; see
JCSM-502-A6, U Aug £86), the JCS stated that the
paper did nct meet the requirements speciiied

by them and that the US should not sign Protcccl
I of tne Treaty /Protocol I - Parties outside
the zone undertake the obligations of the tr2aty
with respect to their territories within the
sone./ The JCS recommended that DOD object o
further coordination or adopticn of the present
draft, that the US position be reevaluated on
the basis of JCS views, and that 0JCS repre-
sentatives participate in the formulation of
interpretative statements. Should reevaluation
result in a new proposed paper, the JCS would
wish to reconsider the security implications of
any recommendation that the US sign Protocol IT.
/Protocol II: Parties possesslng nuclear weapons
will respect the status of denuclearization of
the zone, will not contribute to acts involving
violation of obligations of the parties and will
not use or threaten the use of nuclear weapons
against the ccntracting parties./

55967 to SecDef, 17 Oct 67, JMF S76/755
%27 Sep 57).

Again presenting views to SecDef on the Treaty
of Tilatelolco (see JCSM-559-67, 17 Oct 67), on
thls occasion in connection with a draft talking
paper for the President for use in a meeting
with the President of Mexico, the JCS reccmmerded
an amendment that would, 1in the ccurse of
declaring US intention to sign Protccol IL, also
advise the Mexican President of US concerns
with regard to the treaty's purposes and cC-
jectives. Subject to this amendment and tc
a condition that suggested 1nterpretative
statements be ciosely coordinated among all
interested US agencies before final acceptance,
the JCS concurred in the propoesed talking
paver.

T gooN-522-57 to SecDef, 2
fg% Sep A7), sec 2.
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The jCS commented to SaclDef on a draft orepesal
for pcssible presentation to the Soviets at the
start of discussions on limiting numbers or
strategic offensive and defensive mizsile
launchers (see also JC3SM-30-67, 15 Jan 7, and
JCSM-143-67, 14 Har 67). They szid thet th
vosltlon in the draft rroposal was nct in t
navional security interestzg.gf the United S
for the following reasons:i '

and
e
he
cates

'The JCS
reccmmended that any prcpesal be ressed by
the Committee cf Principals prior te dizeussicn
with Soviet representatives. Should a deciszicen
be made to pursue an agreement depending cn
unilateral verification as the primary means cr
determining compliance, the agreement should te
1imited to numerical restricticn on ABRMs and en
Fixed land-based offensive systems--elementz f-or
which a high degree of confidence evizted as or
the US capability for timely detection zng
evaluatlion.

(ES=SENGTEEYE) JCSM-556-67 to SecDef, 2 Nov 67,

JMF 755 (13 Jan 67) sec 2,

Commenting on a draft positicn paper cn C-E

warfare, prepared by ACDA for use in the UNGA,
the JCS Informed SecDef _they had no objecticn
‘except to the statemen :

b

.J)
"‘¥Eﬁ“tﬁfz785-67 to SecDeé;]27 Nov 67, JMF 313
14 Nov 67).
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16 Jan o2 In commenting tc SecDef cn a DPM that would
! , [)k(ﬂ recommend US signature of Protocol IT of the
R Treaty of Tlatelolco (see JCSM-582-67, 26 Cct

67) and accompany this signature with an inter-
pretative statement to influence internaticnal
understanding cf the treaty in a manner favcr-

[ir'Z able to US interests, the JCS said that the
(Latin proposed interpretative statement was satis-
America) factory. They asked that State be informed
of the understandings concerning overrliznts
NPT and in-port visits to Latin America upon

which their concurrence was based. Slnce, in
their opinion, & settled international under-
standing of the treaty that was in zccord wiih
the US interpretation must be a condition
precadent to US ratification, the JCS recommended
that the DPM be amended to make this conditicn
clear, rather than relating ratification to gzin-
%ng support Tor the Nonproliferation Tresaty
NET).
Z) CSM-32-68 to SecDef, 16 Jan 63, Jif 976/75%
27 Sep 67) Sec 2.

15 Feob 63 In connecticn with negative security assurances
PRV {jf;ﬁ_ to be included in a draft UNSC resolution, the
ST CJCS informed SacDef that the JCS considered
! that any form cof negative security assurancss
to geographical areas outside the American
Security Hemisphere would weaken the US nuclsar deter-
Assurances rent, reduce military flexibility, and s=t z
(Outside precedent that could lead to rurther restriczicns
American on US nuclear opticns. He recommendsd that ths
Hemizgrnars) US position be changed to reject any form or
nuclear non-use commitment other than thoses
required by the Treaty of Tlatelolco.
TH-3023-68 to SecDef, 19 Feb 63, JMF 750
Ea Feb 67)
v1l ipr 62 Having reviewed the revised drart NPT tabled
R jointly by the US and USSR at the 1Z2-Nation

SIRNRR R Disarmament Committee (ENDC), the JCS noted

’ that it was consistent with their greviously

NPT stated views (JCSM-36-66, 15 Jan 66). Ths;
realized, however, that during the forshcoming
UNGA session the non-use of nuclear weapons wWas

Security almost certain to be addressed and that the UZ
Assurances delegation was prepared to make public a US non-
(Outside use commitment. The JCS therefore endorsed thie A
American recommendation made sarlier by the CJCS (CM-3023-67),
Hemisphere) 19 Feb 63 that the US position be changsd to reject

any ferm of nuclear non-use cemmitment other than
that required by the Treaty of Tlateiclco. n the
event the position was not changed, they askzd thzat
prior to actual introduction or suppert 0y the 3G
of a non-use commitment, they be afiforded an

opportunity to comment on the actual rropcsal.
ToSM-230-63 to SecDef, 11 Apr 68, JMF 731
2 Apr €8).

i

3

Vaé Apr 63 Commenting on a Soviet proposal to the UNGA
o 'uﬁ(t\ to ban military activities as well as nuclear
- } ) 1 3 A { = 3
C)YK Vo weapons from the sszabeds beyond th Scuncarizs
of rational jurizdiction, the JCS Inlormec
J2apsas SecDef :hat the long-range consegquences oo
banning emplacement of nuclear weapcons ci the
Verifica:ion\l seabeds cculd be defrimental to the sscurity ot
| duf? | the United Stases. |
-\. lff(‘ -j
SIS |
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. JCS agreed that establishment of a ¥ 3te
agency to enccurage international ccorvers
in oceancgraphy was in the US interesc,
??ngCSM-235-68 to SecDef, 13 Apr 83, JF 7

3 Apr 33),

e I

In presenting views to SecDef on ACDA-proposed
instructlons to fthe US UN Delegaticn on tre
NPT and security assurances, the JCS repeated
thelr oopposition to a US commitment £¢ nuclear
non-use., They strongly oppcsed the US beccnin
commitment in any form associated with i:,

They requested that SecDef take acticn to have
the authorization toc commit the US to a ncn-
use cbligation removed from the instructicrs

to the US Delegation, If it was not fc pe
removed, they asked that their views be bdrought
to the attention of the President.

?25 JCom-243-63 to SecDef, 17 Apr 93, JUF 7321
{2 Apr 48). \

Commenting to SecDef cn a draft ACDA ccsition
papver on arms control on the seabeds, the JCS
reaffirmed the view that US support for arms

contrcl measures on the seabeds would not be

in the national inte t at that time (JCSM-

235-568, 15 Apr 68). ffﬁ

f J
53%7‘363ﬂ1272-68 to SecDef, 27 Apr 58, JMF 731
12 Apr 63).

The CJCS inrormed SecDef that the JCS, arter
considering a proposed DOD document on mi}itary
impiications of arms control proposals and
restrictive legal regimes for the seabeds,
continued to believe that the US should nct
support seabed arms control measures at thaz
time. Such measures were consldered to cffer

a potential for grave harm to US interests.

" TM-3253-58 to SecDef, 11 May 68, JiF 731
dpr =23)

@%%

(DAY

,-
Ll

. ~

The Director, Joint Staff, forwarded to Seclel
the views of the JCS on a proposed messag2 °f
tne President tc the ENDC, which referred tc
a production cuteff of fissionable materials
and a CTBT. The JCS recommended omitting

T4
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Cutoff of statements on the cutoeff and CTBT since they
?Lssionaole believed the military dangers in reiterating
Materials these previous coffers outwelghed the possidle
tactical advantages cf pre-empting questicrns on
CTET them within INDC. The JCS were ccncerned over

the impact that a CT2T would have cn the TS
strategic posture. They held that c¢entinuation
of nuclear testing without Zurther resctrizticn
was essential to the maintenance cf the U3

- deterrent posture and any further restricticn
would be contrary to the rational interest.
Efforts to achieve a CTBT, a threshold treaty,
or any extension of present limitations cn
testing should be halted sc that the US would
not be confronted by a Scoviet acceptance of
such a proposal at a time most disadvantageous
to the United States.

DISM-567-68 to SeeDef, 15 Jul 53, JMF 73

2 Jul 63) sec 2.

S Aug o2 '[f

i

Strategic Arms
Limlitaticns

-

'QS—SE;E§¥E¥Eg cha-b98-68 tc SecDer, S Aug o

k = =a CM-3572-68 to SecDef, 3 Auz =<
JIF 750 {29 Jun 63},

10 fug A3 . In providing views to SecDef cn a pr?posed

C o P T .memo to the President on arms control on ine

- seapeds the JCS recommended subdstitute worc_-s

Seabeds desigred to avoid foreclosirg certain milizary
options that had been reviewed and apgrocved
by the President. . .
=7 oCSW-097-68 to SecDef, 10 Aug 29, JIF 73
Ele Apr 23) sec 2.

2L aug 53 with regard to a draft interim repcrt oy an
interagency working group tO Jetermine wnern )
cutoff in the production of fissionaple materiais
would be tc the net advantage or tne Unites
States, the JCS recommended that the study €
termirated. In the future, the eritericen fcr
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determing the feasibllity of a cutoff should
be the adequacy of the avallable fissioconable
material at the time of cutoff tc meet fore-
cast weapon requirements. They did not object
to the proposed change in the US position on
verirication provided the US was prepared to
exercise immediately its right of withdrawal
from the agreement in the event or detection
of clandestine facilities, They opposed a
cutoff of the production of flssionable materials
for weapons use at that time as being contrary
to the naticnal interest.

The JCS informed SecDef that until the pros-
pects Tor, general outlines of, and possible
implications of strategic nuclear arms limita-
tion talks with the Soviets became more clear
they considered a cutoff proposal would be
imprudent and could involve major risks for
the United States. They did nct oppose a
demcnstrated destruction of nuclear weapons
agreement provided 1t did not cempremise US
weapon design and construction, 1its procedures
guaranteed that the USSR was positively destrcy-
ing nuclear weapons, an inspectilon and verifi-
cation system was tested to assure feasipility
and practicality, and only weapons mariked fer
retirement were destroyed. The JCS did oppose
a plant-by-plant shutdown.

~JCSM-510-68 to SecDef, 24 Aug 68, JMF 745

2 Jul 68?

et

Referring to a State draft message for dispaten to
US Miszsion HATOD on the subject cof Strategic Arms
Iimitations Talks (SALT), the CJCS informed
SecDef that the JCS had consistently held that
reduction of world tension should precede arms
control measures that would constrain Us
military flexipbility. In light of the Sovlet
action in Czechoslovakia, he considered 1t
inaporopriate to suggest that the US and USSR
begin SALT at present or in the near future.
He therefore recommended against dispatch cof
the State message at that time.

T—=642-68 to SecDef, 10 Sep 63, JIF 755

29 Jun 68) sec 5.
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¥ ar I3 In a memc tc Seclef the (JCS stated Zhat -n2y
continued tc cppose a CTBT, TT3T, <r any srTan-
sion ¢ the oresent LTZT to the unterzrcuinz
envirsnment. They ccnsidered the ccontlrnuatliron
. of ruclezr tfesting withcut furfiner resTrizzicn
T37 asserntial <2 the mainitsnancs & fhs US 3TraTtezi:
_ 50sture and helid that any Jurther restriiiin
TTRT wculd te corntrary tc the US naticnal'inzsress,
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The Directcor, Jeint Staff, and ASD(ISA' aporeved
a talkinz paper for use by Seclel znd 2523 3t
the N3C meetinz on 12 ¥Mar £3, where T2 peosizicns
for trne {crtncoming ENTDC meetirng would te dils-
cussed., The falking caver gazve the fclilzwirnz
JC3 pesitions, wihizsh 4i7fsred from the 08D
posificn on the same guestions: (1Y) wignis she
ZNDC the US srculd nct reiterate ifs suprpors
for 3 verified IT3; rather, the TS snculi
publicly state its need Icr continued festing;
{2) a cutoff-transfer-destructicn agreemen: o
would not now oe i the cverall US security
interes:, since 1t would pracliude meeifling tre
JSCP weapons requirements ror ©is TO0-TiL: Tthere-
fore tre US snculd net reiteraste its sugpors
for sucn agreement within =ZNDC.

The cape” se* fcrth a single OSLD/JCE visw oo
tne cther zuesticns:

(1) An agreement ncot on a CTB would rot te
in the net securisty interest of the US; ~c firm
ar.swer 2culd be siven c¢n wnezher CT3 weould te
a

ree years, lrrespective oI
~itial ““e“a“fﬁ"al AZM gand MIEE

-— i [ p=rar

1
an acnieved

e

'2) Snould 1t be found recessary £C pus
forward a new cutoff-transfer-desirultion orc-
vosal, tne fellewing mecdlflcaticns would Te
acceptaplie: (a) a Tessened requiremarc Jor
inspection, along the lines of fthe NPT inspec-
tion orccedures, provided the US was preparead
e 2xersise irmediately its right of withdrawal
upon Zetection of clandestire facilities;
(b) omissicn of demonstrated destruction cf
auclear weapors while retaining the transfer
of agreed amourts of U 235 and plutcniun =
neacerul uses; (c¢). equal US and Scviet tran

af fissiocnable material o peaceful uses, i
place of the previous US prcposal Icr asj rmmenric
ameunts.

(2) A seated arms control agreement wou.d :1CT
pe in tne overall US securify ilnteresc.

(4) The US shculd present no specifiz pro-
posal, and the ENDC should merely discuss '<he
Factors vital to a seabed arms control agresment,

"

4

P

In a memo to Secief, therJCE reexaminzd Tne Ls5sus2
of a seabed arms ccntrol ‘treaty and agaln con-
cluded trhat it was impossitle to envisicn all

n? ke pamificatlions affecting US security inter-
ests. Thne JCS beliaved that sucn 2 Treatj Was
rot now in the overall security interest oI the
US ard would tear a pctentlal Jor 3rave narm.
& Sood-2L2-£39 to Seclel, 22 ipr 23, T TIt
{131 Apr 5%°

Tea 7T aana "t amadA Srain ol ayz fomman Tt L5

re oLz DMea JLlINRL ves e FLAWE o L.Ivi=D =T,
Ziauz 43, and JC3M-127-5%, FoMar Ci tnat tns
STIT zhouid rnck ta extended o Tne underIvount
2eptemcmzns and SnaT thae U2 smouli oavelioany
arveemanc Lavoiving the sutoll <ol fil3slcrztiz
ma-ovrials Por WesTONS TUIYTCIES, .

e TAM.2AA-S3 zo Sealel, 2 May i, SUE 1.
1zd Ter 230




179" Jun 69

Disarmament
{General)

SALT
(Preparation) .

Verificatlion
ABM

Multiple
Indeperdently
Tarzetable
Reentry
Vehicle (MIRV)

. R
v s .T'JJ{&

Rey’

1
]
.

The JCS provided SecDef thelr comments on a
study concerning preparaticn of the US positlon
for SALT, prepared in response to NSSM-23,

The JCS said that the study, after appropriate
modification, would provide the basls for
deveicpment of a strateglic arms control prepcsal
for discussion with the USSR. They emphasized
tii.fgllowing polints:
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Stop Where
e Zre (SWWA)

SALT

Pe N S

’.6?L to Schef, 17 Jun 69, JMF 751

The JC3 “orwarded thelr views on the "Stop Wnere
we Are" propcsal (SWWA) to SecDef. The JCS ccn-
sidered SWWA to be more restrictive and compre-
mensive than NSSM-28 because it added fve
mair constraints to those 1in NSSM-23, FackazZe IV:

(1) Even greater constralnts on advances 1in
technelozy

{2) Prohibition on ilmprovements ir the taprcw-
welznt and accuracy of present ICBMs ard 313s

73} Restrictions on flight testing to vre-
anncunced confidence firings of previously
tested missilles

(4) Prohibition on the completion of the
approximately 200 Scviet ICEM silcs and 250 SLEA
jaunchers currently under constructicn, whis
was prcbably not negotiable

(5) A freeze on the number of strateglc

80
o -




bombers and SAM lzunchers
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The JCS reccmmended that cecause 3WWA zor-
talred numeraus risks that made 1%t uraccep-tatlis
o 1 - . - - y
Irom a rationgl security standoein:t, LT Te
alimirated from Jurcher ccnsiderazizn,
2BV JCST-320-53 £c Seclef, 23 Jun =5, S
A -~ - - - -
V1D Jun o3,

T T A0 ey a il -~ TAaTT LR

€D Jun O A lengthy talkling paper con SALT, prevered Iz
the use o SecDefl and CJCS at The =50 meetirnz
on 25 Jua 2%, ccnclucded wizh the Tcllcwinz reccom
mendations, ameng ctners:

"1) 3ince Lrosergovernmerntzl crevarsecicn o

ZALT SALT rad s¢ fsr seer dealinzs witn illustrasice
rackagss, the US positlion, provposal, and rnesct-

SWAA tlating <actizcs sheuld now te deveicred con 2
ariority tasis. 4 dralfting ccommiztes sncull

-r —ye N J . - - -

RRNCAY te establisned tc prepare, sased cn USC guldance
a regetizting positlion ard Iastrugtlicons ©o Tne
falezacizn,

‘2Y vz cpticr as corprerensive ss SWWA zhoull
ce incliuded in tne US regetlating vcaizizn.

. . " " " - T vee o o

{3) ™= JCS cpoositicn to a MIRY tan 272 2
MIRYV sest tan/snculd/ te recogrized i =z3Tzle
- . . - — e 1]
lisrinz a UL rositicn,
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23 Aug €9
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Seabeds

Seabeds

Seapeds

treaty: should

" agree to suspend starts of additional ICEMs

and SLBMs would involve such risks and disad-
vantages that 1t would not be in the national
security Interests of the US., The CJCS, there-
fore, suggested that & mcratorium of such dimen-
sions be eliminated from further consideration
at that time,

%a?) CM~-LTL63-69 to SecDei, 1 adug €3. JMF 756

2% Jul £9),

In commenting on ACDA proposals for revision

of a Soviet proposal for a seabed treaty, the
JCS sald it would he premature to discuss the
12-mile 1limit in connection with arms control
negotlations before settling the question of
transit rights and territorial seas. Toc do

80 would extend 1mpliclt recognition to the
validity of the 12-mile territorial sea with-
out achleving the right of navigation through
and over straits. If the US were to concede

a l2-mile limlt on a seabed arms control zcre
without a prior, or at least a simultaneous,
international recogniticon of the US free straits
concept, the US bargaining position in the law-
of-the-sea negotiations would be seriously pre-
Judiced., The JCS reaffirmed their position
that a seabed arms contrcl treaty would not be
in the overall interest of the US,

FES JCSHM-534-6G to SecDef, 28 Aug 69, JUF 755
11 Apr 59) sec 2.

In commenting or. 2 memo by DepASD (ISA) on the
Soviet seabed proposal, the (JCS maintained that
the negotiating history should-tclearly indicate
that all partles agreed that only '"fixed"
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruc-
tion and thelr associated "fixed" launching
platforms were to be 1ncluded 1n the treaty pro-
hibitions. Holding open the option to deploy
moblle submersible systems would permit the US
to take advantage of its technologlcal lead and
offset the Soviet land deployment advantage,
The JCS belleved that the treaty should confer
no rights beyond those of observation--speciflc-
ally, that the right of access or the obligaticn
to disclose or assist should not be offered or
implied--and that not only the negetiating
history but alisc the treaty itself should so
state. The JCS were stlll concerned that the
DOD 1interest in future negotlations 1n law- or-
the-sea matters would not be adequately pro-
tected by the proposed contiguous zone formu-
latiorn. ©On this matter the JCS reafflrmed the

ositions expressed in JCSM-534-869, 23 Aug 62.
?Eﬁ JCIM-564-59 to SecDef, 10 Sep 59, JMF 750

11 Apr 69) sec 2.

With respect to an ACDA proposal on a seabed
arms contrcl treaty, the CJCS advised Zeclerl
that the JCS belleved that measuring the
coastal band from the sinuousitles oI the

coast was tne cption on base lines least cdetri-
mental to US security. Of alternatives pro-
posed by ACDA the JCS found least detrimental
the one that did not recognize Soviet "nistoric
waters" claims. The treaty should not permit
the USSR or otners to deploy weapons or 1instal-
lations in historic waters clalmed by them tut
not recognized by the US. In addifion the

- not :preclude. observation activities
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