DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DIRECTORATE FOR FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND SECURITY REVIEW
1155 DEFENSE PENTAGON R4 AUG 201
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1155
Ref: 92-F-2272

Mr. John Murray Clearwater

Dear Mr. Clearwater:

This responds to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
request of October 29, 1992. 1In a telephone conversation
with a member of my staff on November 20, 1952, you amended
your request to one document: JCS Positions and Statements
on Disarmament, January 1961 - November 19€9.

The Organization of the Joint Staff (JS) has provided
the enclosed document as responsive to your request. Major
General Charles T. Robertson, Jr., USAF, Vice Director,
Joint Staff, an Initial Denial Authority, has denied
portions of the 'document pursuant to 5 USC §552 (b) (1) which
applies to information which is currently and properly
classified pursuant to Executive Order 12958, Section 1.5
(a) and (d), pertaining to information concerning military
plans, weapons systems, or operations; and foreign relations
or foreign activities of the United States. Additionally,
the redacted information is exempt from automatic
declassification in accordance with Section 3.4(b) (6) of the
Order.

You may appeal Major General Robertson's decision to
deny the information by offering justification to support
reversal of the initial denial. Any such appeal should be
postmarked within 60 calendar days of the date above to this
Directorate.

There are no assessable fees for this response in this
instance.

Sincerely,

Enclosure:
As stated

F.Y

@



cory No. 7 o

TOP ~ RESTRICTED DATA

pr

JCS POSITIONS AND STATEMENTS OK DISARMAMENT
JANUARY 1961-NOVEMBER 1969

5

TOP SECRE‘I‘CONTROL

r—T=====?=_i;5;;;I)F13i$mt€iTL&3

i
i
NOTE ON PARAGRAPH CLASSIFICATION 1

The security classification cf ell information’
contained in this volume is derivative, The classi-
firation of any particular paragraph is that of the
most highly clessified document ~ited in the footnote
indicating the source of the informeticn. -

Historicel Divisiosn
Joint Secretariat
Joint Chiefs of Staff

16 June 1972

TR gk T T - .m e Tk ,A-mm.md._- 7, 0 c
g R . et e :
%EVCﬁSCdUB&OfthaffoﬁlﬁldA;Qxg;ne1! g
. i ) T 2
L roeagnl CiulurmaDlOﬂlﬁlijU%iyu.

) .




. S AV 3 obdSHDLODT
COPY No. 7

JCS POSITIONS AND STATEMENTS OF DISARMAMENT

JANUARY 1961-NOVEMBER 1969

NOTE ON PARAGRAPH CLASSIFICATION

The securlity classification cl all information

eontained in this volume is derivative. The
fisation of any particular paragraph is that
most highly classified document zited in the
indicating the source of the information.

Histericel Division
Joint Secretariat
Joint Chlefs of Staf”l

16 June 1972

T ET

Y DOD/ DFOISR

=
»n
Z
e

‘W Tb-—& 7
Document No. /
classi-
of the
footnote

ECLASSIFICATION REVIEW

TR0
. CLangniranon o MaERIS))

:Z_M'm.anm., w‘““ o Ay

;' 5*. SLOED (NG
(L1 0".,’};4 "'lN;.

- x4 rn
suns-.w NFO aag
WIREN LI e I -
——-—--..._.._-__

.

oo 0s A3
oc 29

z7

Crare v 8 D



wég’Jan 61
{:ﬂ(

Pisarmament
(General)

‘,El/ Feb 61

Test Ban
Treaty (TET)

Verification

Mcratorium

- IUEQRET

o 1961

JCS commented on a research program, “Arms
control and a Stable Military Environment
(Project VULCAN)," which the US Disarmament
Administration proposed to have conducted by
the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA)
under 1ts own contractual supervision. They
noted that, es proposed, the project apparentl&
could impinge upcnh the statutory responsibili-,
ties of the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, and
others primarily responsible for national
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 modifi-
cation of US national strategy and mllitary
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 appeared
necessary. The JC3 were prepared to cooperate
fully and to render asslstance as needed,

M 47-61 to SecDef, 28 Jan 61, JMF
3050 (14 Jan 61).

Pecause of a study being conducted to re-
evaluate the requirements for resumption of
nuclear testing, the JCS reaffirmed to SecDefl
thelr previous views on this subject. They
stated that the health hazard of nucleart
testing, if it existed, had assumed importance
far in excess of its significance in relation
to the primary 1ssue, the security of the
United States. Because of the grave impli-
cations should the USSR achieve the next major
preakthrough ahead of the Unlted States, 1t
was mandatory that the US again review the
restrictions on technological progress 1n
nuclear weaponry. After listing the military
developments and requirements that were attain-
able only through testing, the JCS recommended
that, until such a time as a reliable pystem
of verification was developed and operational,
nuclear teating be resumed wlthout delay in
environments in which the release of radlo- N
active material to the atmosphere could be
controlied. In the JCS view, the most imper-
tant problem requiring solution prior to the
resumptiocn of the Geneva Conference was an
immediate Presidential decisicn on the follow-
ing policies: .

1) A continued voluntary moratorium on
testing was not in the test lnterest of the :
United States 1n the absence of demonstrated
Soviet sincerity regarding the reaching of
agreement.

2) If sgreement was not reached by the end
of the first 0 days of the resumed negotiatirns,
the US would announce that it could no lcnger
continue 1ts voluntary moratorjum on nuclear
weapons tests and that 1t would resume such
tests under condition that would preclude the
introduztion of harmful matter into the atmos-
phere. The US would elther continue its
participation 1n the Geneva talks in a further
erfort to resclve the outstanding differences

Topjﬂﬁ B



or terminate the talks and propose that future
negotiations be resumed in the context of
general dlzarmament discussions.

3} The US would initiate at once a seismic
research program in an effort to improve the
capabllities of the system for the detection
and identification of nuclear exploslons. The
JCS recommended that "conicurrence with any
modifications of current. US propeosals be con-
diltloned upon the taking of the above declision

by the President pricr to the resumption of
negotiations." They asked that the President
be informed of thelr views.
-95-61 to SecDef, 21 Feb 61, JMF 4613 .
3 Feb 61).

]

V#/har 61 JCS commented on Sectlion VII of the Fisk Panel
Repert. They noted that this section contained
no conclusions, and that various interpretations
and courses of action could be rationalized from
it. In the short time avallable, they had

Disarmament reviewed the non-concurrence submitted by the
{General) Asslstant to SecDef for Atomic Energy (made as
a member cof the Fisk Panel) and generally agreed
TET with hls expressed views., Noting the seriocus
- implications of any trend toward Case 3 assumed
»( (&»', 3, by the Panel (i1.e., a total ban with no testin
!\ o by US and pessible clandestine testing by USSR),
T e Y JCS recommended that their views, as exptessed in
BV JCEM-95-6]1 of 21 Feb 61, be carefully considered.
" Specifically, they viewed "with concern" the
Q(&d\' failure of Sedtlon VII to give sufficient
N emphasis to consequences of a major breakthrough -

' in the nuclear field, to emphasize the need for’

testing to insure safety of nuelear weapons, to
consider the urgent need for weapons effects data
in various environments, or to recognize that
testing was necessary to provide assurance that
future weapons would function properly.

(The Fisk Repcrt was a ccmpilaticn of technical
material hearing on the subject before the
Geneva Conference on Cessation of Nuclear Tests.
Section VIT evaluated the impact of a test ban on
US and USSR nuclear weapons systems. The Assistant
to SecDefl for Atomic Energy had criticized it for
its assumption that increased numbers of weapons
could subatitute for higher quality and for treat-
ing limited war tcoco summarily. He said that any
US action that would deny the sclentific and
engineering community the opportunity to apply
its maximum capabilities to defense cculd not
result in a military advantage.)

T-133-61 to SecDef, 4 Mar 61, JMF 3050
EQ Mar 61).

v//IZ Mar 61 JCS gave their views on cessation of producticen of
fis=lcnable materials. They noted that the U
propesal of 27'June 1960 conditioned this cesaa-

Cutcff eof tion upon an effective method of verification and
Flssionable upon the numerical 1imitation of Sinc-Soviet armed
‘Materials foreces and armaments, They stressed that cessa-

tiorn of the productlon cf these materlials must not

be separated frcm other related proposals, citin
Moratorium the position they had expressed cn 28 Optober 1960
(JCSM-LBT-60). The JCS views were: (1) The 'US
propesals of 27 June 1960, if fuifilled, would
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safeguard US interests, but developlng an
effective verification capabllity presented
great problems. (2) Estimates of Soviet
fissionable materials production through 1965

-were avallable, but the wide range of possible

Sino-Soviet objectives and mctions could net ~
be assessed with certainty. (3} It would be
premature to try to implement this one megauré1
unless the Sino-3oviet bloc gave concrete )
examples of good faith. (4) Continued pro-
duction of tritium (a "fusionable," not a
"figgionable," material) was essential to US
security; its cesgsation should be addressed
only at the last stage in arms control negoti-
ations. (5) The current test ban was restrict-
ing research and development of nuclear weapens;
this accentuated the need tec produce material
to maintain and modernlze the stockplle of
existing weapons. (6) In the absence of the
safeguards set forth in the US proposal of
27 June 1960, a cessation of production of
fiasionable material wculd be to the advantage
of the Sino-Soviet Bloc,

- SM-148-61 to SecDef, 11 Mar 61, .
JMF 3050 {1 Jan 60) sec 19, i

in cecnhection with a memo from the Adviser to
the President cn Disarmament, dated 2 Feb 61,

to the Secretary of Defense, JCS commented on
the questicon of Communist China's participation
in a nuclear test ban treaty. They regarded
Cqmmunist China's accesslon as essential, in
order to prevent the nuclear capability of the
Soviet Bloe from advancing while that of the US
stood still. BRBut, they added, the United States
should not concede anything, beyond 1ts own
conformance to the terms of the treaty, to ) :
cbtain Communist China's accesslion., If the ’

matter of concessions was ralsed, the US should

simply stress that 1ts accession to a nuclear

test ban treaty was important to the Soviet

Unilon and Communist China, and should indicate

that the US would withdraw from the treaty and

resume testing if Communist China did not

accede in a reasonably short time.

M-169-61 to SecDef, 17 Mar 61, JMF 3050
516 Feb 61).

JCS5 forwarded two studles on Chemical-Blologlcal-
Radiolcgical (CBE) weapcns ag they related to
arms control. The studies indicated that there
were nec entirely satisfactory inspection tech-
nigued capable of high assurance levels against
W and BW violations fcr the pericd 1961-1970;
alsc that safeguards agalnst clandestline manu-
facture, stockplling, and subverslve use cf CER
agents were "essentially nor-existent.”

M-I74-61 to 3echef, 21 Mar 61, JMF 305C
529 Aug 60) seb 2Z. }

set forth their views concerning certailn

basic policy issues cn which decislcens were likely
tc be needed in the near future. On many cf these
issue: they had already expressed views, which
they ners repeated. The lssues, and the JC3 recom-
mendatlons (briefly summarized), were: .
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{1) Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Testing:
The US should seek an agreement by 1 June 1961.
If none was reached, testing should be resumed

TBT ~ _ . as soon as possible. The US should agree to

. cease only those teste for which an effective
Cutofrl of international detection system was feasible.
Fissionable {2) Cessation of production of fissionable
Materilals materials for use in weapons: The US should 11

o not - implement any such agreement unless it was,
Verification accompanled by other agreements and involved a

— . system of verificatlon, ] .

Moratorium ‘ (3) Transfer of fissionable materials from

past production to non-weapons uses: This should
be Internationally controlled, and US transfers
‘should be matched by those .of the Soviets,

(4) beclaratory prohibition of nuclear shar-
ing: The US should continue to abstain from
commitment to the UN resolution that called
upon nuclear powers to refrain from transfer-
ring nuclear weapons or information to non-
nuclear powers,

(5) Sultability cf the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) for monitoring the

" restriction of fissionable materials to peace-
ful uses: The US could agree that IAEA be used
to police the diversion of fissionable material
1f the IAEA statute were strengthened and an
adeguate inspection system set up.
TTETHET‘JESM 182-61 to SeclDef, 23 Mar 61
JMF 3050 (14 Mar 61).

L’/ 8 Apr \ JCS noted a cable from Acting SecState to US
. [pv Lelegation to the Qeneva Conference on a Test’
HD & Ban Treaty, which indicated that the US was
“ - &Joﬂ- prepared to continue its voluntary moratorium
f; Ter - on all undergrecund nuclear testing (including
tests producing a selsmic asignal less than that
Moratorium agreed on as enforceable) for three years after
a treaty was signed., JCS believed that this
moratorium would seriously hinder vitzal research
on the pure fusion or "neutron" bomb (OWL) and
on certain radiation phenomena outsilde the
atmosphere. They desired the matter brought to
the attention of the President.
[(TS-RD,] JCSM-221-61 to SeclDef, 8 apr 61,
JMF 3050 (29 Mar 61).

V/éé Apr 61 _ JCS forwarded comments cn a paper by Mr. John J.
' McCloy, Adviser to Presildent Kennedy on Disarm-
TET ament, relating to test ban negotiations. They
agreed with him that the Soviets were dragging
(} B 3 Moraterium ocut these negotiations on disarmament, probably,
p\) to inhiblt develcpment of US capabllity.
The JC3S pcinted out that on numerous occasions,
\“t NM" they had indicated a pressing need for the US
R to resume testing.
- M-275-61 tc aecEer 26 Apr 61, JMF 3050
22 Apr 61). |
V///B May 61 JCS submitted comments on a RAND report on "space
veapons cf mass destructicn.” JCS agreed with
the conclusicn in the report that 1t would not be
,{: Cuter Space advlisable to inltilate separzte negotiations to ban
(;‘ (Orbit cf such weapons, because the Soviets might try to
v ' Weapons) extend any such preposal tec include reconnaissance
{wn 8 satellites, Also, any agreement on orbital weéapons

i " shculd nct restrict satelllte research and

A development programs, since it was net feasible to
i\j monitor any such restriction.
"t ul

ES] JCIM-30L-61 to SacDef, 8 May €1, JMF 3050
g Mar 61) sec 2.
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JCS commented on a draft working paper on
"Recommended US Disarmament Negotlating Proposal
prepared by the US Disarmament Administration.
They noted that it deviated from former US

- positions, apparently in order to include elements

of British, French, Canadian, and Itallan
positicns. They believed that the draft paper
contained propoeals that, if implemented, woul

- "eonfer significant military advantage on the Sino-

Soviet Bloc. The JCS were particularly con- !
cerned with the provisions relating to force

levels, nuclear. weapons, and strateﬁic delivery
vehicles, The draft constituted a "serious erosion”
of the most recent US position on arms control

(27 June 1960). The.JCS believed that this position
should continue to be the basis for US arms control
negotiating proposals and that SecDef should not
concur in the draft paper.

{31 JUSM?§95-61 to Seclef, 1C Jun 61, JMF 3050
6 Jun 61) sec 1.

JCS commented on a draft letter from SecDef to
the President, which recommended that the US

-complete preparations to resume nuclear weapons

testing and ccllaterally prepare for a VELA program
cf underground shots for seismlic research. They
generally concurred, but suggested that the letter
be amended to reccmmend that the President make

the decision to resume testing "at an early date"
and initliate preparatlcns at cnce.

?: -6} to SecDef, 26 Jun 61, JMF 14613
522 Jun 61

JCS commented 5n a revised "Recommended US Disarm-
ament Negotilating Proposal,"” which had been amended
to reflect the views they expressed on 10 Jun 61
{JCSM-395-61). They noted that many of the changes
they sought had been accepted, but certain 1lssues
still remained. Thelr principal concern was that
the draft failed tc prescribe the interrelationship
and implementing seguence of measures 1n the first
stage, thus permitting these to be adopted inde-
pendently of one another. In particular, the

draft falled to regquire that limitations on and
reductions in nuclear weapcns and delivery vehicles
be related to each other and be conditlonal on
reducticns in armed ferces and other ermaments.

The JCS recommended changes in the draft to bring
it intc line with their position.

T-02L0-61 to Seclef, 28 Jun 61, JMF 3050
56 Jun Bl) sec 2.

JCS commented on a recommendaticn by the Perkins
Panel that a study be conducted cf the net effects

of a cessation cf production of fissicnable material.
JCS infeormed SecDef that such a study was already
under way. Prelimirary results seemed to support

the JCS vosition expressed on 28 Cet 1960, reaffirmed
or. 23 Mar 1961,and 1C Jur 1§51. Pending compjetion
of the study, JCS ccntinued to hold that, as an
jsolated measure, the cessation of preduction of
fissionable material for use in weapons was mili-
tarily unacceptable.

¥T37'3U§ﬂ7361 -61 to Secbhef, 6 Jul 61, JMF 4230
1 Apr 61} sec Zz.
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As requested by ASD (ISA), the JCS forwarded an
evaluation of military considerations involved

in a cessation of preoduction of fissionable
material for use in weapons. The Perkins Panel
had. suggested that the impact of such.a cessaticn

‘on the relative militaix positions of the US and
se

the USSR be evaluated e item 6 July 19617.

The JCS noted that a complete evaluatlon would
require detalled knhowledge of Soviet atrength-;
precisely the information "being sought by the

. entire military establishment on a continuing

vasis." However, making due allowance for lack
of information on the Sovlets' nuclear weapons
stockpile and supply of fissicnable materials,

.the JCS. stated that (1) to end the production of

fissionable materials would reduce or eliminate
important new weapon systems then in development,
and (2) relative military strength would be
gslgnificantly affected if the US stockplle were
frozen at the 1963 level and the USSR managed to
continue production. The 1ssue of producing
fissionable materlals was closely related to
other arms control measures, and the JCS recom-

.mended that 1t be consildered in conjunction with

thelr 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 guestion cof
production of fissionable materials, the Soviets
would probably demand that the negotiations
include elimination of all nuclear weapens and
material stockpiles; the US would then have to
adgulesce or else suffer a propaganda defeat,
(TS-RDJ JLCSM-487-61 to SechDef, 21 Jul 61,
JMF_4230 (1 Apr 61) sec 3.

JCS appraised the effects of a reduction of US
military forces to 1.8 million men. They reaf-
firmed views expressed in JCSM-440-61 (28 Jun 61},
JCSM-395-61 (10 Jun 61), JCSM-LB83-60 (28 oct 60),
and JCSM-31B-60 (22 Jul 60), that numerical
limitations on manpower should only be considered
with other measures, that any reduction resulting
from negotlations with the Bloc must be 1in con-
Junction with scund inspection and control measures,
and that armed forces and armaments were a result
and not a c¢ause cf international tensiocn. A level
of 1.8 million men would make it imposeible to
maintain US security 1if the Sino-Soviet bloc was
able covertly to evade restrictions, to deploy
forces in support of a "forward strategy," and to
maintaln moblle forces able to intervene effec-
tively in more than cone area cf the world at once.
) JC3M-T97-61 to Seclef, 21 Jul 61, JWUF 3050
%6 Jun 61) sec 2,

JCS commented cn Report c¢f the Ad Hoc Panel con
Nuclear Testing (Panofsky Panel). They agreed
with the statement by the Panel itsell that 1ys
report was "essentlally an updated Flsk Panel
Report"”; hence thelr comments on the latter
JCSM-133-61, & March 1961) remained valid. JCS
concluded that there were many points in the report
that were inaccurate cr expressed judgments with
which they could not agree; alsc, that 1t used
unconfirmed intellizence es%imates, so that 1ts
ccrnciusions with regard to Soviet capabllities
were unreliable. They beliasved that the repcrt
underestimated the prcepect of majer new develop-
ments in ccnnecticn with tactical nuclear weapcns.
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The JCS disputed the cenclusion that there was
1ittle urgency in resuming nuclear testa, Regard-
ing the psychological consequences assoclated with

. world-wide fallout that would be produced by new

tésting, they reemphasized the conclusion by DASA,
cited in their memo of 29 July 1961, that "world-
wide fallout from past teets has not produced
biclogiec hazard." They reaffirmed their earlier

~views on resumption of nuclear testing.

~517-61 to SecDef, 2 Aug 61, JMF 4613
28 Jul 61) sec 1. :

JCS commented on a "Joint Declaration on Disarm-
ament,” dated 28 July 1961 (a revision of the paper
entitled "Recommended US Disarmament Negotiating
Proposal,” con which the JCS had commented on 28 Jun
1961, in JCSM-L40-61). There were four points at
issue in the Declaration. Twe of them had already
been commented on in JCSM-440-61. The two other
issues were:

(1) What specific language should be used in
proposing force level reductions in Stage I? The
JCS replied that language approved by them 1ln
JCSM-L440-61, in their comment on the earlier paper,
should be used; 1t would ensure that Soviet and
Chinese Communist force levels were reduced to the
existing US level, and verified, before reductlons
to the 2.1 million level would begin.

(2) Should it be proposed, in Stage I, that
limitations be placed upon weapons desigﬂed to
counter strategic nuclear wearons delivery vehlcles?
The JCS replied in the negative, believing that such
a proposal "ighores current military strategy upon
which all plans and programs are based and presumes
a hypothetical strategy which has not been adopted."
YE) EESM-539-61 to SeclDef, § Aug €1, JMF 3050

& 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 (invelving estimates of Soviet capa-
bllities, ete.) with which they dlsagreed. They
realffirmed their disagreement with the Panel's
concluslon regarding the urgency of nuclear test-
ing and recommended that nuclear testing "be
resumed within a reasonable time, 1.e,, several
months at the latest.”

(TS5 JCaM-546-61 tc Military Representative of the
President, et. al., 12 Aug 61, JMF 4613 {28 Jul 61)
sec 1. :

JCS commented on proposals for reciprocal US-USSH
transfers tc international custody of medium jet
cmbers and weapons-grade fissionable meterials
{proposals advanced by sources outside LOD fer
inclusion in a speech that might be delivered by
the President tc 16th United Hatlons General
Assembly (UNGAY). JCS thought 1t undesirabple) at
a time when Soviet Union had resumed nuclear tests
and was threatening the Allies with nuclear destruc-
tion for the US to advance any specific disarmament
prorosals (as distinct from an cverad.tl, ccmprehensive
plan). The possible military impact of the transfer
of bombers required further study, but JCS saw
several ctjectlons, As for transfer of fleslonable
material, the JCS reaffirmed views expressed on
10 May 1560 (JC81i-167-€0) and 23 March 1961
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(JCSM-182-61). Both of these proposals, sald the
JCS, were being advocated by "the proponents of

a so-called Philoaophy of 'balanced' or 'stable
deterrence,'" which should be studied more care-
- fully before it became the basis of specific
proposals--proposals that, "in the face of the
hard line being taken by the Sino-Soviet Bloc,ﬂ
could serve only to "undermine the confidence ‘af

i

* our allies." :

“Eih_61 to SecDef, 20 Sep 61, JMF 3050
18 sep 61).. :

The CJCS drew attention of SecDef to the fact that
a2 Panel under Mr. William C. Foster had been formed
iy July 1961 to consider certain disarmament pro-
pgaals. There were "indications," he said, that
the_Panel had finished 1ts study and that 1ts
conciusions 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 regquested to provide data for
comment during the preparation of 1its report. The
Chairman asked that the Foster Panel report, "Pro-
posed Disarmament Timetable," be obtained and that
JCS be given an opportunity to comment.

] - _61 to Seclef, 4 Oct 61, JMPF 3050
}u Oct 61) sec 1.

JCS commented con four of a series of approximately
2C papers belng prepared by the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (ACDA) for a "Declaration on
Disarmament."  The JCS considered that, in general,
the papers were "useful as background material 1in
the development of future US negotiating positicns
and talking papers,” subject to pessible revisien
when the other papers in the series became avall-
able.

Three of the papers cn which the. JC3 commented
dealt with "The International Peace Force and the
Military Environment in an Era of General and
Complete Disarmament," "The Political Peacekeeping
Machinery in an Era of General and Complete Disarm-
ament," and "lWational Security During the Dlsarma-
ment Process." The JCS suggested only minor changes
in these. Regarding the fourth paper, "Force
Levels," they submitted the following criticlsms:
1t did not provide for adequate controls; it
treated force levels in isclatiocn from retained
quantities of armaments; 1t unjustifiably linked
several gecgraphically separate countries (UK,
France, znd Nationalist China}; it excluded
reserve perscnnel, etc,

~74E-61 to SecPef, 23 Oct 61, JMF 3050
E3O Sep 61) sec 2.

The JCS commented on three background papers for
the Declaration on Disarmament. They belleved
‘that the three were "useful . . . in the develcp-
ment of future'US negotlating positions.” Th
subject of each peper, and the substance of the
comments made by the JCS on each, were as follows:
(1) "Phasing of Disarmament Measures": The JCS
reemphasized their view that any treaty that might
be signed should cortain an "escepe ctlause” to the
effect that "disarmament should not adversely
affect the security of any state." :

-
=
—
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(2) "CBR Measures": More emphasis should be
glven, in the opinion of the Jcs, to the lack of
adequate inspection techniques to assure against

_ violatilons of an agreement invelving these

weapons. : _—
(3) "Outer Space": Any agreement on this subject
should require advance notificaticn for all 1

- detectable launchings that might give rise to .

apprenension. Also, negotiations should be cor}-
duected in 2 manner that would not inhibit the US
from attempting to develop outer space weapons in
case the negotiation falled. -
T774-61 to Secbef, 9 Nov 61, JMF 3050
30 Sep 61).

The JC3 commented unfavorably on the disarmament
program proposed by the Foster Panel. They -
récognized that digarmament was urgent but belleved
that.urgency must not become the only basis for an
arms contrcl program. The "unswerving purcoses of
the Soviets toward world domination" should be kept
in mind in develeoping & US disarmament position and
should impose limits on US concessions. They noted
that the Foster proposal assumed that there existed
a need for immediate progress in reducing and ccn-
trolling strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and
that imbalances in other forms of military power
would not become dangerous untll a considerable
reduction had taken place. The JCS sald the effect
of this would be to trade the US strateglc nuclear
superiority for "virtually no concession on the
part of the Squiets.” The US could not afford to
reduce drastically its nueleer capability until
effective means existed for enforcing international
agreements; the balance of military power could be
upset if the US and USSR reduced thelr nuclear
capabllities without a concurrent elimination of
the Soviet conventlonal superiority. The JC3
pelleved the US Declaratlon on Disarmament was mcre
acceptable, militarily, than the Foster Panel pro-
posal and should be utllized 23 the baslc US

roposal.
?STEIEEFF-'Bso-Gl to SecDef, & Dec-61, JMF 3050

4 Qect 61) sec 1.
As reguested by ASD (ISA), JCS commented on three
background papers for the Declaration on Disarma-
ment . VWhile considering all of them “useful .

in develcping future US pesitions to agsist repre-
sentatives at multilateral negotiations and at the
United MNations," the JCS expressed scme reservations,
as fellows:

(1) "Preocecdures for Reaching Disarmament Agree-
ments" - This paper appeared to accept the view-
peint that the United States was obligated to con-
tinue advocating generzl and complete disarmenent
(GCD) and to seek agreemert first along broad lines,
with meaningfyl detalls to be left until later.
The - JCS considered this approach dangercus bekause
1t would put off the develcpment of any adequate
verification and inspection system "through a period
in which pressures to reach agreement will probatly
build up, resulting finally in US acceptance of less
ccrtrol than is necessary or the political onus of
seeming to obstruct agreement." The paper should be
rewritten tec stress that the US would insist upon
an adeguate control system to be ready ror operation
pefore any agreement was implemented,




(2) "cutoff of the Production of Fissionable
Materials and Reduction of Nuclear Stoekpiles” -
The JCS believed that any such cutoff should be
linked to progress on other measures. The back-
ground paper on thils subject was vague on thils
point; it apparently accepted, a8 a2 final US
positicn, a mere negotiating propeosal put forth
by the US on 25 Sep 61, which did not specify
the need for such & 1ink. : ‘

.(3) "Application of IAEA Safeguards to Trans-
fer of Pissionable Materials for Peaceful Purposes’ -
This paper should make 1t clear that there must be
effective verification and inspectlon systems, and
that the statute of the IAEA must be revised to
4nsure against & veto of inspection by any possible
evader, before the IAEA could be relied upen to
insure that fissionable materials made available
for peaceful purposes were not diverted to mill-
tary uses.

—8683-61 to SecDef, 27 Dec €1, JVF 3050
530 Sep 61) sec 3.
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JCS mccepted as "useful,” subject to certain
comments, background papers for the Declaration
on Disarmament relating to the following sub-
ects:
! 1). "Limitations on Expenditures for Military
Furposes” - The JCS considered it infeasible
to 1imit armaments through monetary restrictiorfs
as long as Soviet soclety remained closed and
Soviet bookkeeping was subject to manipulation.
Such & limitation would be useful es an arms
control measure only 1n conJunc¢tion wilth other
measures, such &s control ¢f manpower and
armaments. Access to military budgets and

.accounts might provide information that would

be useful in evaluating data on force levels,

material stockpiles, or armaments production.
2) "Prohibition of the Further Diffusion of

Nuclear Weapons" - The JCS took excepticn to a

section of this paper that argued in favor cf

a2 "no-transfer" agreement without adequate con-

trols., At the least, there should be reference

to the need to examine the feasibility of ver-

ifying the reductlon of nuclear weapons stock-

piles,

FST JCaM-53-62 to SecDef 23 Jan 62, JWMF 305

E?O Sep A1) sez L,

Commerting con a revision (the 9th) of the Foster
Panel Program, the JC5S reafflirmed the comments
they had made or & December 1951 {JCSM-850-51)
and added others. They noted that the flrst
sthge in tne Fester program, lasting two years,
would involve no inspectlon; thus the US would
move toward the Soviet demand for norinspection,
giving way on a pesition that it had always
upneld, The Panel had oversimplified the problem
of establishing levels of military forces and
armaments, they said. The JCS belleved that
any significant reduction in armaments shcould

be preceded by actions indicating that the USSR
was willing to accept restrictions; for example:
aerial and ground survelllance, relaxation of
barriers constitusing the Irorn Curtaln, elimin-
ation cf areas of tension such as Berlin and
Southeast Asla, et:,

Y§3'3CEHTI01 _62 tc SecDef, 5 Feb 62, JMF 3¢50
4 Qct A1) sec 2,

JCS ccmmenteZ cr a draft DOT reply to ACDA on
the Foster Panel Prcgram {Revisien 3). They
found 1+ "gratifyinz <hat the reply supported
JCS views for the most part, particularly on
“he polnt tha+t numerical parity of strateglc
delivery verizles was objectionable. The JCS -
felt tnat thelr zemmensts sheould have made 1t
clear thast the cenzepts underiying the Parel
prorosal were milizarily ctjeztlonable; however,
there were indbcatlons that ACDA would attempt)
te introduce majcr aspests of 1t at Geneva or
earlier, Hen:e, <he DCD reply sheould clearly
state the+- these snould rot be introduced in
tne absence of g decisizn oy tre Committee of
Princlvals for Zisermament.

T30 JLSW-T130-4Z =c SezDef, 21 Feb 62, JMF 305C°
ab Oct 211 sacz 3,
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JCS reviewed an ACDA proposal to repeat an offer
made on 16 Aug 1960, in the 18-Nation Disarma-
ment Committee, (1) to end the production of
fissionable materials for weapons use, (2) to
make reclprocal transfers of such materials to
non-weapons purposes, starting with 20,000 ;
kilograms of U-235 to ke transferred by each

‘eountry. JCS believed (particularly in the )

light of recent Soviet weapons tests, which
indiceted great reductlion in the amount of
nuclear meterials the Soviets would need to
manufacture weapons) that proposals such as
these should not be negotiated or lmplemented
in isolation and should be offered for negotl-
ation only in the context of an overall dis-
armament program. Implementation should be
linked to progress in other areas of disarma-
ment and should be preceded by a test program
te verify reseerch and development information
ﬁccumulaned guring the four-year pericd of

no testing.

567“363H-I37-62 to SecDef, 24 Feb 62, JUF 3050
18 Jan 62) gsec 1.

The JCS judzed that pavers on "Renunclation of
the Use ol Weapons cf Mass Destruztion” and
"Measures tc Reduse the Risk of War by Accldent,
Miscalzula=icn and Surprise Attack and the
Failure cf Communications,” prepared as back-
ground material for the Declaraticn on Disarma-
ment, were useful., Ccrcerning the former

paper, the JCS said that certailn portions
dealing with the rcle of nuclear weapons in US
strategy wers subject to possible misinterpre-
tation, However, they considered that the
paper as written strongly suppeorted thelr positlon
oppesing "declaratery renunciations” of the use
of nuclear weapons. Therefore the JCS dild not
suggest revisions, which, they felt, might have
the result of weakening the position adopted

in the paper.
y SH-152-A2 to SecDel, 27 Febd 62, JWMF 3050
130 Sep A1) sec Z,

JCS commented on a memo by ACDA dated 24 Feb 12362,
preposing a US position at tne fortheoming 18-
llatior Disarmament Ccnfersnce, JCS drew atten-
tlcon te the recommended statement of US arms
cerntrol cojectives that they had submltted on

28 Oct 1950, whizh +they believed stilll valid.

They gave special consideration to the ACDA
recommenda+<ion that stratecgis delivery vehicles

be separaces Srcm ctner categeories of armaments

5C As 0 nezctlarte arn agreement with the Soviets,
Reducticns 1in tnese vehlcles, JCS belleved,

shouls pe lirked t¢ reductlens In Scviet conven-
“fcnal forcez, Tre ACZDA propssal on this poin

was inzonsiszent witn the stated US Pregram fo
Gere-al ard Cecmplete Disarmament, dated 25 Sep
1261, Otrer gereral -cmments made by JCS: (1)} any
disarmamert trogran calling for major initlal
reductions snculd bLe preceded ty demonstraticns

of a Sovier irntert 7 lessen exlisting tenslons;
(2 ar inspez=icr system for use with the dis-
armament trceram sneull be tested and functioning
Defore ary lrreversiyie reductions were maie;

(3" Cemmunist Chine must be brought Ir at a very
early sTtacze.

TC7 oLom-1
(12 Jan &2

—
Ut

2 tz SezDef, 28 Feb 52, JWF 3050
2,
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JC5 commented on 21 position papers prepared
for the 18-Nation Disarmament Confererice. They
offered no objection to seven of these, The
other 14 were "suitable as a polint cof departure
for initial negotiaticns,” although JCS drew
attention to scme divergencies from thelr pre- ,
viously stated views, The subjects of these
papers. were: - Simllaritles and Differences .
Between US and Soviet Approaches to and Programs
for Disarmament; Strateglc Nuclear Weapons
Delivery Vehicles; Outer Space; CBR Weapons; .
Measures to Contain and Reduce the Nuclear Threat;
Conventional Armaments and Tactical Nuclear
Delivery Vehicles; Armed Forces; Hucléar Test
Ban; Transfer of Nuclear Weapons; Verification;
International Disarmament Organizatlons; UN
Peace Force; Staging, Transition and Time Limlts;
Measures t{o Reduce the Risk of War by Accldent,
Miscalculation, Fellure of Communlcatlons or
Surprise Attack,

JCSM-170-62 to SecDef, 9 Mar 62, JUF 3050

18 'Jan 62) sec 2,

JCS submitted preliminary comments on tenta-
tive views expressed by ACDA in a letter of 22
March 1952 to Seclef, They noted that the
President, on ¢ iarch 1962, had established a

US position on disarmament calling for reductlon
of 30 percent of all armaments across the board,
as a first stage, and then urged that this
pogition ve urheld in detailed negotiations.

JCS took exception tc some of the criteria

used by ACDA in defiring armaments in various
categorles, They viewed the proposed elinina-
tion of AICBMs as a "grave risk, which could

jecpardlize US securlty,
tCF JUSM-230-52 to SecDef, 28 Mar 62, JMF 3050
24 Mar 52).

The Acting JCS Chalrman, GEN LeMay, told SecDef
that he opposed a crovisien 1n a draft treaty
cutline, proposed bty ACDA for tabling at the
18-Maticr Disarmanent Ccnference, calling for
destruction of all anti-misslle systems in
existence and prchirition of production and
testing cf such systems. The JCS, he polnted
out, had ccnsistently cbjected to the singling
out of AICBMs fer elimlnation. The proposal
apparently stemmed “rom the Foster Fanel plan,
which was ba=ed upon azceptanze of nuclear
parity; ar effective AICBM could upset this
parity and hence razZ tc be singled out for elim-
iration. 3JEN Leiav pcinted cut that the SecDefl
and JCS had “wice rejected the Foster Panel
plan, and tha: the President or 9 March 1962

rad rejected an ACTA proposel to single ouft
strategizc delivery vehicles for early reductlion,
preferrirz instead an across-the-board arms
reduction of 32 perzent as propcsed ty DOD and

- JCS, This acress--he-bcar?d reductlon would

reczgnize and azzept UZ nuclear superlority.

Defensive imprcvements such as an effective

AICBM 2could make ma'cr cen:tributien toward re-

duzing pcpualaticr lesses; therefere, the draf:
v sheuld make no reference to AICEM

FET;Cﬁtézzlse tc Zeclef, 29 Mar 62, JUF 2050
24 Mar 321,

102
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Commenting upon an ACDA draft dlsarmament treaty,
JCS held that the treaty format should be re-
arranged to conform to that of the 25 Sep 51 plan.
They opposed the tendency to introduce items
involving the US nuclear capability as the initilal
subjects for negotiation; this encouraged negotd -
attons toward immediate reductions 1in nuclear .
capability. JCS were concerned by recent practices
within the arms control community, which resulted
in measures being proposed without adequate time
for review by Interested agencles, A more
thorough evaluation sheuld pretede each proposal.
SH-247-62 to Seclef, Apr 62, JMF 3050
29 Mar 62) sec 1.

JCS commented on a draft treaty on "General
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World,'

. dated 9 April, which the ACDA intended to sub-

mlt to the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference,
They consldered it mecre nearly in consonance
with their views than the earlier draft, but
viewed with "grave concern” 1ts continued
rellance or. inspectlen by randem sampling--an
untested and zertroversial concept. The JCS
belleved that US securlty was ccntingent upon
provision for complete inspecticn, Other
features that they criticized included:
omission of Communist China, reducticn of arm-
aments by categories, elimination 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 ar. item of armament, and
some others,

EC} JCOM-259-h2 te SecDefl,
29 Mar 62) sec 2,

10 Apr 62, JMF 305C

JCS considered azze o

background papers { tne Declaretlon on Dlsarma-
ment, orn "'CBR Measures" and "Cuter Space,"
subjezt te inccerporatlon of the comments they
had submit-ed or 3 llaren 1952 [JCSM-170-62},

on correspeonding US positier papers for the
18_tation Disarmament Conference,

%CJ JCEi-272-52 tc SecDef, 16 Apr 52, JUF 3050 -

20 Sep A1 sen %,

able the two revised

°
=}

t
r

JC5 =2cmmenzed ¢rn certaln lssues relating to

<he dra®t <reaty cutline on disarmament tabled
a- Gerevz by the US Ielegaticn con 18 April 1352,
They pelisvesd that verificatior and 1lnspection

were essential, tut <nought that the "zonal"
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inspectlion system in the draft could be made to
gserve. They opposed the trend, whlch had
developed since 1961, toward negotlating the
reduction of the US nuclear capability in isola-
They nad misgivings over the proposal to
set up an Internaticnal Dissrmament Crganlzation
to verify reduction in armaments. In reply to
specific questions submitted to them, JCS 2
argued that the treaty shculd not provide for
reduction of military bases in Stage I; should ,
not define missile launching pads as "armaments';
and should include as parties mll states having
significant military capabllities, particularly
Communist China, They could not agree to any
force level reductions in Stage I below the
stated US position of 2.1 milllon men.

) M-389-62 to SecDef, 13 May 62, JMF 2050
529 Mar 52} sec 4,

~JCS commented on revised position papers for

the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference, They
reaffirmed the comments they had submitted

on § March 1962 (JCSM-170-52) on the original
drefts and recommended that the revisions be

amended tc reflect thelr views,

}CJ JCai1-435-A2 tc 3ecbef, 22 ¥Hay 62, JMF 3050
18 Jan 52} sec 3.

JCS commented in some detall on a background
paper, "Verification Reguirements," prepared
for the Declaration on Disarmament. They
believed that ACDA, 1n preparing the paper,
had watered down the requirements feor an effec-
tive verifizaticrn system, for the sake of
obtalning an agreement; they recommended
stronger provisicns, At the same time, JCS
commented on papers on "Peace Keeping" and
'Military Expenditures,” The first was
merely a histcrical review and needed nco com-
ment; %he second they Judged adequacte.

T) JCoH-d54.62 to SecPef, 1 Jurn &2, JMF 3050
30 Sep 61 sez 7,

b

JCS commented on the Implications of reduzing
milltary bases 1n 3Ztagce I of disarmament, as
provided in =he draf: <reazy tabled by the US
Delega:zicr at Gerneva con 17 april 1962, They
zoncludesd tha- "base reductions as a part of
disarmamert plannirg are not In the best inter-
ests of “he sezurisy cf “ne United States.”
US forces were "defensive and expeditlcnary
in rature, ccmml:ted to long external lines cf
cemmunizetieorn” and rejuiringe cverseas bases;
in zontrass, “ke Zinc-Soviet blos had "interngl
land-bridge lines ¢l 2cmmuntizaticr whizh facli-
izate the reestacvlishment of nlliltary bases
congurrently with the
creraticrs.
adversel:; gffecs
atandcnment cf sur Iorward strategzy wlth cer-
talr reverszicr <c 2 TFertress America concept.'
52, 27 Jur %2, DF 3050 {12 Jun 52)
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JC5 commented on a study by ACDA concerning

the application of criteria of "deatructive
capability" to naval vesaels, They believed
that any limitations should be pased on numbers
of shipe, not on tonnage. The role of the US
Navy, in mainteining control and freedom of

the Begs (ms contrasted with that of the Soviet
Navy, designed to harass and cut sea lines of

. communigcation) made it important that the US
.-retain complete flexibllity in determining the

size and configuration of retained ships,
Moreover, the relative impact on the Soviets of

.2 30 percent Stage I reduction would be greater
-with & numerical than with e tonnage limitation,.

-LB5-62 to SecDef, 2 Jul 62, JMF 3050
23 Jun 62).

A talking paper prepared for JCS use in discus-

. glone with SecDef, in connection with impending
‘resumotion of disarmament negotiations, argued

that, A\CDA, in previous internstional discusslons,
hed conelstently weakened the US positien, JCS
recommendations regarding inspection and verifi-
cation, nuclear parity, force levels, and other
matters had been ignored, JCS were frequently
given inadequate time to prepare their comments
or were asked to submlt recommendations on
various alternatives all of which were unac-
ceptable,

{This talking paper was approved, with minor
changes, on 6 July 1962,)

alking Paper re JCS 1731/586, 5 Jul 62,

Op-615B, JWF 3050 (14 Jun 62) (1).

DepSecDef requested JCS to study the implications
of force level reductions to 2.1, 1.9 and 1.7
million men. The resulting JCS conclusions were
less favorable to the reduction scheme than those
given in JCSM-437-61, 21 Jul 61. Currently, US
military strategy placed greater reliance on con-
ventional forces than in earlier years, Therefore,
708 believed the 2.1 million proposal to which the
US was committed should not be reduced, “pecause it
1= & last-ditch position below which the security
risk would be extremely dangerous.” Under the
terms of thie study, JCS belleved 2.57 million
would be reguired to man all armaments remaining
after 30 percent reduction in types of arms speci-
fied. Reductions to elther 2.1, 1.9 or 1.7 million
would lower manpower to & point where the credi-
bility of the US deterrent would be "dangerously
and progreasively impaired.” No redudtions should
be considered until: (1) worla tensicns were
significantly lessened for a sufficlent period of
time; (2) effective verification and control
systems were established; and (3) ‘Lommunist China
became & party tc the firat stage of disermament.
TTST’JEgﬁgu96-63 to SecDef, 7 Jul 62, JMF 305

14 Jun 62 -

) sec 1. o
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A JCS talking paper for a mesting with the
President contended that'ACDA had made "steady
efforts" to weakeii:the US position on ingpec-
tion and verification and on reduction of force

levels, The Soviets, on the other hand, had

shown no weakening in thelr attitude, Further
US concessions would probably be counterpro-

-ductive end would threaten US sscurity if put

into effect. . It was important that JCS views
on military consequences of disarmament pro-

. posals be 'solicited in time to allow them to

be fully considered, It wes recommended that
the US return to Geneve with & "stiffer atti-

tude."”.

3] e TkIng Peper for JCS-Pres meeting on
Resumed Disarmament Negotiations, 8 Jul 62, JMF
3050 (14 Jun 62) (1)

JCS commented on A draft treaty prepared by
ACDA, bannlng nuclear weapons tests in the
atmosphere, in outer Bpace, and under water,
I'hey noted that it did not provide for an
effective verificatlion system, Full reliance
for detection was placed on national systems;
no mandatory criteria or procedures for on-
gite inspection were laid down. It was not
responsive to the President's desire that pro-
vision be mede for inspections to detect
preparations for testling. The JCS favored 8
comprehensive treaty covering all environments,
with appropriate tnresholds to avoid. banning
tests that could not be detected .
—=14.62 to SecDef, il Jul o2, JWF 3050
6 Jul 623 sec 1. :

in reply to a request from ASD (154), JCS
commented on a revised draft (dated {1 Juiy
1962) of & comprehepnsive test pan treaty
prepared by ACDA. They considered that the
provisions for verification and detectlion were
excessively vague and resffirmed their view
that effective measures were eapential,- The
JC5 recommended insertion of a provision covering
inspection of preparations for nuclear testing.
YETEFCSHT?30-62 to SecDef, 19 Jul 62, MF 3050
& Jul 62) sec 1.

JCS commented upon 8 DOD news releacé of 7 Jul 62,

which had been widely interpreted to meen that

a sclentific breakthrough in underground nuclear

test detection techniques had occurred, which

permitted a mejor shift by the US at Geneva,

However, JCS felt thls was counterbalanced by

other technical considerations, to the extent

tnat no change in the US pesition regaerding -

sumber and locetion of control posStE was werranted.
~£-8.62 to SecDef, 26 Jul 62, JWF U613

21 Jul 623 e

JCS commented on & revised draft (dated 24 July

1962) of a comprehensive test ban treaty pre-

pared by ACDA. They apiticized 1t for 1ite

inclusion of weapons Tests that could not be

detected ("pronibition of undetectable tests

constitutes an unpoliced moratorium"), for

its vagueness concerning the detecztiorn system’

and on-site inspecticns, for leaving too much

to be decided later by &n internaticnal commiasicn,

17
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and for excessively involved withdrawal pro-
cedures. The JCS noted that the US seemed to
be relaxing 1ts position regarding the need for
an international system of verificatlicn and -
inspection, and they believed any such relaxa-'
tion was unjustified, The comments they had
made on the earlier draft of the treaty (JCSM-
530-62, 19 July 1962} were stlill pertinent and
were reaffirmed,

~614-62 to SecDef, 9 Aug 62, JMF 3050
Es Jul 62)

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

}S‘J_JCEM“S- 25-62 to SecDef, 15 Aug 62, JMF 3050
6 Jul 62} sec 2.

ASD (ISA) requested a supplemental study on
force levels, addressing the possibility of
civilianizing part of the current US armed forces,
JC8 concluded that a major program of civllian-
izaticn was nct feaslble at any of the pqrsonnel
levels currently under study - 2.57, 2.1, 1.9,
gnd 1.7 millieon, Cadrizaticn and mothballling
of combat unlts weould result in an uracceptable
loss of ceombat effectliveness. Also, such unite
could not be made combat-ready within the time
limits regulred by modern warfare,

M-p26-52 to SecDef, 17 aug 62, JMF 3050
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 armements) 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 propcsal to prohiblt preduction and
testing of new weapons during Stage I, which .
was intended to last three years but, they noted,
might last much longer 1f the agreement bogged
dowri, This latter conslderation pointed to the
vital importance of having Communist China be

g 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 systems. R
EET JCSHT§38-62 to SeclDef, 18 Aug 62, JMF 3050
29 pMar 62) sec 6,

ASD (ISA) requésted ccmments upon the latest )
ACDA drafts of the atmcspheric and ccmprehensive
test ban treaties, Ccncerning the latter draft,
dated 14 Aug 62, the JCS repeated their comments
concerning the ACDA 24 July draft (JCSM-614-€62 to
SecDel, § fugust 1362). Additionally, they
belleved that the requirement that contrel
stations be manned by nationals of the country
in which they were located cculd rnot be met Dy
underdeveloped states. Alsc, they doubted

that selsmic stations and communicatlcns net-
works could be constructed within tne short

time specified. As to the limlited test ban
treaty dated 17 Aug, JCS compared 1t with the
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7 Aug draft {critiqued in JCSM-625-62 of 15 Aug)
and urged reconsideration of the decision to
delete the provieion retaining the right to test

' underground. The JCS sgein objected to the

complicated and inhibiting withdrawal procedures,
“BU5-62 to SecDef, 22 hug 62, JMF 3050
€ Jul 62) sec 3.

C

;J If the issue wes raised, the US 3dHould
seek TO have the proposal transferred to the
18-nation Geneva Conference, where 1t could be
discussed within the context of general gnd

complete disarmament.

STSi TCTIM-719-62 to becDef, 14 Sep 62, JMF 3050
8 Sep 62) sec 1,
JCS commented on a memo by ACDA concerning non-
diffusion of nuclear weapons, The memo sald
that the Soviet Unlon might now be willing to
agree on a draflt declaration to be 1ssued on
this subject, and 1t outlined possible pro-
visions for such & declaration, o8 believed
that the potential disadvantages uf agreeing

to issue this declarastion fer outwelghed the
advantages. The Soviets had e strong incentive
not to ellow diffusion of nuclear weapona to
their allies, whom they could not trust; their
apparent willingness to reach egreement.-on the
subject was probably intended to create friction
within the Western alliance. JCS believed that
the proposed agreement, 86 outlined by ACDA,
d1d not provide adequete safeguards to insure
compliance. iThey essumed that many states
would eventually acquire a nuclear capablility;
it might be in the US interest to gssist friendly
atates in various ways

S —727-62 to Secuef, 18 Sep 62, JWF 3050
23 Aug 52}.

JOS noted that ACDA plarnned to reexamine us
positions on disarmament during a recess ln
the Geneva Conference (8 Sep-12 Nov £2). On
rhe basis of the trend of the past two years,
JCS expressed fear that thls review might be
oriented toward ideveloping "more negotiatle
and politically expedient proposals.” They
noted that, while the Soviets had stood pat,
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the US had gradually moved toward accommodation
to Soviet viewe. Specific examples of this
process were cited, Moreover, ACDA had had a
tendency to put forth negotlating positions
before the basic proposals had been thorocughly
evaluated, JCS favored & review of US posltions
on disarmament, but they belleved the purpose
should be to clarify US policy end to strengthkn

the su ortin% arguments,

. —732-62 to SecDef, 19 Sep 62, JMF 3050
525 Aug 627.

Having reexamined the question of base reduc-
tions, JCS reaffirmed views atated in JCSM-
485-62 of 27 June 1362. They recommended that
the US adopt the position that "any base reduc-
.tion must come as an unnegotiated consequence

of reductions of tensions, armaments, and force
levels."

] T-T41-62 to SecDef, 29 Sep 62, JHMF 3050
§12 Jun 62} sec 2.

Commenting further on the gquestlon of a non-
diffusion agreement, the Chairmen reaffirmed
the JCS views expressed on 18 Sep 62 (JCSM-
727-52) and amplifled them., The JCS believed,
he sald, that even the discussion of such an
agreement would be inedvisable, because of 1its
effect on the Western Allies. They alsc believed
that the dangers of proliferation were over-
dbawn, andé doubted that an agreement on non-.
tranafer could ir any way affect the Chinese
Communists' nuclear development prcgram. The'
proposed declarstion might have an adverse
effect on multilateral control of nuclear

weapons.
ESTEUMTTfae to SecDef, 3 Oct 62, JMF 3050
23 Aug 62)

'JCS\bommented on a suggestion that the US take
the initietive in prcposing "nuclear-free" or
"missile-free" zones in Latin America. As the
Chairman had already told SecDef crally, the
JCS believed that the US should neither pro-
pose nor accept such a plen, because (1) there
was nc assuresnce that 1t would lead to prompt
removal cf missiles from Cuba, (2} it would
degrade US military flexibility "in our own
back yerd" while having no comparable effect
on the USSR, and (3) the Soviets, having nothing
to lcse, would welcome discussion of the proposal.
The US shculd focus or the current lssue--the
need to remove the missllies from Cubs--and not
allow itself tec be involved in endless argumentcs
with other countries, If forced to negotlate,
the US should agree to discuss & 'nuclear-free"
zone eonly aftar the Cuban misslles were remode.
37 JCSI-325-62 to SecDef, 256 Oct 62, JMF 3050
}25 Oct 62),

JCS commented or 2 proposed realigrment of weapons
detaticrns to separate them from populeticn centers
in the NATG and Warsaw Pact areas, They con-
cluded that such realignment wes undesirable, It
would 1mpose tactical limitatlcns on the abllicy
of deployed ferces to accomplish assigned missions.
While the change might induze the enemy to use
sourterforze strategy, the berefits of this
would be reallzed only 1f the Soviets stockpliled
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.a "world-wide" rather than a "continental

and used discriminate weapons, Rather than
reducing tensions, it would lncrease apprehen-
sion of war, since it would expose NATO armed
forces to attack by an enemy "undeterred by

the prospects of a fruitless victory."
-B03-62 to SecDef, 10 Nov 62, JMF 3050
512 Jun 62) sec 3. '

)
In response to a reguest by ASD (ISA), the JCS
asseased the mlilitary impact of proposals to
create nuclear-free or missile-free zones.
They believed that such zones would work to
the detriment of the United States, whichh as
power, had deployed 1ts strateglc 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 Unlon & considerable
difficulty in targeting. A nuclear-free 2zone
would sacrifice these advantages and force the
US back to its continental base, bringing about
a "disastrous reversal of the situation existing
today." Moreover, the capabllitles of US forces
would be gravely weakened if they were not able
to deploy tactical nuclear weapens. The JCS
observed that & missile-free zone would be some-
what less damaging to the US than a nuclear-
free zone. However, the US should opposé, and
certainly should not lnitiate, propesals of

elbther fype, .
YST‘?ESH%§77-62 to SecDef, 10 MNov 62, JMF 3050
25 Qct 62). ‘

The JCS were asked to comment upon ACDA papers
addressing ways to reduce the risk of war by
accident, miscalculation or communications
failure. 1In response, they said that agreement
to provide advance notification of military
movements and maneuvers could have "seriocus
disadvantages." While the Soviets operated on
interior lines, the US required mobility in
order to support 1ts allies. Therefore, accep-
tance of this propesel c¢could compromise abllity
to make rapld deployments, Indeed, the JCS
believed military maneuvers were not a signlf-
icant measure pearing on the risk cf war by
mccident or miscalzulation and hence sphould not
be the subject of international déiscussion,

IM-511-62 to SecDef, 17 Hov 62, JMF 3050

23 Oct 62) sec 2.
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In response to an ASD (ISA) request for comments
on draft articles and revisions of a disarmament
treaty prepared by ACDA, JCS sald these contained
important concessions contrary to their previous
recommendations. The article on reduction of
armed forces omitted specific reference to verifl-
Language on re-
duction of military bases and facillitiles should
awalt completion of pending study. Finally,
transfer of fissionabtle materials to peaceful pur-
poses should be in egual amounts by the US and-
USSR and be contingent upon cessatlon of producticn.
Therefore, JCS believed this draft treaty should
be held in abeyance pending further study.

~-0-63 to Secbhef, 5 Jan 63, JMF 3030
515 Dec 62}.

Providingz a study requested by ASD (ISA) on the
subject of general disarmament cuts greater than
30 percent, JCS concluded that even a 30 percent
reduction of armaments in conjuncticn with Stage I
manpower limitations would be generally destablli-
2ing and disadvantageous for the Free World. Any
reductions greater than this would "gravely imperil®
Free Werld security during Stage I disarmament.
Also, the exclusion of Communist China from these
agreements would jeopardize US ablility to, defend
1ts interests in the Far East and was therefore
militerily unjustifiable.
:Iﬁi JC3M-57-63 to Secbef, 23 Jan 63, JMF 3050
15 Mar 62) sec 2.

In view of the need for a US response to a proposal
to provide advance notificatlon 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-911-62,
17 Hov 62. As a diplomatic countermove, they
recommended development of & proposal linking an
advance notification mezsure with agreements to
exchange military misslons and cobservation pests,
This would offset advantages the Scviet 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
"econfidence building" measure; they belleved the
Cubar missile crisis had demonstrated the import-
ance of the ability to make timely and unheralded
deployments.

TCTUS05-63 to Seclef, 1 Feb 63, JMF 3050
(23 Oct 6z) sec 3. _
In & memorandum to SecDef JCS said they understoed
that ACDA was givinz serious conslderation to
radical alterations in the US position expressed
in the 27 Aug b2 draft treaty. JCS analyzed these
supposed changes and concluded that toc few on-site
inspections were being ccnsidered; that unwarranted
reliance was being placed on unproven "black boxes";
that effeetiveness of the Atomic Energy Declassifi-
cation 3ystem was uncertalin; and that on-gite
inspection would be hindered by allowing the accused
state tc declare tnat a suspected event lay in &
sensitive security area. The JCS considered that

22



3ﬁ/§eb 63
ot ve D&
TBT

Moratorium

Verification

\.’25 Feb 63

Cﬁ{ A&?{j-&ga—

TET

A var 63
AR
ofi AP

Force

Reductions
(Medium
Eomters )

~ﬁ¢;+i%’F-1§Etn?ET-.-”“”f

such inadequate verification would "virtually
provide an invitation to the Soviet Union to
evade the treaty."

-97-63 to SecDef, 2 Feb 63, JMF 3050
’29 Jan 63;.

In response to an ASD (ISA) request for comments
on an ACDA position paper regarding & test ban °
treaty, JCS recommended extensive modification.:
They believed three cardinal principles must
govern any test ban treaty. First, 1t must in-
corporate a detectlon, identification, and
inspection system adequate to insure "the highest
feasible probability" of discovering violations.
Second, testing that could not be detected should
not be prohibited. Third, withdrawal procedures
should be simple. It had not been demonstrated
tha* the ACDA system provided a "reasonable
chance" for detecting evasions; this system would
allow an unpoliced moratorium below the detecticn
threshold. Alsc, 1t would prohibit withdrawal
from the treaty for tnree years, which would be
counter to US interest 1if the treaty was found
unsatisfactory.

1-136-63 to SecDef, 16 Feb 63, JMF 3050

11 Feb 63) sec 2.

In response to a request from ASD (ISA), JCS
reviewed an ACDA draft test ban treaty an
reccmmended the following changes: (1) labera-
tory and propulsion tests should be permitted;
(2% requirement for an internaticnal commissicn
should be eliminated; (3) means of inspectlon
should be given further study; (4) inspection
should be ellowed without submission by the
reguesting party of substantiating selsmic data;
(5) the US/UK and USSR each should have a guota
of inspections on the territory of the other;
(6) withdrawal should require only 60 days rather
than six months.

TST‘UESM?I60-63 toc SecDef, 22 Feb £3, JMF 3050
11 Feb 63) sec H.

ASD {IS4) requested appraisal of an ACDA prepesal
tha® the US and USSR destroy 30 B-47s/Badgers per
month. The JCS stated that the destruction of B-47
operational airgraft would cause a serlous
reduction in US strategic striking power. The
clear military risks of this course of action would
not be compensated for by any small gains accruing
from its merits as a disarmament measure. The JCS
opposed the latest ACDA propcsal because:

(1)} owing to impertant targeting and cross-
targeting conslderaticnsnct approoriate for this
document, 1t would present military problems of
a serious magnitude.

(2) Even if a 1 July 19€3 starting date for
destructicn wenme agreed upon, it would be i
physically impessible to satisfy the ACDA reguire-
ment %o destroy aircraft only from the active
inventory.

{3) The ACDA arguments cpposing the rehabllita-
tion of B-UTs in inactive sterage did not outwelgh
the military disadvantages of a more rapid phase-
out cof 2-87s. .

, -126-63 to Sechef, 8 Mar 63, JiF 3050
t? Tec 62) sec 1,
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In response to 8 request by ASD (ISA), JCS
commented upon the most recent ACDA draft test
ban treaty, dated 11 Mar 63, in light of the
principles they had stated in JCSM-136-63 -
(16 Feb 63) and JCSM-160-63 (22 Feb 63). As.
previously stated, JCS felt that & primary
deficiency lay in the prohibition of tests that
were undetectable. Also, the requirement for
detection of an event. by four seismic statlons-
in order to justify on-site inspection seemed
unduly restrictilve. Further, power of the
Inspection commission to visit territory of a
nonpermanent member (1.e., other than US, UK
and USSR) should be assigned by quocta since any
reguirement for & majority vote might allow
establishment of &8 sanctuary country. Finally,
withdrawal procedures still were_unduly restric-
tive. In sum, JCS belleved there was "insuffi-
cient reliability" in the proposed treaty to
give the US "adequate assurance" of detecting

and fixing responsiblility for treaty evasions.
= ?u-sa to SecDef, 19 Mar 63, JMF 3050
11 Feb 63) sec 5. A ‘
JcS commented on -an AEC naoerE: . | ) /.4/

Since the /')_
Soviets could make major lmproveme ts threugh
clandestine tests, the JCS believed the cumula-
tive result of slow Sovlzt progress, while the
US made no comparable gain, "eould result in a
decided end possibly irreversible advantage."
In view of the gravity of the test ban 1ssue, JCS
recommended & more comprehensive examination
before the US made any further commitments with

respect to & test ban treaty.
%TS%'JﬁEETEMI-63 to SecDef, Z1 Mar 63, JMF 3050
11 Feb 63) sec 3.

In response to a request by ASD (ISA), the JCS

reviewed an ACDA study proposing a separable first

state of general disarmament having primary appli-

cation to the HNorth Atlantic/European area. JCS

considered thils to be 2 completely new approach

made in order to accommodate Soviet desires for (1)

rapld disarmament, (2) emphasis on nearly total

reduction of nuclear delivery systems, and (3) de-

emphaels of inspection and internaticonal peace-

keeping machinery. The JCS believed thie would

destroy any hope fecr acceptance of current US pro-

posalse for balanced, phased, safepguarded disarma-

ment, oriented to the continuation of & favorable

political and strategic balance. ACDA had recom-

mended acceptance of nuclear rarity, producticn

cut-off for major armaments, compression of the

arms reduction period to two years, and verification
through inspectien of production facilitiles and of

weapons destruction rather than verifying retained /
levels. J 77 ’ . g—

- . jj There-
fore, JCS recommended thet the paper be rejected
as dangercus te national eecurity. Instead, the US

-ls
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should adhere to its present position of 30
percent acroas-the-board first-stage reduction
in armaments, seek one-for-one replacement of
weapons rather than production cut-off, and
adhere {irmly to the principle of verification
and inspection of retained armament levels.
$37'3t3ﬁ72h7-63 to SecDef, 23 Mar 63, JMF 3050
17 Mar 63) sec 2.

v B Apr‘ﬁa e Jcs récommended that the US approach to any dis-
. 4 I) - armament inspection arrangement should be to
cdl v establish an organization independent of ACDA,
i staffed largely by military officers and monitored
Verification by a8 high-level steering committee. They observed

that ACDA was the crincipal advocate of the dls-
armament agreement; if 1t were alsoc to be charged
with monitoring and evaluating Soviet compliance,
"y clear conflict of interest would be created.”
The US must exerclse extreme vigilance while re-
ducing its military capabilities; & quasi-military
organization might best fulfill this need,
ch‘jESﬁ?§7u-63 to SecDef, B Apr 63, JMF 3050

18 Feb 63)

1

V/éb Apr 63 Oof their own fnitlative, JC3 addressed the lasue
of whether m~r nct a test ban was in the national
interest. The US was on the verge of developing

"olean" warneads and was progresslng toward pure

TET . fusion warheads. These components, particularly
important for tactical uses and effective ABMs,
could be developed through underground tests,.
while the US observed a meratorium, however, the
USSR might test clandestinely below the US detec-
tion threshold. If the Soviets did make tech-
nelogical, advances and gained sole possession of
an ABHM, they could "increase substantially" thelr
military pressure upon the Free World., It was
apparent that the Sovlets would not agree to any
tegt ban providing essential guarantees of verifi-
cation and inspection., Therefore, JCS considered
that a treaty without a detection threshold under
which the US could.legally test would not now be
in the national interest.

3- M-327-63 to SecDef, 20 Apr 63, JMF 3050
511 Feb 63) sec 7.

u/{3 Jun 63 ASD (ISA) requested ccmments oni an ACDA draft
ka 0 a’ ~ test ban treaty, dated 2L May 63. JCS noted there
. ()ﬂ - were ro significant changes from the drafte of 11
and 23 March; all three contained no provislon
TET for allowing tests below the threshold of detastion,

JCS argued that this treaty could allcy the Sovlets
te conduct "highly significant and valuable"

1
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clandestine tests, which might easily enable them
to move ahesd of the US in areds of military

importance. Accordingly, JCS stated that adoption .

of the treaty in ite present form would be con-

tra to US security interests,
Bhg-63 to SecDef, 13 Jun 63, JMF 3050
511 Feb 63) sec 8.

1CS commented on & draft atatement to be used by
‘Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) before the
Stennis Subcommittee. They suggested modifi-
cations and warned that, even with these changes,
the statement should not pe consldered as an
expression of JCS views on the subject of US/USSR
military balance, which would be furnished later.
They made the following comments on the paper:

(1) Ite analysis of the Possible gains to be
achieved through ".neating,’ by clandestine tests,
was incomplete. :

(2) 1t underestimated the probable future
effect of advances 1D nuclear technology on
weapons sy3tems. .

(3) It falled to reflect the close relation-
ship between offenslive snd defensive capabllitles,
that is, strateglc delivery vehicles and ABM
systems.

(4) It appeared to be contradictory, 1f1 that
1t agsumed & condition of mutual strategic deter-
rence but at the same time postulated that
tacticdl nuclear weapons would not be decisive 1n
g limited war because escalation would be likely

toﬁs%ér.

In summary, the JCS disagreed basically" with
what the draft statement sald about the effect on
the military balance, both of contlnued unrestricted
testing and of clandestine Soviet testing under the

roposed test ban treaty.
ETS-RUI TCsM-L62-63 to Sechef, 17 Jun €3, JMF 3050
6 Jun 63) sec 2.

jcs forwarded to SecDef a copy of the JCS comments
on the nuclear test ban treaty submitted by them
to the Preparedness Investigatling Subcommittee of
the Senate Armed Forces Committee. This statement
had been formally approved by the Jes on 20 June.
1963, but it was still under study and. subject

to modification.

The statement indicated that the JCS were not
opposed to & “truly effective” treaty scontaining
"effective safeguards." However, the JCS found
the following deficiencles in the draft treaty:

(1) Most significant of 81l, it would prohibit
all tests, including those having essentlally no
probabillity of detection; this would prohibit the
US from teating while allowing the Soviets to
test clandestinely
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(2) The quota of seven on-site inspections was
too few,

(3) The provisions governing on-site inspec-.

‘tions were too restrictive.

(4} Withdrawal should be allowed xfter 60
days, not 120,

The JCS argued that, through clandestine
testing, the Soviets could make grest advances

and relegate the US to & position of inferiority =

in both strategic and tactical weapons. This
JCS view had been put forth during the drafting
of the treaty.

- SM-463-63 to SecDefl, 22 Jun 63,
JMF 3050 (& Jun 63? sec 2.

For CJCS use at an HSC Meeting on 9 Jul 63, a
talking paper was prepared that summarized JCS
positions on the followlng subjects: Proposal ta
ban weapons of mass destruction in orbit; pro-
posal. to halt production of fissionable materials, -

- under appropriate safeguards; proposal to trans-

fer fissionable materials to peaceful uses; pro-
pesal for p-47/Badger destruction; proposal for
exchange of military missions; proposal for ad-
vance notification of military movement and
maneuvers; proposal to declare denuclearized zone;
proposal to use budgetary data to check lintitations
on armaments, ' ‘

1 -7-15-63, 9 Jul 63, JMF 3050 (9 Jul 63)

C

E(,'KF)\'C‘-"I"-—I?-'Sa {rev.) S Jul 63; JF '305'?!'(9 Jul 63)
1). .

ASD (ISA) regquested the JCS to review & draft
memo for the president prepared by ADCA on the
destruction of medium bombers. This propesal.
provided for the destructicn of 32 E-47s per:
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month, and it had been approved by SecDef on
23 May 63. The JCS repeated reservations express-
ed previously {most recently in JCosM-186-63, 8 Mar
63), that B-47s should not be removed from the
active inventory ahead of the phase-out program in
crder to provide alrcraft for the ACDA proposal.
Also, the proposal should be gpecifically restricted
to B-A7s and Badger:, in order to precluce destruc-
tion of later-model aireraft such as the B-58.
Finally, agreement to continue monthly destructlon
jnto & third year should be deferred until the end
of the two-year program

~579-63 to SecDef, 27 Jul 63, JMF 3050
7 Dec 62) sec 2,

At CJCS reguest, J-5 prepared & list of principles
and criteria surrounding an acceptable disarmament
treaty. After reviewlng this study, the JCS
questioned two underlying assumptions 1n its terms
of reference: (1) that an eqgualizatlon-of-forces
dlsarmament program between NATO ané the Warsaw

Pact would maintain stablllity; (2} that deterrence
could be established by abstention of each side

from measures to defend its population and industrial
areas. JCS contended that equalization of forces
would not lead to stabllity; the concept of nuclear
equalization was “counter to the time-tested US
policy of malntaining nuclear superiority.” In fact,
equalization between such unlike alliances as NATO
and the Warsaw Pact was not practically attainable,
JCS considered that deterrence vas hest achleved
through retention cf 2 capabllity to engage and
defeat the enemy at all levels of conflict in any

eographic area.
§3753E3§87-63 to CJCS, T Aug 63, JMF 3050
9 Jul 63). )

JCS informed Senator Richard B. Russell, Chalrman,
Senate Committee on Armed Services, that they had
developed criterla for testing the adequacy of
plans and Crograms in supcecrt of the treaty safe-
guards included in thelr statement on the limlted
test ban treaty made TC the Preparedness Investi-
gating Subcommittee.

The four safeguards were: (1) the conduct of
continuing underground nuclear tests; (2) the
maintenance cf laboratory facilities and programs
in thecresical and exploratory nuclear technology;
{3) the maintenance of facilities and resources
necessary te resume atmospheric tasts promptly, if
needed; (L) the improvement of the Us capabllity to
moniter the terms of the treaiy. The JCS set forth
the criterla that they believed should be applicable
to insure the adeguacy of +hege safeguards.

T Itr, CJCS to Sen Russell. 23 Aug 63, JMF 305C
515 Aug 63) sec 1.
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ACDA asked whether aerial reconneissance was sgble
to detect concentrations and preparatlons for a
Soviet attack in Europe. The JCS indicated that
available US recce squadrons could "possibly”
provide the necessary survelllance, but they
recommended intensified low-altitude coverage

and inclusion of non-US NATO units. JCS emphasized,
however, that aerial inspection alone did not con-

stitute an effective verification system for -

policing a .force-level agreement. Also, the ablility
to detect enemy force concentrations would net
necessarily gilve advance warning of surprise attack;
i1t would be important to guard against the false
sense of securlty engendered by an air inspection

_agreement,

¥T57‘333ﬂ7673§63 to SecDef, 29 Aug 63, JMF 9160/2410
(12 Aug 63).

JCS replied to several requests from ASD (ISA) for
comment on varlous matters. One was the establish-
ment of ground and airfield cbservation posts. In
JCSM~170-62, 9 March 1962, JCS had stressed that the
US should develop its own position on this matter
in some detall before seeking agreement wilth the
Soviets. To aid in developing a position, JC3 had
undertaken to develop an outline plan for estab-
lishing observation pests; pending i1ts avallability,
they believed that the US should avold detalled
negotilations with the USSR or with i%ts oyn allles.

JCS also provided comments on the feollowing
proposals prepared as alternatives to a Sovlet
proposal c¢f EB November 1958:

{1} Agreement limited to control posts alone:
This would reduce considerably the possibility of
detecting a rapid concentration of forces for a
surprise attack, but would be acceptable as a
separate agreement 1f (a} the contrel posts were
located and operated so as to provide optimum
safeguards against surprise attack, and (b} the
procedures for advance notificaticn, 1f any, were
restricted to military movemente directly related
=5 NATO and did not include NATO-assigned sub-
marine movements or unilateral US force deploy-
ments outside the area of Allled Command Europe-
Warsaw Pact.

(2) Agreement limited to control posts plus

‘merial photography: Thils should be sought 1in

preference tc (1) above. The aerial surveillance
should be carried out on a 24-hour, all-weather
basis, with no restriction on sensing equipment.
The zone cf aerial cbaervation should be as large
as possible., Megotiations on ground observaticn
posts should seek provislon for the use of unarmed
aircraft to augment the capability of those posts.
{3) Agreement providing for control posts, aerial
photograchy, and a resducticn of fereign troops 1in
Europe: The US should oppose any majer reducticn
or limitation ,cf NATO forces in Eurcpe untll the
causes ¢f world tensiorn had teen reduced and an
adequate verificaticn system tec pellice any ferce
reductlon agreement was in cperation. An agree-
ment cn observaticn posts could be a first step
toeward achievement of this otjective. Further, all
proposals to reduce troops in Eurcpe must be
arelyzed tc make certain that they did net place
NATC at & military disadvantage because of the
shorter Soviet lirzs ¢f communicaticn., ASSulming
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reduction in the causes of world tensions, any
major troop reductions would also have to be
evaluated in terms of their impact on NATO
. strategy and force planning. A significant
general purpose force reduction would result in
greater rellance upon nuclear weapons and could
lead to a downward trend in Europe's defense
efforts at a time when the US was seeking to
further build up 1ts forces - :

Concerning & specific plan to reduce forelgn
troops in Eurcpe to five divisions on each side,
JCS said this might be acceptable if 1t followed
establishment of cbservatlon posts, aerlal sur-
velllance, and adeguate verification procedures.
It.would require 2 British, -2 French, and 2
Belgian divisions to withdraw from West Germany
to their naticnal boundaries. The Sovieta would
have to withdraw 15 divisions from East Germany;
hence NATO would make a relative gain, However,
there was a risk that the Soviets might station
volunteers cr disguised units within East Germany.

(4} Agreement providing for control posts,
aerial surveillance, and reduction of forelgn
trocps in Europe, and removal.of weapons of mass
destruction from Germany: This would be unaccept-
able, since there appeared to be no satisfactory
method of determining the yileld of nuclear war-
heads "by verification procedures that would be
acceptable from a security (restricted data) point
cf view. Further, there 1s no present indication
of Soviet weapons of mass destruction in East
Germany.” |

{8) Agreement providing fcor observation posts
including airfields, but without aerial inspection,
and for reduction of forces by one-third in
Germany rather than in Europe: Airfields should
be included among the observaticn posts, but
aerial inspection should not be eliminated. The
reduction of forelgn forces by one-third 1in
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 trocp reduction would be acceptable
if its size were left to be determined after a
successful period of operatien of effective obser-
vation posts and aerlal inspectlon,

Based on the above analysis,. JCS .belleved that
the US should offer a comprehensive alternative
to the Soviet proposal that would prevent NATO from
becoming immediately involved in dlscussing troop
reducticons in Europe or removal of weapons of mass
destruction from Germany. A proposal should be
sought that was more compatible with NATO "politi-
cal sensitivitles and military planning." It
should be based on the fundamental principle that
the first- step toward agreement bstween the two
blocs should be to acquire agreed knowledge of the
military forces and mcvements of the other slde,
beginning with a comprehensive control and inspec-
tion plan for the HATO and Warsaw Pact areas. The
inspectlecn area snhould be as large as posslble;
aerial inspection. observation posts with team
mobility, and overlapping radar coverage should be
included, but th2re shculd be no ccntrol or inspec-
tion of nuclear weapens as such. Such a2 plan;, in
the JCS 7iew, wculd te meore accertable than any of
the alternatives suggested; 1t would be limited 1n
sccpe, but would provide for reduction in the

et
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causes of tension and would provide a basis for
testing Soviet intentions before further steps
were taken,

- - 85-63 to SecDef, 3 Sep 63, JMF 4991
slo Aug 63) sec 1.

fJCS_;;¥warded to Seclef a detalled plan, premised
4n.7CSM-685-63 of 3 Sep 63, for observation posts
in Warsaw Pact countries, The Appendix furnished
a list of desired locations, as well as proposed
composition and functione of mobile observation
teams. JCS stated that analysis indicated that
observation posts, coupled with moblle observation
teams and aerial surveillance, could provide a
measure of warning agalnst conventional (but not
nuclear) attack. Satisfactory mobllity and com-
munications constituted the keys to a militarily

useful system,
)3) JCSH-T73-63 to SecDef, &4 Oct 63, JMF 4931
10 Aug 63) sec 2.

ASD (ISA)} reguested comments on a draft memo for
the Committee of Deputies and upen a propesal pre-
sented by Mr. Gromyko regarding weapons in space.
In order to lessen the possibility of disadvantage-
ous amendments, JCS favored a bllateral agreement
rather than a resolution in either the !N or the
18-nation meeting. Alsc, they preferred a decla-
ration of intenticns to a formal treaty qr joint
executlve agreement, because nc means exlsted to
verify USSR compliance with bamning cof orbital
wemapons of mase destruction. Further, JCS feared
that agreement might lead to a diminution of the
US military space effort, with dangerous results;
measubtes should be taken to prevent this. PFinally,
any Jjoint declaration sheould contaln a withdrawal
provision. As tc the Soviet proposal, JCS thou$ht
it should refer tc "weapons of mass destruction'
rather than "objects carrying nuclear weapens."
Qther changes were outliined in an Appendix.

M-785-63 to Sechef, 7 Oct 63, JMF 3050
1 Oct 63) sec 1,

'JCS repeated their criticisms of the draft "Treaty
oy General and Complete Disarmament" tabled by the

~US at Geneva in April 1962. Stage I was inadequate

for three reasons: there was ne provision for
participation by Cemmunist China and all other mili-
tarlily significant states; there was no requirement
for an effective control organization to be 1in
prlace pricr tc the start of reductions; limitaticns
precluded testirng cf prototypes and modernlzation
of retained armaments. Additionally, the treaty
outline described a veriflicatlon system that hacd
nct been proved rellable, and i1t lacked a clause
allowling rapld withdrawal. At the end of Stage IIT,
glso, defense of the US would te entrusted to the
Unilted Hatlens, JC3 belleved that dlsarmament
should progress ty rhased measures, beginning with
the following progression: cbservation ctosts with
"limited mobllity; partial aerial survelllance;
mebile observatlion teams; full aerial survelllance.
Af'ter these steps had been successfully tested,

the nucleus of an inspection system for arms con-
trol agreements wcould exist., However, JCS belleved
the draft Genersl and Complete Disarmament Treaty
presented "an unwarranted risk" to US security be-
cause c¢f the "vague, inccmplete and untested safe-

uards described therein."
M-776-03 tc Seclef, B 0Oct 63, JMF 3050
5 Ju 63) (B).
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The Special Assistant for Arma Control (SAAC)
submitted & report commenting on & letter of

29 Aug 63 from Director, ACDA, which had listed
US proposals tabled (or authorized for tabling)
at the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference and
8t111 pending there. SAAC summarized the JC3
position on each of these proposals, as pre-
viously expressed, and in some cases provided
evaluations of the propcosals-in the light of
the JCS viewe. The subjects of the proposala

were as follows:

TT1} outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty
on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peace-
ful World: JCS views were stated in JCSM-269-62,

. 10 Apr 62; JCSM-389-62, 19 May 62. The preaent

outline, though revised several times, was objec-
tionable to JCS because i1t: did not provide for
participation in Stage I by Communlst China;. did
nct provide for an effective control organization
to be operational before Stage I began; involved
an untested verification system (Zenal Inspection
Concept); listed armaments in a manner disadvanta-
geous to the US (by highlighting strategle nuclear
delivery vehicles and AICBMsz}; incorporated
limitations in Stage I that would preclude modemm-
izaticn of authorized armaments and testing of
lmproved armaments; and would not allow US with-
drawal for reasonable cause and without undue
delay. The JCS position was that dilsarmament
should progress gradually and should reqiire the
USSR to display 1ts sincerity; also that there
should be an effective verification system,

{2) Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons in
the Atmosphere, Quter Space, and Underwater:

This draft was no longer relevant owing to the
present Limited Test Ban Treaty. JCS views on
the latter were that the risks inherent 1in 1t
could be accepted if adequate safeguards were
established.

(3) Draft Treaty Banning Weapons Tests in All
Environments: The ACDA version was unsatisfactory
to JCS primarily because it weould prchilbit all
tests, including those having essentizally no proba-
bility of detection (thus preventing the US from
testing while allowing the Soviets to teat clan-
destinely). 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 Fissionable
Material: JCS views had been expressed on 23 Mar
61 ,3CSM-1B2-£1) and reaffirmed on 3C Aug 61;
also 5 Jan 63 (JCSM-9-63).

{5) Transfer of Fissionable Materlal: JCS .
views had been expressed in JCSM-137-62, 24 Febd
62, and JCSM-2-63, 3 Jan 63,

(6) Military Expeditures: JCS views in
JCSHM-53-62, 23, Jan 62,

{(7) Destruction of Medium Jet Bombers: JCS
had "emphasized that B-47 aircraft should not be
removed from active inventory ahead of the phase-
ocut rrogram in order to provide flyable aircraft
for the ACDA proposal"; had noted that destruction
of medium jet bombers, if approved, should be
restricted to E-L7/BATGER aircraft, and should
not include later mecdel zireraft auch as the B-58;
and had consldered that eny agreement tc continue
the menthly rate of destruction into a third year

should be deferred untll the end of the two-year
program.
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{8) Reductlon of Armaments in Stage -I: JCS
had commented in JCSM-638-62, 18 Aug 62;
JCSM-57-63, 23 Jan 63; JCSM-247-63, 23 Mar 63
OQuter Space: JCS views expressed in
JCsM-785-63, T Oct 63. .

(10) Risk of War Measures: Risk of war
measures contained in Section F of Stage I
comprised five elements, of which one (rapid
communications between Chiefs of State)} had
already been implemented. The remaining four,
and JCS views thereonh, were:

(a) Advance Notification of Military Move-
ments and Maneuvers: See JCSM-96-63, 1 Feb 63
(reaffirmed 30 Aug 63).

(b) Establishment of Observation Posts:

JCS -had no reservations except tc stress that,
before seeking agreement with Soviets, the Allies
should be consulted (JCSM-685-63, 3 Sep 63). JCS
had developed, and forwarded to SecDef, a plan
for establishment of observation posts, moblle
inspection teams, and aerial survelllance.

(c¢) Exchange of Military Missions: JCS
had no objection (see JoSM-911-62, 17 Nov 62).
However, they noted that an exchange between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact could be turned into
a form of recognition of the German Democratic
Republic (GDR). On the whole, JCS considered
the proposal desiratle provided detalls ware
negotiated on a basis of exact reciproclty.

(&) Establishment of an International Com-
mission to recommend further measures to reduce
the risk of nuclear war by accident, miscalcu-
laticn, or fallure of communications: 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
gettlement of fundamental issues with the Soviets.

(12) Non-Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons:

JCS views were contained 1in JCSM-T27-62, 18 Sep
62, but were currently being reexamined.

(13) stage I Reductlon of Armed Forces: JCS
views expressed 1in JCSM-480-62, 2 Jul 62, and
JCSM-0-63, 5 Jan 63. The draft treaty was
cbjectionable because 1t did not refer to verifl-
pcation of retained force 1evels and called for
beginning of force jevel reductions before the
parties exchanged declarations concerning exist-
ing levels, )

The SAAC report went cn to 1ist general
criteria established by JCS in Qctober 1963 as
necessary for any acceptable arms control and
dlsarmament propesals. These criteria were as
follows:

{1} Reduction of world tenslons should rrecede
any measures that would significantly reduce US
military capabllity.

(2) Agreements requiring significant reduction
in US military capatility must proevide for the
following before telng implemented by the US:

{a) All militarily significant states must
agree to particlipate ]

(b) An effective yerification system must
pe established.

() An effective control organizatilon must
be established anc preraticnal

(3) ' _k
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The agreement should preclude any state
or group of states from gaining a military advan-
tage that would adversely affect US vital interests.

(5) There should be evidence that it was to the
gelf-interest of particlipating nations to observe
the treaty under conslderation.

(6) Disarmament should proceed at a rate that
did not Jecpardize US security. ANy agreement
should provide for disarmament by stages, each
properly safeguarded and with a2 definite time
1imit, and for yerification of the implementation
of[?agh gtage before transition to the next.

S Ty

(8) Any agreement should per;;L Us withdrawal
for reasonable cause and without undue delay.

} In the initlal phase of armaments-reductlon,
the power balance should be menticned, and the US
base structure should not be substantially altered.

(10) Military research and development should
be permitted, at least during the early phases. of
‘disarmament.

(11) Limitatlons on armament production must not
preclude replacement, repair, or modernization of
authorized retained armaments, or the fabrication
of prototypes for testing.

(12) Any prchibitlon on weapons of mass destruc-
tion in space orrlt must not include a ban on all
military space activitles.

This statement of JOoS views was sent to the
Director, ACDA, by the JCS Chairman on 27 Novemoer

1963,
31/741-1, 8 Oct 63, and {TS) Ltr, CJCS
to Dir ACDA, 27 Nov 63; JMP 3050 (29 Aug 63).

10 oct 63 [:

Verification

ESf TCEM-802-63 to SecDeg;ylg oct 63, JMF 4991
16 Sep €3).
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At the request of ASD (ISA), JCS had reconsidered
the concept of a Latin American nuclear-free zone.
They reaffirmed the visws expressed on 10 Nov 62
(JCSM-BT7-62), that a nuclear-free zone 1in Latin

" America or anywhere else would work to the detrl-

ment of the US and should be accepted only as

art of a broader arms control agreement.
ESI JCSM-B49-63 to SecDef, 1 Nov 63, JMF 3050
7 Oet 63). ' : L

In response to reqguest by ASD (ISA), JCS reviewed
a staff paper on Stage I force levels, forwarded
by the US Mission at Geneva. JCS did not agree
that Western and Soviet proposals were near agreement
on manpower ceilings. The USSR figure of 1.9
million included civilian employees, while the US
figure of 2.1 million excluded them. Alsc, a
common definition of "civilian employees' was not
feasible because of inherent differences 1ln the
two socletles and their military establishments.
On another pcint, JCS argued that the level of
reserves could best be reduced through agreement

upon the level of retalned armaments.

C ~B23-63 to Sechef, 1 Nov 63, JMF 3050

i3 Oet 63},
SecDel requested the JCS to comment upon an ACDA
proposal for US-USSR exchange of military missions,
to assist in "damping crisis situations.” JCS
believed this idea had little military vdlue and
should not be pursued. In crisis times, mission
members could pot provide better information than
regular diplomatic personnel, The mission would
have primarily an intelligence-ccllection functilon,
and a relaxation of access and travel in the USSR
would be necessary 1n order to perform this, JCS
noted that cocrdinaticn with US allles would be

required before the bilateral negotlations were
initiated.

F;TTTUSM?869-63 to SecDef, 18 Nov 63, JMF 3050
11 Oct 63). _

ASD (ISA) requested JCS to develop (1) alternative
proposals allowing reductions of US ground forces
in Europe, possibly with other Allles replacing
them, and (2) simplification cf the Overlapping
Radar Froposal contained in JCSM-685-63. JCS
opposed any force reductions until there had been
(1) a major reducticn in the causes of world
tensicn, (2) establishment c¢f an adeguate verifi-
cation system, and {3) agreement upon revised NATO
strategy. Il reduction were agreed upon, the best
military arrangements {owing tc the distances
tnvclved) would be to staticn 5 US divisions 1n
West Germany and return cther units to thelr home-
lands; alternatively, political commitmert might
better te demonstrated by the stationing eof 3 US,
1 U¥, and 1 French division. There should be nc
reducticns of tactical air and US support forces.
An Appendix provided fuller information on the

Qverla uin% Padar Fropcsal.
TT37‘3§§HT 87.63 to Seclef, 15 Nov 63, JMF 205C
(19 dct 63) (1) sec 1. _
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J08 furnished views on certailn criteria for US
support of s nuclear-free zone, promulgated by
Dept of State as the basis of US polley for
support of such zones. The criteria were as
follows: {1) nuclear weapons must not form a
part of the existing balance of power in the
area; (2) the initiative for such & zone should
come from the area concerned, with all or most
of the countries participating; (3) adeguate
verification and inspsction procedures would be

"established; and (4) essentlal US transit rights

O\' _f\_a\lé @

Disarmament
{General)

would be preserved. The JC3 reaffirmed the views
they had set forth in JC3M-B49-63 cf 1 Nov 63.
The criteria vwere consistent with these views,
the JCS said, but were incomplete and should be
extended to incorporate the JCS conviction that
the establishment of & nuclear-free zone any-
where in the world must be in the context of a
broader arms agreement with the USSR.

~J55-63 to SecDef, 10 Dec 63, JMF 3050
513 Nov 63). .

Commenting on a draft positlon paper dealing with
military bases, prepared for use at the 1B-Nation
Disarmament Conference, the JCS reccmmended that
the United States: (1) adhere to a strict inter-
pretation of the approved Presidential gzuldance
that the US discuss base reduction only after sub-
setantial progress had been made toward agreelng
on the reducticn of armaments and armed forces;
(2) not consider exchanging lists of bases to be
reduced; {3) adopt the position that base
reductions must come only as a ccnsequence of
reduction of tensions, of armaments, and of force
levels,

' ~1011-63 to SecDef, 30 Dec 63, JMF 3050
(19 Iec 63}).

JCS commented on several updated position papers
for use at the 18-Naticn Disarmament Conference

“iihen it reconvened on 21 January 1964, A paper

on Armed Force Reductions was approved as wriltten.
Papers on other subjects were judged acceptable
with scme modificaticns, as follows:

(1) Armaments: This shculd be modified to
reflect treaty language as tabled at Geneva on
1C Dec 1962, rather than the draft treaty out-
line of 18 Apr 1962. This reccmmendation had
already been made to AZDA by the JC3 Cchairman on
27 Nov 1963. The position paper should be con-

.sistent with the latest US positiocn on Stage I

arms reductions as mcdified by JCS recommendations
in JCSM-635-62, 12 Aug 1362.

(z) UN Peace Force: JCS agreed that such a
force was desirable in general, but not until
agreements were reached that placed control in a
political mechanism tc which the US cculd entrust
1ts security. Until such assurance could be had,
national capab&lities snould not be reduced below
the level of effective sell-defense.

(3) Peace-Keeping Measures: JCS objected to
emphasis in this raper cn achlevement of progress
ir supstantive disarmament. The principal US
cojestive, they believed, tshould be to achleve
progress in more feaslble serarate measures that
would reduce tensions and would encourage pcliti-
cal settiements befcre any substantive disarmament
was undertaken,

EC] TCSH-1013-63 tc Sechef, 30 Dec 63, JMF 205C
12 Lec 63).
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Reductlons

In response to a request by ASD {ISA}, the JCS
appralised acceptable limits of percentage
reductions of forces in Europe. The JCS con-
sidered militarily acceptable the withdrawal of
not more than 20 percent of foreign-based ground
forees from Germany alone. Further study was
necessary before recommendaticns regarding
possible mutual veductions in air forces and

“ Jpglstic support troops would become possible.
' 'ET'E'J_J'CWJOIE»-GB to SecDef, 30 Dec 63, JMF 3050

10 Oet 63) (1) sec 2.
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& san 5t The JCS commented cn subjects in updacted US
; DJ’.' positioen papers fecr the 15-Naticr Disarmamert
()g;,{? Conference {ZiiDC). They pointed cut cencerning
the Internaticnal Disarmament Crganizaticn :
that there was no provision for an effactive

Tlsarcamen: control organizatior operaticnal before the
{Gereral) start of Stage I, Corcerning militazy expend-
itures, the JCS cffered nc objectior to the
Limltation of establishment of an Experts Commissicn cl the
Military Conference (as propesed in the papers' to
Zxperdirtures exarire infcrmation con milittary exgperndltures

and budgets tec Tacilitate understandings
peseElbly leading to uselful tudgetary groresses
in the arms centrol-{field, tut thney recommerded
that limitatiors be estadlished tc prevent The
divulzirs of sersltive ¢r zlassifles 3dacta.

}J; JCEA-5-54 to Seclefr, 8 Jan 64, JUF 3050

(15 Dec 53V sec 2,

—

/ﬁl Jan 64 The JCS autnorlzed the presentatien to ACDA
Kl}' . of'a trlefing containing en expressicrn ¢f their
O}{ '*3 concern rezarding possible impact of Stage I

disarmament action orn U3, They -pelleved that

disarmament shculd pregress oy prased ernd safe-
ent guarded measures desizred te approech disarma-
A Tent zradually and zc provide cne USER opper-

tunity ts display its sincerity, Partial
Verificartlicn steps wculd te cconducive %o Jdetente, which

1
o vy
tf 2
W fu
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must precede substantial disarmement, The JCS
further beliesved that arms ccntrol proposals
zeuld be planred that would meet JCS criterla
{they inzluded 14), te aczeptable to US allles,
anc be more regctlakble than the treaties Then
dormant in Geneva. Such proposals could bezin
with an azZreement ¢n cbservaticn pcsts and

other Risk cof War measzsures. WYWnen these measures
were in eflect, botn sides would have the

nucleus fcr an inspection system. The JC8
sugzested that some lirited Zisarmament measures
could be undertaken after a framewcrk for verifi-
zaticn had teen established ard, greferably,
arser Risk 27 War agreements had troved effectlve,
Subseguerziy, tne CJOS (CH-1133-534, 1i Fep 3
stated that tne adove 214 nct conszitate a JCS
nolizy vesiclcen,

,/EE jan £4 The C3S cemmented to S2¢sel on the secend of
P two s+ lar ACZA przpesals to reduze nuslear
KR PR ST Gelivery venizles (NIVs) ty 32
-t three-yeas pericd, The JUS critizized the
griziral plzr bezause ifis verificazion methcds
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The JCS)submitted to SecDef recommended changes
in & proposed statement by the President to the
Geneva Uonference of the 18-Nation Committee on
Disarmament. They recommended deletlon of a
paragraph calling for a freeze on strateglc
nuclear weapons systems, but subsequently with-
drew that recommendation in light of SecDef's
proposed revision of the paragraph and subject
to thelr other suggested changes--including a
statement on safeguarding the securlty of all
nations. ' JCS concurred in a paragraph treating
production of fissicnable material with the
understanding that it in no way affected pro-
duction of availabillty of tritium, They did
not concur in a subparagraph calling for estab-
lishment of nuclear-free zones, since they
believed such a proposal militarlly disadvanta-

eous to the US,
iCl JOSM-T1-6b4 to SecDef, 17 Jan 64; (C) JCSM-

42-64 to SecDef, 18 Jan 64; both in JMF 3050
(17 Jan 64).

The JCS commented cn the final position

{Annex E) of the ACDA positlon paper on obser-
vatidF posta, The JCS suggested detailed
changes to the plan to brirng it into conscnance
with earller JCS reccmmendations, including an
increase in mobility of observation teams,
inclusior of unrestricted organic communications
for them, the use of scphisticated sensors of
all types, rejecticn of host-country aireraft
pllots, ang increases in manpower and equip-
ment.

}Sﬁ JCSM-09-6L to SecDef, 25 Jan &4, JWMF 3050
10 Aug 63) sec U,

The JCS commented on an ACDA draft of instructlons
for the US Delegation at Geneva concerning a
program of collateral measures on control of
nuclesr weapons, filssionable materlals, and
streteglc nuclear delivery vehicles {NDVs),
They recommended that the draft instructions

be incorporated intc & broader arms control
package with specifics of safeguards involved
in each measure fully developed by ACDA. Final
Judgment cn the proposed ipstructions should be
held in abeyence pending review of the revised
informaticn. The JCS understood that the ACDA
paper nad already been sent to Geneva, but they
believed that thelr views were still pertinent

_for use in further development and refirement

of the US position pricr to negotiation,
T-57-64 to Seclef, 29 Jan 64, JUF 3050
7 Jan 564)

The JC3 found twc updated position papers for
ENDC on chemizel and biclegicel weapens and on
staging, trensition, and time limits generaliy
suitable for use by the US Delegatlicn at Geneva.
They erdcrsed the need for an ACDA study of

tne arms centrol and disarmament aspects of
chnemlical and olological weapons and requested
an obportunity to review the study.

2T otSM-59-3L tc Seclef, 30 Jan 54, JUF 3050
tlg Lec 53) sez 2, ‘

Lab
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4 Feb HU [:j
=) rne Soviet pro-

posal called for the elimination of all NDVs
- during Stage 1 of the OCD treaty except for

SNDV retention by the US and USSR, within thelr
g own territory, of & limited number of ICEMs,
CARM T antimissile missiles, end surface-to-alr
missiles tftil the end of the disarmament
. process. .

:7 The JCS rejected
the QGromyko proposal because of 8 lack of
verification and peacekeeping features. £:

-B6-64 1:75II secDef,. 4 Feb 64, MF 3050
512 Dec 63) (A).

10 Feb ol Commenting on a revised ACDA paper on military
expendituree for use at the ENDC, the JCS con-
sidered the paper guitaple for such use sub ject

to incorporation of the following amendments:

ILimication (1) require approval by the Committee of
of Military Principals to proposed language changes to the
Expendltures Cutline Treaty on General and Complete Die-

armament prior to tabling the changes at
Geneva; (2) bring the terms of reference for
the proposed subcommittee of experts into con-
sonance with the terms of reference for the
subcommittee concurred in by the Jcs on B8 Jan
64 (JcsM-3-64); (3) maintain the current US
position that there was doubt regarding the
feasipility and acceptability of @ formal
jimitetion of milicary expenditures as an
element of the disarmament process.

~NT6-64 to Sechef, 10 Feb 64, JMF 3050

19 Dec 63) sec 2. :

11 Feb 64 Commenting on an ACDA draft US posltion paper
on nucleasr-free zones (HFZs), the JCS reiterated
their reservations on NFZs anywhere except in
the context of & broeder arms control agreement
HF2Z with the Soviet Unilon. Therefore they recom-
mended that the draft US position paper be
modified to add the following two criteria:
. \1) US opposition to any NFZ agreement unless
. 1t is part of & broader erms control agree-
ment providing for Soviet concessions sufficient
to compensate for any military disadvantage to
the US; (2) inclusion of preservation of US
transit rights, non-restriction of movement of
ngval ships end military aircraft, and respect

Lo



fér Ehe tradltional sovereignty of é US Navy
commissioned ship and US military aircraft to

be exempt from inspection reguirements.

-108-64 to SecDef, 1l Feb 64, JMF 2050
: 519 Dec 63) sec 3.

VZé’Feb 64 " In a review of an ACDA draft US Disarmament

*(2 Measures Paper on outer space, the JCS emphasized
(\ )‘q D that there should be: (1) no acceptance by the
QW US of prelaunch inspection of space vehicles 1in

connection with any agreement short of general
‘Outer Space and complete disarmament; (2) no deviation from
: . the position that satellites for purposes such
as observation and warning were not only non-
aggressive in nature, but were of pasitive,
peaceful value ir redusing risk of war through
sccident and miscalculation. Even under GCD,
the JCS had reservations on inclusion of pre-
launich inspection as part of Stage I in view
of technologlcal changes that had taken place
in satellite observation technijues, balllstic
missile systems, and antil-satellite capabllities
since the US position ir that regard was for-

mulated. _
§TST'UESM7121-6M to SecDef, 12 Feb 64, JMF 3050
19 Dec 63) sec 3.

14 Feb A4 Vith reference to & proposed ACDA presentation
"l{ e DI at Geneva on "Illustration of Potentlial Effect
({ S S of a Production Freeze on US Strategic Ballistic
reeze on Missile Inventory,' the CJCS warned SecDgf that

Strategic such a8 presentation would disclose security
Forzes information of great value to the Soviets., He

siggested that US delegates in Geneva refrain
from any explanations that went beyond guldance
already furnished until the US Government

developed its position of the freeze concept.
ECi TH-I195-64 to SecDef, 1b Feb 64, JMF 3050
22 Jan 6L4) (B).

V/i5 Feb 64 The'JCg'informed SecDef that a vreliminary
(1-£3 analysis of the effects of implementaticn of a
S freeze on strateglc nuclear offensive and

L defensive vehicles revealed problems of great
complexity both in definition of specific

Freeze on elements involved in a freeze and in thelr
Strateglc subsequent negotiation, Such a freeze would
Forces require careful study of such subordinate

questions as the replacement of venlcles that
had passed out of production, the cut-off of
fissjionable material croducticn, changes in
Verificatlion missile rellabiiity, and the effect of further
dispersal and hardening of missile launch sites
upon probable consequences of a freeze, The
JCS believed that the required comprehenslve
verification systerm would irnvolve 1lntrusion
irto natioral privacy ¢f sigratory countries
to a greater extent tnan tne USSR had ever
peen willirg tc accepi., They considered that
there was real doubt as to whether practlcal
soclutions could be found to meet the corndltions
necessary to make the freeze concept acceptable

. : from the volnt of’naticnal securlity.
TT5-R0]) JCSM—IZS-Qh to SecDef, 15 Feb 54,
JMF 2052 (22 Jar 5b' sec 3,
Uf22 Fer 6l Commenting on &an ACDA paper on basl: eslements
cf a freeze cr nuclear vehlcles, the JCS stated
Freeze cn it would be extremely difficult to find practi-
Strategic cal scoluticns to make the freeze concept
Forces Qé\) gzceptable from the polrt of view of national
~f 43
v
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.security end yet sufficlently attractive to

induce the USSR to negotiete seriocusly. The

JCS were not in accord with the ACDA views on
categories, replacement, hardening and dispersal,
fissionable material cut-off, research &nd

development limitations, and production facili-
ties for new types. Consequently, they recom-

mended modification of the ACDA paper prior to

any release outside the US Government,

ES; JUSH-I47-64 to SecDef, 22 Feb 64, JMF 3050
22 Feb 64) {A) sec 1.

Commenting on an ACDA paper on verification of

a freeze on strategic nuclear vehlcles, the

JCS found that the subject paper would apparently
place major reliance on US intelligence for

verification and made no provision for aerial

surveillance and unscheduled on-site inspections,
other than of prcduction facilitles, at US
option., They believed that the verlfication
system negotiated snhould be completely sufficlent
within itself to assure complliance tc the
agreement without rellance on US intelligence;
intelligence should be relied on only to validate
any list of installations, to crosscheck infcr-
mation obtained from the inspection system, and
to establish pricrities for the type and aresa

of inspection, Any other role could compromise
US intelligence sources with degradation of
intelligence capabillity or hinder abllity to
confirm suspected violaticns. Thus befcte a

US positicn on verification could be formulated,
tnis JCS view of the role of intelligence in

the verificatton process must be accepted. The
JCS also concluded that consideration should

be given to including laurchers and [issionable
material producticon under the freeze.

TTS-FD )_.TS'SM-IUB-GM to SecDef, 22 Feb Bl,

JUF 3050 (22 Jan 54} {A) sec 1,

Responding to an ACDA request for a list of
cbsolete armements that could be used 1n a
weapons bonfire proposal, the JCS referred to
their previous reservations concerning the ACDA
proposal to destroy B-47s (most recently in
JCSM-579-63, 27 Jul 63). The JCS submlitted to
SecDef & 1ist that met the criteria defired by
ACDA. They pointed out, however, that the llst
was based on & number of factors that were
susceptible to change and requested that each
specific proposal {or destructlon of armaments
be submitted to the JCS prior to presentation
at the 18-Natlon Disarmament Conference.

] T-170-64 ta SecDef, 3 iWar 6L, JMF 3050
{13 Feb 64},

in comments on an ACDA paper ori basic elements

of a freeze cn nuclear vehicles for use by the

US Government in excloring the [reesze prcposal ) .
with NATO Allies, tre JCS referred to thelr :
views cf 15 Feb !JCSM-12¢ -64) and 22 Feb '
{JCSHM-143-64). They recognized that poslticns

ul-imately taken or tne majcr security lasues

involved in & freeze wculd hinge on the tyve

of verification agreed to with the Soviets,

Un%1l some indicaticn cf the Soviet posltion

was obtaired, the US position 1n discuszlons

with MATO Allies must remain flexible., Subject -

to certaln revisiors, the JC3 velleved the ACLDA
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paper was sultable for use in NATO discussions,
but they requested further opportunity to con-
sider the matter before any exploratory

discussions occurred at Geneva. With reference
to replacement under production limitation, the

-JCS stated that limited differences in configu-

ration between models of 1like type should be

ermlitted,
ESF JCSN-I87-64 to SecDef, 5 Mar 64, JMF 3050
22 Jen 64) (A) sec 3. - )

Commenting on an ACDA paper concerning lnspec-
tion of a fissionable materiel production cut-
off, the.JC3 noted that the paper was essentlally
confined .to -the broad concept of verification
of & limitation on production and that the
detalled features were to be the subject of
further technical discussions. They forwarded
to SecDef extensive revisions to the paper
designed to: provide additicnal exceptions
from production limitation in the cese of
tritium and fissionable material for use in
explosives for peaceful purposes; provide
additional guidelines for inspection of shut-
down production facilities; point out that
frequency of inspection would be a function of
the degree of access to the facility inspected;
emphaslize a requlirement fcr resident 1nspectors
at certain production facilitles; and present
a summary cf US intelligence capabllitles to
detect clandestine activity,

] —323.6L to Sechef, 18 Mar 64, JMF 3050
(25 Feb 6&4),

|

Responding to an ASD(ISA) request for views on
the effect of limiting or nct limiting anti-
alrcraft defense as & part of a freeze on
strateglc nuclear offensive and defensive
vehicles, the JCS concluded: (1) Tc achieve
its objective, a freeze proposal would, in
theory, have tc Include air defense systems
designed to counter the threat of strategic
offensive nuclear bombers and cruise missiles,
freezing not only the number of systems but
also restrizting qualitative improvements. In
addition, redeployment of exlsting systems
would have to be prohibited, "In a freeze
environment, it was not feasicle to control
tne alr defense variatle in the coffenslive-
defensive balance and, therefore, maintenance
of the strategic nuclear status quo could not
be assured. 2) With guantitative, but not °
gualitative, limitation on existing strateglc
bombers and cruise misslles, and & gquantitative
1imit on air defense system ccmponents (eircraft,
missiles, launchers, and radars), but no limi-
tation on gualitatlive improvements to ccmponents,
the cffenslve cepatility cf strategic bombers
and cruise missiles would ultimately be
severely dezraged. (3 With a gquantitative,
but rnot qualitative, limitation on existing
strategic bombers and crulse missiles and no
qualitative or quentizative limitatlon or air
defense systems, the most prctable result would
te accelersticn of the dezradatlor noted above,

; Sn-235-64 tc SecDef, 21 liar 54, JUF 3350
(22 Jan 54) zec 3,
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' The-Jcs'gave'approval to an ACDA proposal for

the establiishment of observation poste in the
US, USSR, and Europe as a pasie for exploratory
talks with the USSR at Geneva, subject to

‘detailed changes outlined by the JCS

—%50-8L4 to SecDef, 24 Mar 64, JMF 4991
g Jan 64) ' )

VWith reference to preserving the Multllateral
Force (MLF) under an agreement to freeze strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles, the JC3 informed SecDefl
that the strateglic forces currently programmed

.were necessary to meet military requirements of

the US, They firmly opposed &ny course of action
gllowing construction and equipping of MLF under

-a nuclear delivery vehlcle freeze agreement, 1if

such action would result in significant degre-
detion of US atrategic nuclear delivery capa-
pility. The MLF project B85 currently planned
could not be carried out in the event a verified
freeze took effect in the near future without
pignificant detriment to US stretegic nuclear

capabilities. .
5TE7 JCSM-263-64 to SecDef, 28 Mer 64, MF 3050
(22 Jan 64) (C).

In further comments On verification of a freeze
of strategic delivery vehicles, the JCS stated
that the verification system must be capable
of detectlng vioclations of an agreement in a
timely manner. They supported & system, to be
used in conjunction with US intelllgence, that
would consist of three component parts:
resident inspection of declared fecilities,
random gerial surveillance, and on-site inspec-
tion of susplcious areab.

~569-64 to SecDef, 30 Mar 64, JMF 3050

o5 Jan 64) (A) sec 3.

The JCS advised SecDef that they approved the
DOD-AEC agreement on responsibilities for
maintaining e resdiness-to-test posture under
a limited test ban treaty, &8 proposed by the
Assistant to SecDef for dtomic Energy. This
involved rejection of the AEC-proposed version,
in which the divislion of functions between the
two agencies was consldered to be unsatisfactory.
EUE 3%5ﬂ—270—6h to SecDef, 31 Mar &4, JWF h613

2 Aug 53) sec 3. .

Commenting on an ACDA draft of instructions to
the US Delegation at the 18.-Mation Disarmament
Conference %ENDC), the JCS noted that the draft
would muthorize conduct of substantive 4is-
cussions of 1ssues upon which e U3 Government
position had not yet Deen reached. They pre-
ferred that no exploratery discussions with
the Soviets be undertaken at that time, but
recommended that, 1if such discussions were held,
they be conducted in such & way 8% not to
pre judice or resolve 1issues still under consider-
stion within the US Government.

—317-hL4 to SecDef, 11 Apr &4, JUF 3050

oo Jan 64) (A) sec 4,

C
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- ETsi JCSH-?73-6H to SecDer, U.May 64, JMF 3050
{11 apr 64). o

In reply to an ASD(ISA) request, the JCS empli-
fied their conclusion (see JOSM-187-64, 5 Mar
£4%) that .limited differences in configuration
between models of like type should be permitted
in the replacement policy for a freeze on
strategic nuclesr delivery venhicles, They
pelieved that no action anould be talken that
would preclude substituting mcdels 1in production
for modéls out of production, ‘Phey recognized
that this would entail mcceptance of some
limited external configuration dlfferences
between modele. These limited differences
could not be defined in a manner to satisfy

all possibllities because the Soviet sltuation
was relatively unknown. The replacement issBué
could be resolved only by Jjoint s /USSR negotl-
gtion on B8 model-by-model basis prior to any
agreement on 1imitation of strateglc nuclear

delivery vehicles. \

ifSi JCEM—BBH—GH to SecDef, 8 May 64, JMF 3050

22 Jan 64) (A} sec h.
Responding to &n ASD(ISA) reguest, the JC3
commented on a revised ADCA paper on veryfication
of a freeze on strategic nuclear vehicles. The
JCS remesined ccnvinced that verification wae
one of the mest fundamental and important aspects
of the freeze proposal. They continued to
question the negotiebility of the type of veri-
fication system that would be adequate to provide
reasonable assurance of compliance. The JC3
recommended modification to the ACDA paper, but
they had serious reservetions as to the appro-
priateness of presenting & more detailed US
positlon on verification than had slready been
presented to the ENDbC. Jntil important pspects
of verification had been resolved within the
US Government, & complete concept for verifying

a freeze a%reement could not be formulated.

“LL3-64 to SecDef, 26 May 64, JMF 3US0
22 Jan 6U4) {A) sec 3A.

The JCS céommented on &n ACDA position paper on
the cut-off of fissionable materiel production
and tranafer to peaceful uses as geparable
measures, fhey sdvised SecDef that an agree-
ment to cut off production of fissionable
materigls was advantegeous to the United States
17 implemented before 1 July 1965. After that
date the advantage would diminish rapidly as

the USSR stockpiled fissionsble materials.

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

the highly complex 1s3ues involved in @& combined
production cut-off and transfer of fissionable
materials to peeceful uses, Also, such transfer
yvithout proper eafeguards could lead to &

rcliferation problem.
‘m—vmﬂug-eh oD e Jef, 28 May 64, JUF 3050
14 May 64} sec 1. :
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In commenting on an ACDA revised paper pro-
hibiting satrategic missile prototype flight
testing, the JCS stated that U3 security
interests demanded that under any freeze agree-
ment research and development, lncluding pro-
totype testing, must be permitted.
ITS%Euﬂsﬁfhso-éh to SecDef, 29 May 6l, JMF 3050
2¢" Jan 64) (A} eec 5&.

In commenta on an ACDA draft of instructions
for the 1B-Nation pisarmament Conference (ENDC),

the JOS noted that the draft instructlions

_would muthorize the US Delegation to discuss

verification of jimitatiens on launchers
privately with the Soviets and then in the ENDC
before the basic issue of the extent of the .
1imitations on leunchers had been resoclved
within the US Government. They recommended
that the draft instructions not be authorlzed
for use either with the Soviets or in the ENDC
untll the basic US position had been established.
They forwarded to SecDel & suitable revision of
the draft instructions.
~057-64 to SecDef, 30 May 64, JMF 3050
=2 Jan 64) (A) sec 5A.

In response to the ACDA position paper on mutual
WS -USSR destruction of armaments, the JC8
advised the SecDef that the current proposal
included equipment programmed for the National
Guard, the Reserves, and the Military Assistance
Program, end that it would thus reduce the
security of the United States. They also
questicned the economic desirgbillity of holding
weapons such as the B-47 only so that they

might be destroyed in 2 bonfire agreement with
the USSR,

5ST'JUEE?501-GH to SecDef, 10 Jun 64, JMF 3050
26 May 64).

In respconse to a‘SecDef request, the JCS examined
the securlty implications of & prohibition of

. testing in four specified areas under & freeze

on strategic nuclear vehicles: (1) multlple
reentry bodies; (2) AEM firings against ballistic
missiles; {3) launching new types of missiles or
rockets from nardened or moblle launchers;
repetitive launchlngs of new miesiles or rockets
employing reentry vehicles on suborbital tra-
jectories exceeding 100 kme. After providing
extensive discussion end justification, the JCS
adhered to their previcusly expressed judgment
tpat US security interests demanded that research
and development, including prototypeé testing, be
ermitted under any [reeze agreement,
7 7530-64 to Secbef, 13 Jun 64, JMF 3050

E?E Jan 68) (A) sec 5. :

fhe JCS advised SecDefl of the dangers of dis-
cussing with other natione the transfgr of more
then the publicly announcedE: ‘ Jof weapons'
grade U-235 before more preclse inrormation on
Soviet stockpiles cculd be cbtained. They
further advige® rhat production cutoff end
transfer o[‘t . ?would seriously reduce

US ability to meet Pr jected weapons require-
ments and possible future needs

e - Si-552-50 to Sechef, 27 Jun gh,

JMF 3050 (14 May 6b) sec 2.
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~Commenting ©n an ACDA paper cbncerning the
eatablishment of a "hot line" at the tactical
level in Europe on a bilateral or inter-Alliance
basis with the USSR, the JCS concluded that such
an arrangement might be effective in further
minimizing the tensions repulting from border

" dncidents, but only if there was politicel

~agreement with the USSR that inadvertent over-

flights were not hostile acts.
,Si JCIM-573-64 to SecDef, 30 Jun 64, JMF 3050
17 Jun 64).

L

+

—

{TST‘EEEH-%TT-GM to SeE%ef,.? Jul 64, JMF 3050
23 Jun 64).

The JCS informed SecDef that they had no ob-
jection to the content of an ACDA-proposed
Joint statement relatlng to & reddction of
military expenditures, including provislons

for establishment of & subcommittee of fiscel
experts and submission of annual budget reports
to the UH Secretary-General, for poselble use
at the ENDC. The JCS seid, however, that this
position should in no way be interpreted to
imply their agreement toO negotiations ol a
reduction in milictary expenditures wlth the
Soviets &8 a measure apart from general and
complete disarmament (GCD). Even within the
context of GCD, they believed reducticns in
military expendituresg should be 8 reflection

of the disarmament process and not a means of
imposing disarmament. The JCS also recommended
that positive controle be established on relesase
of US military budget information to preclude

divulgence of sensitive information, -

}Ci 3555-385-6& to SecDef, 10 Jul 64, JMF 3310
23 Jun 64).

fesponding to an ASD(ISA) request for views on

the Gomulka nuclear freeze P poeal of 29 Feb
64, the JCS concluded that: Ef})

] ~13) while, in theory,
an effective verificatTon system foT & freeze
on nuclear warheads within a specified area
could be devised, the task would becdme ex-
tremely cocmplex and would almost certainly
demand Bsuch lntrusion into the participating
states as to render implementation infeasible,
TTET JCSNM-688-04 to SecDef, 12 Aug g, JUF 3050
ke Jul BuY, :

u7




13 Aug 64 Commenting on an ACDA paper on an AEM and 8NDV
‘freeze, the JCS concluded that! (1) Degree to
which unique technlcal distinctions could be
effectively delineated would determine the
Verification detail to which strategic nuclear ABM aystems
. ) _could be defined and would. influence the type
of verification (degree of access) needed to
provide adeguate gssurance of compliance with

Freeze on an agreement, (2) The ACDA definition of
Strategic .  strategic -ABM pystems presupposed that no unique

Forces technical distinctions could be effectively

o - : established by the technical panel on AEM
systems. Under that definition, free mccess
to any suspicious activity would be the only

SNDV way to achieve the necessary degree of assurance
that no prohibited ABM systems were deployed,

: anhd hence the proposed verification system

ABM would not be adequate. Consequently, the JCS
recommended that the definition and method of |
verification of deployment of strategic AEM
systems be held in abeyance pending review of
resulte of the technical panel and that further
discussion of the AEM portion of the [reeze
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 cate-
gories of pegearch end development should be
allowed except operati onal systems development.

~£95-64 to SecDef, 13 Aug 64, JMF 3050

23 Jul 64).

1]
24 pug 64 f .
ADCA had prepared a

draft position paper adv cating increased
effort toward reaching &n international agreeé-
Communist ment on nonproliferation. The JCS advised !
China SecDef that there were overriding factors that
made it inappropriate to preas for nenprolifera-
tion &t that time. These factors were the
critical stage of MLF negotiations, the neces-
NPT gity of advance consultation with NATO, and
the ineffectiveness of such a proposed treaty
without CHICOM participation
—Fob .64 to SecDef, 24 Aug 64, JMF 3050
1l aug 64). -

10 Sep 64 The JCS submitted views to SecDef on the follow-
ing alternative methods of arms reduction 88
proposed by ACDA: (1) a US-USSR freeze on

~ Freeze oD 1 Jul 65 of the number and cheracteristies of
Strategic strateglc nuclear of fensive and defensive
Forces delivery vehicles, ccupled with B8 30 percent

reduction in these vehicles over a three-year
period; (2) seme es one but extended to include
SNTV general purpose prmaments; (3) same as two
except that percentage cuts would be taken on
aeymmetrical basis (1.e., US took larger cuts

Force than USSR 1n strategic miclear deliver vehicles
Reductionsa and smeller percentage cuts in ggnerpl purpose

: ‘armaments). The JCS concluded: (1)L: T
‘Communist
China

kg
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~1(7) VK, France, and
Communist China should b¥ signatories to any
arms reduction agreement under all three
alternatives,
~78.-64 to Sechef, 10 Sep 64, JMF 3050
11 Jun 64) sec 3.

C

500-64 to SecDef, 23 Oct 65, JF 3050
ill Oct 64),

Commenting on an ACDA position paper on non-
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 transit
righte or US nuclear support capabilities for
1ts allies. They found the tactics proposed
by ACDA appropriate for this end, On specific
1ssues, the JCS advised that inclusion of &
nonacquisition pledge would reduce UN support
for a desirable resclution, that extensicon of
the nonproliferation agreement to non-member
natione would relse problems concerning recog-
nition, end that the US ought to onpose the
inclusion of eny limitation on MLF,

- IS-BH to SecDef, 20 Nov 64, JMF 3050
12 Hov 64,

The JCS commented to SecDef on &n ACDA five-
point program for nigh-level discussion with

the USSK as a renewed end broad effort seeking
to prevent further nuclear proliferation, The
points and the JCS comments were as follows:

(1) Intensified sffort to negotiete a. non-
proliferation agreement. JCS continued thelr
opposition (see JCSM-726-64, 2L Aug .BH) to
expansion of current US efforts on nonoprolifera-
tion. (2)

:3(3) Reinstitution of negctiations




locking toward the achievement of a comprehen-
sive nuclear test ban, The JC3 did not oppose
the concept of &8 truly effective comprehenslve
test ban treaty, but they noted that one cri-
terion for effectiveness was & verification
system that would ensure an adequate probabillty
of discovering violations and that would be in
oEeration when the treaty went into effect.

(4) Proposal to extend the freeze concept to
include reduction of an agreed number of NDVs
and launch sites, The JCS stated that, prior

to any substantive discussions ocutside the us
Government, the exact terms of the propcsal
should be defined 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 65,

while negotiating limitations on nuclear .
delivery vehicles, Since this was a new measure,
it required additional study by the JCS,
{TS] %CSM-1031-6M to SecDef, 11 Dec 64,
JMF 3050 (3 Dec 54},
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29 Jan 65 Commenting on an ACDA proposal for the transfer

: _ of fisaionable material to peaceful uses with
demonstrated destruction of certain nuclear
weapons, the JCS continued to have reservations
(see JCSY-562-64, 27 Jun 64), considering that

Cutoff of it offered no real advantage. With regard to -
Fissionable the ACDA propossal, phey recommended that the

Materials transfer of [ .
{and Transfer) { ° : ; . _TJnet te
discussed with other nations and that the pro-
posed weapons destruction inspection and verifi-
cation system be spelled out in detail and
thoroughly field-tested. They also called for
a study of Soviet fisslonable materigls pro-

duction, .
- JOSM-66-65 to SecDef, 29 Jan 65, JMF 3050
E31 Dec 64) (1).
L Feb 65 In response to &n actlon by the Committee of

Principals, the JCS prepared a study to deter-
mine the number of Western foreign-based forces
that could be withdrawn from Central Euroc in

Force response to a 50,000-withdrawal of Soviet orelgn-
Reductions based troops. The JCS concluded that withdrawal
{Manpower) of additional foreign-based NATO troops was not

warranted militarily. If overriding political
considerations dictated such a withdrawal, the
JCS stated that the number should be the minimum
practical, but not more than 20,000, Withdrawal
should be undertaken only under the following
conditions: (1) full support of the NATO allies;
(2) agreement by the NATO allies withdrawlng
forces that such forces would be kept in a high
state of readiness; (3) establishment of an
adeguate verification system.

TTT-SENSITIVE) JCSM-B3-65 to SecDef, 4 Feb 65,
JMF 3050 (21 Dec 6l). .

13 Feb 65 The JCS informed SecDef that, in a reversal of
thelr position of 11 December 1964 (JCSM-1031-64), -
they now objected to a proposal by ACDA for an '
informal understanding with the USSR not to pro-

SNDV vide SNDVs to other states. [

Communist
China

% ’
3) JCSM-105-65 teo SecDefl, 13 Feb 65, JMF 3050 ]
19 Jan 65) .

11 Mar 65 The JCS furnished SecDel their views on & Dept of
state paper concerning assurances for India in the
event of & second Chinese nuclear explosion. The

Security JcS had no objection to the paper provided 1t was
Assurances modified to eliminate: (1) the connotation that
{Asia) the US would provide nuclear supcort for any free

Asian nation that wanted US help againat CHICOM
nuclear aggression, and (2} the impression that
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gthe US was pressing for a comprehensive test ban,
cessation of preduction of fissionable material,
and transfer of such material from weapons to

eaceful uses
- ;3-55 to SecDef, 11 Mar 65, JMF 3050
Ees Feb 65). .

In further comments (see JCSM-173-65, 11 Mar 65)
concerning US assurancee to Indla in light of
Chinese nuclear tests, the JC3 urged that any
implied broadening of the extent of US commitments
be avoided. Jn 16 and 18 Oct 64, the President
had stated: "The nations that do not seek national
nuclear weapons can be sure that if they need our
strong support against some threat of nuclear
blackmail, then they will have 1t.") The JC3
recommended that any addltional assurances to India
be considered on a case-by-case basls, with con-

tinuing close coordination between State and Defense,
to include JC8 review.

{ET‘JESH7213-65 to SecDel’, 24 Mar 65, JMF 3050
25 Feb 65).

The JCS commented to SecDef on an ACDA propesal
for the mutual elimination of US and Soviet
strateglc bomber forces.

=
fTETEﬁT_TESM-23T-65 to SecDef, 3 Apr 65, JMF 3050
15 Jan 65) sec 1.

r

}T57‘755ﬁ1é63-65 to Seclef, § Apr 65, JHMF 3050
22 Feb 65). _

Commenting on an ACDA draft Presidential message
to Soviet leaders suggesting various dlsarmament
areas for explcration, the JCE recommended against
trensmission of the message because of increasing
indications of Soviet insincerlty and lack of
interest with respect to arms cocntrol, If such a
high-level communicaticn was deemed necessary, the
JCS recommended that it be 1imited, at most, tc
expleraticn of the following litems: (1) a non-
proliferation agreement; (2) how to meet the
security concern of states that forego nuclear
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Security
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11 May 65 _

‘CTBT

Communist
Chinsa

17 May 65

NPT

nuclear ﬁeaﬁons;'(3

a Soviet follow-up on the
Knrushchev statement on planned cutbacks of
fissionable material production; (4) soie
destruction of nuclear weapons in connection

with the US fissionable material cutoff and trens-
fer proposal; (5) areas of agreement on the
generel subject of nuclear-free zones -in nonnuclear
aress; (6) the establishment of observation posts
and a reduction of total force levels in Europe.
The JCS also pointed out that the ACDA paper con-
tained no provision for prior coordination of the

draft. Presidential message with the principal

NATO allies.
~369-65 to SecDef, 13 Apr 65, JMF 3050
24 reb 65).

The JCS adviesed SecDef they had no objection to

an ACDA draft for a UNGA resolution that provided
for assurances of assistance to nonnuclear countries
to resist the threat of nuclear aggression.

-297-65 to SecDef, 21 Apr 65, JMF 3050
!13 Apr 65).

|
The JCS forwarded to SecDef a SAAC study on a OW Zﬁf

comprehensive nuclear test ban. The report con-

cluded that military disadvantages of such a test

ban outweighed the possible advantages. fhe test

ban could prevent the US from acquiring .cew types ﬁ(g@
of nuclear weapons, from maintaining enough

seientific personnel to continue study and to

rapidly resume testing, and from testing the vul-
nerability of herdened missile sltes, command &nd

control facilities, and re-entry vehicles. (At .~

the same time it would allow the USSR to exploit | )

its technological advantages in 10-100 MT weapons

and to gain valuable information by clandestine

testing with little risk of detectlon. The US

ought not to deny itself the dynamic and unpredlct-

able results obtainable by testing without greater
compengatory returns than appeared likely in a test

ban B T TR R R ¥t ke

}TS:HET'JCSM:3HB-6§ to SecDef, 11 WAy 65, JMF 3050
24 Feb 65) (A). ,
The JCS forwarded to SecDef a Joint staff study on

the secuEity implications of & nonproliferation
policy. &
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(Muclear
Capability)

;2(8) 2 US guarantee
ht required in order

of nucleer protection mig
to convince a country to forego pursuit of an - .
independent nuclear capabllity.

o

Fm Si-375-65 to SecDef, 17 May 65, JMF 305
L4 Jan 65).

r

T T472-%5 to Seclef, 16 Jun 65, "JMF 30850
}1 Jun 65) :

Iy
The JCS concurred in an ACDA report advocating con-
tinuing the policy of making ¢lose US-Japanese
cooperation meore attractive to Japan than acgquisition
of an independent nuclear capabllity.

W.psh-ss to SeclDef, 15 Jul 65, JMF 3050
25 Jun $5).



28 Jul 65 ‘The JcS declinéd to meke specific recommendations <
Preeze on on an ACDA position on the incluslon of AEMs 1n
Stretegic a freeze on SNDVs and limiting the testing of

Porces _ SNDVs. They cited & lack of specific proposals
) ~ &and a lack of knowledge of Soviet willingness to
SNDV . : articipate, : :
ABM fTST'Jc§h7582-65 to SecDef, 28 Jul 65, JMF 3050
8 Jul 65).
5 Aug 65 The JCS commented to SecDef on two ACDA papers on
nuclear test bans. They opposed the two proposals
-for a comprehensive teat pan treaty because there
was no verification mvstem that could prevent
CTET clandestine testing. Significant gains in knowl-
. _edge could be obtainew by the USSR in low-yield .
verification - ~clandestine testing, which might change the military. .

valance, The JCS also cpposed & threshold treaty_ .’
Threshold Test - because it would freeze the Soviet advantage over
Ban Treaty the US in high-yield weapons and allow the_lISSR to
(TTET) - overcome US advantages in low-yleld weapong, The
.. technical problems involved in complylng with a
threshold treaty would severely limit tha ‘testing of
a conscientious nation. Neither kind of treaty would
prevent proliferation, but each would restrain US -
nuclear development in a period of increaging CHICOM
strength.
" 501-65 to SecDef, 5 Aug 65, JMF 3050
(19 Jul 65) sec 1.

5 Aug 65 Commenting on an ACDA proposel for & nonprolifera-
tion agreement, the JCS concluded that the US should
not aggressively pursue such a treaty at t time.

If political considerations dictated otherwise at
the current ENDC or in subsequent international con-
HPT ferences, the JCS listed the following interests
that must be provided for: (1) continued US nuclear
flexibility 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 inte any nonproliferation treaty
1imitatione on the use of nuclear weapons against
nonnuclear powers. In addition, no agreement should
be obtained at the Tisk of weakening the NATO
structure and downgrading the credibility of the US
nuclear deterrent :
~502-65 to secDef, 5 Aug 65, JMF 3C50

16 Jul 65).
13 Aug 65 E
HFZ
tTS) JCSM-624-65 to SecDef, 13 Aug 65, JMF 3050 ::}
30 Jul 65).
14 sug 65 The JCS furnished SecDef their views on an ACDA-
"proposed U3 position relating to: {1) freezing the
‘*Freeze on number and characteristlcs of strategic nuclear
Strategic offensive and defensive dellvery vehicles; (2) re-
Forces ducing the US and USSR jnventories of offensive SNDVs
by significant amounts; (3} exploring the above
SNDV possibilitiec during a Temporary sessatlion of land-

based fixed ballistic missile launcher construction,
not to exceed 18 months 1in duration. The JCS

.ii!'..!ﬂ!!ﬂHﬂ!q'i..l..i.a """""
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concluded that the US government should not offer
the ACDA position at that time. If it was deter-
mined that further consulation with the USSR on a

freeze proposal should be undertaken, the JCS

believed that, in 1ieu of a US attempt to respond
to Soviet objections, the discussions should be
confined to determining, in private, whether the
Soviets were interested in the principle of
edupling some reductions with the freeze andg, 1if
ao, the magnitude of the raductions they would

_eonalder. The US should not offer any specific

numbers as a basis for negotiation.
Z633-65 to SecDef, 14 Aug 65, JuF 3050
20 Jul €5),

The JCST"commenting by request on an 038D study on
alternative test ban proposals, informed SecDef
that the study did not dissuade them from thelr
view that a comprefiensive test ban would be to the
military disadvantage of the United States. The
study was deficient tecause 1t wes unduly opti-
mistic about US detectlon and verification capa-
bilities, did ncti assess fully the relatlive nuclear
positions of the U3 and the USSR, and was unduly
optimistic regarding Soviet intentlons to abide by
treaty terms unless to do so was in thelr own
interest.

- 3M-645-65 to Seclefl, 21 Aug 65, JiF 3650
511 Aug 65}.

Responding to an ASD (I1SA) request for elabcration
of .thelr crposition {JCSN-602-65, S Aug 65) to a
provision in a nonproliferaticn treaty limiting
the use of nuclear weapons against ncnnuclear states,
the JCS stated that their objection was based on the
following three points: (1) the US must retain
flexibility in its strategy to assure its security
under all conditions; (2) such a provision could
conceivably be used to advance 2 total prohibition
against nuclear arms; (3) currently, such a pro-
vision could result in a misinterpretation of the
Us effort in SEA by Communist China and North
Vietnam. The JCS did not belleve that the proposal
to limit the use cf nucleat weapons against non-
nuclear states recognized the realitles of the US
power position and that adoption of such a proposal
would deny the US continuing political and military
advantages associated with the psychological deter-
rent effect of US nuclear gupericrity. Furthermore,
the provision would impinge on US nuclear deployment
arrangements, sncourage enemy resistance in South
vietnam, and 1nvite aggression elsewhere, Con-
sequently, such a propesal wculd be detrimental to
US security interests. R

“E77-65 to Seclef, 10 Ser 65, JMF 3050

16 Jul 65}).

In response to an ASD {ISA) reguest, the JCS com-
mented on ACDA reccmmendatlons concerning proposed
guidance fcr the U3 UH Delegation cn exploration
with the Scviets cof possitle significant reductions
of SHDVs in -onnection with a freeze and a Joint
DOD-ACDA study, directed toward development ef a
spectrum of alternative ecceptable reductions from
which proposals might be selected and against which
3oviet preposale ceculd be evaluated. The JCS stated
that +the US should not offer any specific numbers cf
SHDVs as a basis fcr negeotiation uritil the Scviets
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indicated the magnitude of reductlons they would

consider. The Joint Staff was conducting a study
of the security implications of & freeze on stra-
tegic offensive and defensive systems, including
the impact of possible reductions. The JCS would
forward appropriate recommendations after review
of that study. They did not believe a DOD-ACDA
study directed toward developing alternative

acce ble reducticons was nhecessSary.
“P5L-65 to SecDef, 1L Oct 65, JMF 3050
1 6pt 657,

In response to an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS
provided SecDef comments on prineciples for inclusion
in a treaty covering the explecration of celestial
bodies. They stated that the zrovisicns of the treaty
should not preclude the conduct of intelligence
activities as deemed essential to US securlty. In
addition, they considered that certain basic pre-
cauticons should be exercised in the negotiatlon of

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

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

M- ?9-65 to SecDef, 24 Nov 65, JMF 9000
517 Nov 65}, By '

Responding to an oral request from ASD (I5A) for
comment on a proposed UN resclution for the
denuclearization of Africa, the JCS reaffirmed
their views of 9 Apr 65 (JCSM-263-65),

-84LG-65 tc SecDef, 1 Dec 65, JMF 3050
:26 Nov &5},

N
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‘grrm—n. S 1731/8%’-1, € Dec 65, JMF 3050 (27 Aug
5) sec 1. (TS-RD) JCSM-163-66 to Seclef, 16 Mar
66; JCSM-164-66 to Members of the Committee of
principals, 16 Mar 66; JCsSM-165-66 to Dir NSA and
Dir FBI, 16 Mar 66; all in JMF 3050 (27 Aug 65)
sec 2.

7 Jan 66 The JCS, commenting at his request, informed SecDefl
that they opposed a memcrandum for the President
recommending that he insert in his State of the Unigh
message a proposal for & mutual freeze by the U3

Freeze on and the Soviet Unlon on land-based fixed strateglic’

Strategic ballistic and antiballistic migsile launchers. The

Weapons proposed ban was to begin on 1 July 1966 and last
18 months. To agree to such a freeze, they sald
would be detrimental to US natlonal security be-
cause there was no means of verification other than
insufficiently reliable unilateral intelligence,
and because the Soviet Unlon could covartly con-
struct miseile launchers that would significantly

improve its strategic position _
v '}TE)W—IM-Gé to Seclef, 7 Jam ©6, JMF 3050
5 Jan 66).
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The -JCS, responding to an oral request by ASD
{ISA}, sald that they approved recommendations in
an ACDA draft position paper for safeguarding
peaceful nuclear facilities. The draft position
was for use at the 1B8-Natlon Disarmament Committee
meeting on 27 Feb 66. The propesed safeguards
were as follows: urge a2ll governments to accept
IAEA or similaer international safeguards on all
peaceful activities; endeavor to win wlde 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 additicnal clause 1ln the draft
treaty for "safeguards on exports of source or
fissionable material to nonnuclear states."

Thelr support for Article III, the JCS stressed,
was subject to the condlition that it could not

. be interpreted as subjecting nonnuclear powers

participating in nuclear weapons sharing arrange-
ments to safeguards that would impair their
articipation in these arrangements.

N-23-66 to SecDef, 12 Jan 66, JMF 3050
38 Jan 66).

The JCS commented on an ACDA memo to the Com-
mittee of Principals propesing 2 Threshold Test
Ban Treaty (TTET), banning underground tests down
to a threshold of 4,75 seismic magnitude. While
recognizing possible political advantages, they
believed that there were important pclitical dis-
advantages which, together with military disad-
vantages, would be overriding. These dlsadvan-
tages included: ineffective policing provisions;
unreliable verification; inexactitude of semis-
mecleogy; preclusion of development of high-yleld
area defense ABM systems; prevention of rectifi-
catlon of serjous vulnerabilities in existing US
ballistic missile forces; and impairment of US
ability to maintaln competence in nuclear weapons

technology.
ITETHIU‘§§SMa28-66 te SecDef, 13 Jan 66, JMF 3050
17 Dec 65) sec 1. .

Commenting on an ACDA draft position paper on
verification of shutdewn prcduction reactors as

an adjunct to an agreement cn cutcff of preoduction
of fissionable materials, the JCS reaffirmed their
reslition that a cuteff of prcducticn of PU 239 for
weapons use would preclude the US meeting lts pro
jected weapons stockplle regquirements. They pro-
vided the followling comments on the ACDA paper:

{1) adequate verificatlon must be provided so that
no undue mdvantage could accrue to the Scviet

Unlon through ¢landestine production of fissionahle
material; (Z) the AZC shculd determine the efferz-
tiveness of the suggested inspection method and

the Internatiocnal AZC or some equivalent inter-
national agency shculd ccnduct the inspections if

if was neot fedsible to do them by means cf reciprocal
arrangements; (3} any agreement for a plant-by-plant
shutdown should provlde fcor shutting plants having
the same productien capacity; (4) any intermational
inspecticn of productlve facilltles ¢lesed down in
coennectien with a reciprocal redustion shculd be
arplied to comraratble facilities; () the unllateral
US offer, made 2t thne ENDC in Feb b4, tec piace cne

T & 1Y
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shutdown production reactor under international
inspection could result in the acquisition of
US vroduction techniques by non-US inspectors.

~34.66 to SecDef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050
7 Jan 66).

The JCS commented on an ACDA position paper cn
"Demonstrated Destruction of Nuclear Weapons to
Obtain Fissionable Materials for Transfer to Non-
weapons Uses,"” contalning an annex tao be tabled
as B working paper at the 18-Nation Disarmament
Conference. The JCS made no objection to this
procedure, subject to two reservations: (1)
demonstration procedures should be presented with
emphasls on their tentative nature because they
had never been fully taested, and {2) because of
the continuing US needs for fissionable materials
for weapons use, discussion of tritium should be
avolded until the USSR showed a serious interest
in destruction of nuclear weapons and transfer of
fissicnable material tc peaceful uses,

}Eﬂ;‘ICSMTEB-Gs to SecDef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050
18 Oct 65).

Commenting on-a revised ACDA paper on nonprolif-
eration, the JCS found the -paper ln censonance

with their rreviously stated views (see JCSM-6C2-6%,
5 Aug 63). Thev aleo pointed out that the problem
of peac=ful uses of nuclear energy had not been
covered in the draft nonproliferation freaty and
recommended that an article be added to cover this
matter. The JCS cautioned that extreme care must

‘be taken to prevent nonnuclear states from being

allowed to frustrate the objective of the treaty
under the cover of peaceful raesearch. They also
noted the ACDA indication that forthecoming US-UK
talks might change the paper, recommending clear-
ance of any substantive changes resulting from
those talks with the US Government agencies con-
cerned, 1including the JCS, prior to acceptance.
~36-66 to SecDef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050
16 Jul 65) gec 2.

The JCS wprosed an ACDA position paper favoring

4 CTBT. They belleved that the military balance
might already have been upset by important Soviet
gains in nuclear technology, citing possible
examples. They further believed that the Soviets
might have begun t¢ deploy an ABM, which the US r
must counter. The JCS peinted out that under a
LTET, but not a CTEBT, the US could make the

neceasary advarnces,
!IS-nDl ECSM-BT-GE Lo SecPhef, 15 Jan 66, JIF 3050
19 Jul 65) sec 2.

In respense teo an ASD (ISA) request, the JCS
commented on an ACDA-cropesed position paper on
limitations on arms transfers, which proposed that
the US represéntative at the next session of the
ENDC express US intersst in exploring ways of
avolding or contalning an arme race in "sophisti-
cated" militarv hardware in developing reglons of
the world. The JCS interposed no objectlon to the
ACDA parer but pointed out that the complexity cf
the protlems asscclated with the implementation of
the proposal ccould easlly negate 1ts usefulness as

-as a meaningful arms control measure., Care must
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be exercised, they said, to insure that th
proposal was not counterproductive to US mili-

tary sssistance objectives throughout the world.
¥S§XJESHT§B-66 to Seclef, 15 Jan 66, JMF 3050

7 Jan 66).

iThe JCS forwarded to SecDef thelr vieﬁa on a
proposed Prealdential message drafted by ACDA

‘for presentation at the 18-Nation Disarmament

Conference. They approved the following:

1. Offer to eigh B loolproof nuclear nan-
.proliferation treaty.

2. Proposal that all transfers of nuclear
materiale for peaceful purpcses to countries
not .possesging nuclear weapons be under Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency safeguards.

3. Discouragement of nopnuclear powers from
entering the nuclear arms race by strengthening
the UN and other international securlty arrange-
ments. They obgected to the followlng:

1. propoeal to, extend the present limited
nuclear test bap treaty to cover underground
nuclear tests, Er

In additlien, there was no ecceptable
verification system. ]

2, Proposal fdr a verified halt in all pro-
duction of fissignable materials for weapons use.
The JCS reiterated the objecticns stated on 15
Jan 66 (JCSM-35-86).

3. Proposal fdr concurrent examinatlon of 1ssues
invalved in both freeze of and reductions in
SNDVE. The JCS Helieved progress should be made
on£§ ffeeze propdsal before taking up reductions.

_ 7 ‘
}TSTFTU—TESH-hg-GG to Sechef, 21 Jan 66, JMF 3050
19 Jan 6€)}.

The JCS, commenting at the request of SecDef,
{nformed him that they oppcsed the proposal in a
draft US position paper to guthorize concurrent
discussions of a freeze on and reduction in the
number of strategic nucléar delivery vehicles
(SHDVe). The proposed position was an extension
of & statement by the US Ambassador at the UN
General Assembly, in which he said the US would
be willing to explore the pcasiblity of signirficant
reduction in the number of SHDVs 1f progress were
first mede in the exploration of a freeze on their
numbers and characteristics. The propesed paper
extended the US position beyond the statement to
the UNGA by suggesting simultaneous discussions of
a freeze and reductions without first obtaining
progress on a freeze. ‘
The JCS objected to this proposal because they
believed it would be counterprcductive to introduce
new initiatives on matters in which the Soviet
Union had shown nc interest. Such action would
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appear to encourage the Soviet Union not to respond
to US arms control and disarmament proposals 1n the
expectation that the United States would continue
voluntarily to add concessions.
-66 to SecDef, 28 Jan A&, JMF 3050
20 Jul 65) sec 1.

The JCS informed SecDef that they had given serlous
conslderation to arms control proposals to extend
the LTET to cover underground nuclear explosions.
To evaluate the security implications of further
nuclear test restraints, the JCS had designated

the USAF as the Executive Agent tc establish & panel
to produce the desired analysis., The JCS foerwarded
to SecDefl the report of that panel, saying that it
did not alter their previously stated views. They
remalned firmly opposed to either a CTET or at
TTEBT.

YTST‘JUSMTT7-66 to SeeDef, 3 Peb 66, JMF 3050
3 Sep 65). .

The JCS forwarded & study of the securlty impli-
cations of a freeze on strategilc offensive and
defensive systems to SecDef. They noted that the
study supported the basic arms control criteria
they had submitted on 8 Oct 63 (JCSM-T76-63),
particularly with regard to the inadequacy cf
unilateral intelligence as the primary means of
verification under 2 SHDV agreement, the necessity
to pursue a vigorous RAD effort, and the imnpli-
catlons of the Nth country problem.

§T§7‘T§§ﬂ Eo -66 to SecDef, 4 Feb 66, JMF 3050
10 Mar 65) seéc 1.

The JCS opposed a Dept of State propeosal that the
US consider offering a reciprocal exchange of
information with the USSR on procedures for insur-
ing control of nuclear weapsns. They stated that,
in any open dilscussion and compariscn of the two
systems, the Soviets would have a distinct propa-
ganda advantage because of the world-wide dispersal
and advanced conditions of readiness of US nuclear
weapons, In addition, they believed that providing
information to the Soviets on the US command and
contrcl system might assist the USSE in improving
the military effectiveness of their nuclear posture,
They also consldered that such an exchange could
allow exploltation ¢f the vulnerabllitiles of the US
command and contrcl system, would reguire the
release cf sensitive data, and could not aveld the
sensitive 1lssue c¢f nuclear arrangements with US
allles,

; T OCIA-T17-66 to SecDef, 26 Feb 66, JMF 3350
1 Febt 66}.

The CJCS ccmmented cn an ACDA-recommended course
of actien fer use in responding to 2 statement by
Sovlet Forelgn Minister Gromyke ccncerning nuclear
explosions for psaceful purposes. He referred to
the JCS pesitions of 3 Aug 65 {JCSM-601-65) and

13 Jan 66 (JCSM-25-£6) con peaceful uses of atomice
explosicns in cenjunction with any nuclear test
ban. The JCS belleved that there was nething in
the current Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTET) to
prehibit undergreound explosions for peaceful pur-
poses sc long as they d1d rniot cause radioactive
debrls outslde territcrial limits.

3 -1i:24-86 to 3eclfef, 29 Feb 66, JMF 3950
17 Lec 65) sec 2.
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America)
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The JCS gave general approval to an ACDA-prepared
reaponse to Premler Kosygin's proposal to include
in the nonproliferation treaty & provision pro-
hibiting the uee of nuclear weapons ageinst non-

" . nuclerr powers, signatories to the treaty, that

had no nuclear weapons on their territories. The
JCS opposed the Kosygin proposal in any form,

adding that the US ought to avoid the inclusion of

a2 non-use provision in any nonproliferation treaty.
If security assurances were nhecesesary, they ought

to take the form of a UN resolution, general in
nature and not commiting the US to a speciflc course

of actlon,

The inclusion of & non-use or a securlity

assurance clause should reguire the US to reappraise
the desirability of & nonproliferation treaty -

513 Feb éﬁ??

-66 to SecDef, 4 Mar 66, JMF 3050

The JCS, in commente con tentative conclusions by
ASD (ISA) on a CJCS SSG study (JCSM-T$-66, 4 Peb 66)

and other studies

made the following

(1) Any consid
must be dependent
production of all
their related lau
to reduce. an SNDV
of replacement or
that could only b
1ntefligence mean

{2) The US sho
in return for a r
a detalled analys
made. To make th
analysis could be
cf the growing in
as 8 result of si
capability result

{3) The US sho
to be destroyed w
vhether the Sovie
some reductions w
of liste without
support Soviet pr

on freeze and reduction of SNDVs
points: .

ration of reductions in SNDVs

on & verifiable freeze on the
strategic dellvery vehicles and
chers. Otherwise an agreement
system would not prevent a buildup

alternate systems--a development
observed by inadeguate unilateral

1d not agree to reduce its ICBMs
duction in Soviet MR/IRBMs until
8 of the consequences could be
reduction without such an
to the US disadvantage because
ulnerability of Soviet ICBMs
e-hardening and growing offensive
ng from increased payloads.
14 not exchange lists of weapons
thout first determining in private
g were interested in coupllng
th a freeze. A simple exchange
uch & prior determination would
paganda in faver of an

uninsgected ban onh all nuclear weapons,

(4
of &8 reduction in

taectical nuclear forces were not valid.

The present generalizatlons about the effect

SNDVe on conventional and
A precise

delineation. of the impact of such & reduction c¢ould
only be derived frrm the provislons of & specific
reducticn proposal.

JCOM-202-66 to SecDef, 1 Apr 66, JMF 3050
510 Mar 65) sec 2.

Commenting on a preliminary draft of & Latin
american nuclear-free zone (LA NFZ) treaty, the

JCS informed SecDef that thers were substantlal
jssues not fully covered in the draft treaty, such
as the relationship of the NFZ to the QOAS--a matter
that had never been fully coordinated within the

US Government.

The JCS reccmmended that the Com-

mittee of Principals conduct 2 reylew of the over-
81l implications of the LA NFZ. ’

1
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TS ) JC8M-244-66 to Secbef, 16 Apr 66, JMF 3050

14 Mar 66), ({TS) JCSM-347-66 to SecDef, 23 May

6, same file, sec 2.
The JCS opposed an ACDA propoeal for an 18-menth
<ruce during which the US would not inltiate con-
struction of any new fixed lend-based strategic
offensive missile launchers on ABM launchers if the
USSR would reciprecate. The JCS oblected that the
ACDA proposal would not cover moblle land-based
strategic missiles; it depended on unilateral intel-
ligence for verifjcation; it could give the USSR
p MIRV advantage;:and it would inhibit US ABM

deployment .
:Igi 5%5“-311-66 o Seclef, 9 May 66, JMF 3050
2 May 66).

Responding to an ASD (ISA) request for comments

on an ACDA paper giving tentative conclusions
regarding the proper US policy with respett to
chemical and biol¢gical weapons, the JCS recom-
mended that ACDA be infcrmed that no action would
be taken on its péper within DOD until a national
policy on such wegpons had been established, or at
the least until afgeneral DOD pesition had been
developed, The J{3 reaffirmed their view that a
national policy oh chemical and blological weapons
should be esteblifhed as a matter of priority.
Further, they beljeved that the arms controcl and
disarmament aspects of the subject should not be
considered until national policy, or at least a

DOD polic ositipn, had been formulated

- 110 T Y tF SecDef, 21 May 66, JMF 3050
522 Apr 66). !
The JCS furnished views to SecDef on an ACDA memc
to Members of Committee of Principals proposing 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 cited by
ACDA were ingufficient to warrant acceptance of
the 4.75 TTB proposal end the first step for
carrying out nuclear explosions for peaceful pur-

poses should be an emendment Lo the existing
Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTET).

TTSTHﬁT_TCSM—379-66 tc SecDef, B Jun 66, JMF 3050
17 Dec 65) sec 3.

v
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_sBateguards on pe

The JCS commented on ACDA proposals for peaceful
purpose nuclear explosions under TTE or. under
amendments to the existing LTBT. They relterated
their opposition to a TTB (see JCSM-379-66, B Jun
66) and opposed any extension of the LTET st that
time that would further curtail testing. They
supported the ACDA proposel on ITET provided the
following changes were made; deletion of the veto

provision from the initial US negotiating position;
provision of a preclse definition of the radiatiocn

_debris limitatlon.

~,06-66 To SecDef, 15 Jun 66, JMF 3050
17 Dec 65) sec 4

_.In commenting on an ACDA proposal that the threshold
test ban be @iscussed with the President, the JCS

reiterated their views of 8 Jun 66 (JCcsM-379-66).
If ACDA did forward the propogal to the President,
the JCS requested that their views be included,
—B07-66 to SecDef, 15 Jun 66, JMF 3050
17 Dec 65) sec &, .

-

The JCS advlised cDef that the revised draft of
the US nonprolifegration treaty, approved by the
Committee of Primeipals, was in consonance wWith
previously expresjsed JCS views favoring the
principle of non roliferation, with two exceptions:
(1) There was po provision for vlearly defined
ceful nuclear facilities and
programs to prevgnt nonnuclear states from develop-
ing nuclear weap
regearch, The J
on 12 Jan 66 (JC
that clearly def
gral part of a n
(2) Prolifers
"physical access
might lead the S
ment of &1l NATO
sultative arrang
nonproliferation
the draft.treaty
arrangements or
eopardized.
“§37-66
{eu Jun 66?.
The JCS, commenting &t his request, advised SecDefl
of the military factors lnvolved in mutual troop
withdrawal from Eurcpe. The Secretary's reguest
wag in response to & communication from the SecState
peinting out that political pressures might lead to
& mutual troop withdrawal proposal at the NATO
Defense Ministers' Meeting in July.
othe JCS expressed the following views: (1) .
unisateral withdrawal of 5 to 10 Soviet divisions
from East Germany would not be sufficient compen-
sation for existing NATO shortages of 5 M-Dmy
divisione end extenslve short-falls in reserve
forces (2) any consideration of withdrawal of US
forces alone must take into aceount current views
of major allies; {(3) a unilateral Soviet withdrawal
might be designed to evoke troop reductions by
NATO members; (4) withdrawal must be congidered in
terms of stratglc warning and the time required to
reintroduce forces; (5) until a sultable politieal
pasis for withdrawal could be established, 1t was
not desirsble to withdraw additicnal non-Europgan

S rejterated the view expressed
M-23-66) aud 15 Jan 66 (JCSM-36-66)
ned safeguards should be an inte-
nproliferation treaty.
jon was defined in terms. of
rather than "control," which
viet Union to press for abandon-
nuclear arrangements and con-
ments during negotiation of the
treaty. The JCS believed that
must insure that present nuclear
onsultative arrangements were not

o Secpef, 29 Jun 66, JMF 3050
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TTET

‘JMF 3050 (13 Jun

IVE) ;%%h-use-ss to SecDef, 8 Jul 66,

66) sec 1.

" The JCS furnished SecDef their views on the accept-

ability of a proposal by Amb Goldberg designed to
resolve the outstanding isue on the peaceful usae

article of the celestial bodles treaty.

As written,

the article would call on parties to the treaty not
to orbilt around the earth any objects carrying

nuclear or other

mase destruction weapona and not

to establish military bases or fortifications, not

to test weapons,

maneuvers on celestial bodles.

the use of milit

or not to conduct military
It would &also &llow

ary personnel and equipment for
sclentiflc research,

Amb Goldberg proposed deletion

of the sentence ¢overing the use of military person-

nel and equipmen
asgreement, The

guestioned sente
susceptible to ¢
concurred in the
concession. The
the lack of U3 ¢
of weapons of ma
lieved that cont
toward 1ts attal
posed no objectl
of the treaty to

17 Nov gS).

Responding to an
mented on an AC

drafting a lLatin
The JCS believed
US Becurity inte
provided it coul
that existing US

, to improve the prospect of Soviet
CS believed that retention of the
ce would result in an article less
nflicting interpretation and they
Goldberg propesel only as a final
JCS were seriously concerned over
pability to verify the presence

s destruction in orblt amnd be-
nued effort should be expanded
ment. On 8 related matter, they

n to the expansion of the scone
include all of outer space

o SecDef, 1 Aug 66, JMF gOOD.

ASD (ISA) reguest, the JCS com-
paper concerning propesals for
American denuclearization treaty.
that it would be in the overall
est to participate in a LA NF2
be effectively implemented and

‘nuclear presence and transit

and overflight rights, as well as US prctectlon
of the Panama Canal, were not jeopardized. It
would also be necessary that all latin American

states, including Cuba, participate,

conditicne could

If these
not be obtalned, the JCS recom-

mended that the US not support a LA NF%.
~502-66 to SecDef, 4 Aug 66, JMF 3050
14 Mar 66) sec 4,

The JCS furnished SecDef their views on a Dept of
State proposal for a possible plen for making the
benefite of peaceful purpose nuclear explosions
(PLOWSHARE) availzble to the world while at the

same time paving

to include provislons along thia line.

believed that an

the way te amend the existing LTET
They
peceptable intermational arrange-

ment for the control of peacelful purpose nuclear
explosions must provide assurance that US design
informatinn would not be compromised and that

other countries would not make significant gains
in nuclear weapons technology under the guise of

peaceful purpose

exposiong. The JCS considered

that the State propesal could provide these assur-
ances and they supported the proposal provided
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that: (1) it not be used to further elther a

threshold or a comprehensive test ban; (2) "the
one-for-one principle" be more precisely defined,
with the aid of AEC-developed guidelines; (3
PLOWSHARE activities and experiments that were
permissible under the LTBT not be subject to inter-

national supervision;
included in the plan.

(4) no veto provisions be
‘The JCS also supported

proceeding with the currently planned PLOWSHARE
nuclear excavation program since further delay
could adversely affect US national security.

-531-66
g Aug 66).

to SecDef, 22 Aug 66, JMF 3050

The JCS forwarded to SecDef & follow-on study on
aspects of a SNDV freeze and reduction, supple-
menting the one supplied on 4 Peb 66 (JCSM-T9-66).

Wnen used together,

the JCS stated, the two studies

formed an analytical date base that could aid in
making preliminary Judgements on specific freeze

and reduction proposals,.

Analysis of the war game

resulte in the study reinforced the earlier views

of JCS regarding
to the many prob
application of &
In particular, t
than previous ex
potentially dest
porpoeals having
baslis,

-5Th-66
510 Mar 65).

The JCS recommen
mutual withdrawa
recommendation w
SecDef for ampli
(JCSM-452-66) to
two divisions, [
major ground for
units and tactic

YTéfﬁbT"Iﬁsn-sos-
13 Jun 66) sec 2.

Responding to an

{Arms Control), the Director,

he difficulty of finding solutions

ms associated with practical

NDV freeze and reduction proposal.
study revealed even more clearly
inations the complex and

1lizing nature of arms control

NDV freeze and reduction as their

to SecDef, 10 Sep 66, JMF, 3050

ed against either unilateral or

s of forces from Europe. Thelr

s in response to & reguest from

ication of their views of 8 July
take into account reductions of

ur divisions, or a retention of

es but a thinn out of support
1 air forces. 1%?

-

66 to SecDef, 22 sEb:;l, JWF 3050

oral request from the Deputy ASD
Joint Staff, stated

that the JCS had grave reservations as to the
effects any extension of the Limited Test Ban

Treaty would have on US securlty.

The reasons for

expressing reservations were: indicatlions that the
Soviet Union had already mace inportant gains in
nuclear weapons technology that could alter the



25 Nov 66

Tripartite
Conference
on Selsmic
Effects

LTET

58 Sep 66). '

“ . . - o ..', o

military balence; prevention of US development
of an optimum ABM asysten; and the absence of
an acceptable verification 38 stem,

~1261-66 to ASD{ISA), 29 Sep 66, JIMF
3050 (20 Sep 66).

The JCS commenting on an agende prepared by ACDA,

_recommended to SecDef that US delegates to &

proposed US-UK-USSR conference on peismic identl-
fication be limited to discussing curreptly
unclassified technological informationi

The JCS
recommended that they be glven an oppor ity to
review any agenda for the talks prepared by the
USSR, that they be represented by an cbaerver at
the talks, and that any future arms control actions
of similar magnitude be censidered by the Com-
mittee of Principals,

=733-66 to Secbef, 25 Nov 66, JMF. 3050
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}m:ﬂ/%ﬁrl, 19 JEB'::?:, JMF 3050
20 Dec 66). :

The JCS commented to SecDef on & draft State
Department position paper on & posaible freeze
agreement on strytegic forces, They said that
they did not objgct to exploring with the Soviets
meens of leveling off strategic offensive and
defensive forces| but this in no way affected
their previous recommendations to deploy NIKE-X
operationally injFY 1972. The US must first
determine the extent, if any, of Soviet interest
in limiting strategic arms., The JC3 should
review any speciflic arms control proposal
before it went outside the US Government. The
US should tell the USSR early in any discussions
that i1t would eddress verification after a
general area of agreement was determined,
Research, development, and prototype testing
must be permitted and US planned improvements
ir, missiles pursued, The JCS opposed eny
discussion of MIRVe with the USSR; they believed
that any consideration of an ASM freeze must
include SAMs with significant ABM capabllity,
and they felt it esmentlal that any agreement
petween the US and the USSE limiting strategic
arms be formallzed as a treaty.

o ~30-67 to Seclef, 19 Jan 67, IMF 753

13 Jan 67).

The JCS informed SecDef that they had no objec-
tion to the use of a proposed ACDA position
paper on security BBSurances and nonprolifera-
tion at the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee
(ENDC) scheduled to convene In (Geneva on 21 Feb
57.  They stated, however, that they had sericus




reservations regarEint the inclusion in a UN - .

resolution of negativé aasurances limiting the
use of nuclear weapons. Specifically, .they
opposed any public declaration wherein the US
should pledge not tO use nuclear weapons,
YST’EESBT?F-67 te SecDef, 21 Feb 67, JMF 750
' Feb 67 : -

27 Feb 67 In a memorandum to SecDef, the JOS expressed
. . C- concern -that. the current US position supporting
‘ an extension of the Limited Test Ban Treaty
LTBT - , (LTBT) did not recognize the impact.this would
) : have on the US strategic posture. The JCS
pelieved that a continuation of nuciear testing
without further restriction was epsentigl to the
maintenance of the US deterrent posture.
- SM.109.67 to SecDef, 27 Feb 67,
JMF 730 {18 Feb 67) sec 1.

14 Mar 67 . fn commenting to SecDef on a revised draft of
the State Department position paper on strategic
arms limitatione on which they had commented
earlier (JCSM-30-67, 19 Jan 67), the JCS said

Freeze on that the paper set forth a position "not in
Strategic the national secufity interest of the United
Forces States.” They opposed provisions that would

foreclose a US opkion to deploy an ABM system

and would degredelimprovements to US strateglc

g miesile systems.
Verification :

Any sgreement based on
unilateral verificatIon should be confined to
s limit on ABMs and & quaentitative freeze oOnN
f1xed, land-based offensive aiatems

WIHB-W to SecDef, 14 Mar 67, JWF 755
13 Jan 67) sec 2.

18 Mar 67 The Director, Joint Staff, recommended to
ASD(ISA) that & copy of JCSt-96-67, 21 Feb 67,
be furnished to ACDA, The JC8 nad received
word informally that tne DOD ccncurrence in

Security the ACDA draft position peper on security

Assurances assurences and nonproliferation had glven ACDA
¢ the impression that the JCS had changed their
HpPT position on negative security assurances. In

fact, the Director pointed out, the JCS in the
cited JCSM had indicated their continued
opposition to inclusion of & clause 1in a

70
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proposed UN rescolution that -would limit the
ugse of nuclear weapons,

L.6T7 to ASD(ISA) 18 Mar 67; (3)
SAACM- -73- 67 to D/JS, 16 Mar 67; JMF 750

(2 Feb 67).
\B/éep 67 ‘ Commenting to SecDef on an ACDA memc recommend-
- L}lf ing various actions that the US mlght take In
:/{;-rv N connection with a decision to deploy the NIKE-X
- : ballistic missile system, the JCS reaffirmed
ABM their conclusion that, of all the actions

" required to maintein a sultable strategic
posture in the mid-range period, none was more
necessary for US defense than deployment of
NIKE-X. Adoption of the ACDA recommendations
could seriously delay the NIKE-X deployment.

The JCS held that no discussions on BMD
limitations should be undertaken with the USSR,
allies, or others prior to announcement of a

US decision to deploy & NIKE-X ballistic missile

defense system,
kTSi JUSW-493-67 to SecDef, B Sep 67, JMF 481

28 Aug 67).
17 Cet 67 > In presenting views to SecDef an an ACDA draft
5 f-;-ﬁ.Li‘X Y~.. position paper relating to the treaty of Tlatelolec

(Denuclearization of Latin America; see
JCSM-502-66, L aug A6), the JCS stated that the
HFZ paper did not meet the reguirements specified
(Latin America) by them and that the US should not sign PFrotoccl
I of the Treaty /Protocol I - Parties oytside
the zone undertake the obligations of the treaty
with respect to thelr territories within the
-glone,7 The JC8 recommended that DOD object to
further cocrdination or adoption 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 reeveluation
result in & new proposed paper, the JCS would
wish to reconsider the securlty implications of
any recommendation that the U3 slgn Protocol II,
iFrotocol II: Parties possessing nuclear weapons
will respect the status of denuclearization of
the zone, will not contribute to acts ilnveolving
violation of oblizatlions of the parties and will
not use or threaten the use of nuclear weapons

agailnst the contracting parties.”/
Y%T—3C3ﬂ_359 -67 to SecDef, 17 Oct &7, JMF G76/755
27 Sep 67)

.

e
25 Cct 67 Again presenting views to SecDef on the Treaty
A lL of Tlatelolce (see JCSM-559-67, 17 Oct 67), on
(Tr/ 4“ this occasion in connection with a draft talking
paper fzr the President for use 1in 8 meeting
HEZ with the President of Mexico, the JCS recommended

(Latin Ameriza) an amerdment that would, 1r. the course of
declaring US irntention to sign Protocel IT elso
advise the Mexican Presldent of US concerns
with regard tq the treaty's purpeses ‘and cb-
Jectives, Subject to this amendment and to
a condition that suggested interpretative

. : statements be closely coordinated among all
interested US agenciles pefore flnal aceceptance,
the JCS concurred in the prcposed Zalking
paper,

{37 JTSM-582-67 to SecDef, 256 Oet 67, JMF $76/755
{27 Sep AT, sez 2,
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The JCS commented to SecDef on a draft proposal

for possible presentation to the Soviets at the
start of discuesions on limiting numbers of
strategic offensive and defensive missile

" launchers (see also JCSM-30-67, 19 Jan 67, and

JCSM-143-67, 14 Mar 67). They said that the
position in the draft propusal was not in the

_national security interests gf the United States
‘for the following reasons: [ (1)

. -r
The JCS

recommended that any proposal be addressed by
the Committee of Principals prior to discussion
with Soviet representatives. Should a decision
be made to pursue, an agreement depending on
unilateral verification as the primary means of
determining complfiance, the agreement. should be
iimited to numeripal restriction on ABEMs and on
fixed land-based pffensive systems--elements for
which & high degrge of confidence existed as to
the US capability for timely detection and
evaluation
TTS-SENSTTLVE) JOSM-596-67 to SecDef, 2 Nov 67,
JMF 755 (13 Jan €7 ) sec 2. . !

Sommenting on & dqraft position paper on C-B
warfare, prepared by ACDA for use 1n the UNGA,
the JCS informed |[SecDef ey had no objection
except to the st tement[&? T )

—
2785-67 tﬂ SechDef, 27 Nov 67, JMF 313
slu Nov 67).
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In commenting to SecDef on a DPM that would
recommend US signature of Protocol II of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco (see JCSM-582-67, 26 oOct
67) and accompany this signature with an inter-
pretative statement to influence international
understanding of the treaty in & manner favor-
able to US interests, the JCS sald that the
proposed interpretative statement was satis-

~factory. They esked that State be informed

of the understandings concerning overflights
and in-port visits to Latin America upon
which their concurrence was based. Since, 1n
their opinion, a settled international under-
standing of the treaty that was in accord with

the US interpretation must be & condltion.

precedent to US ratificetion, the JCS recommended
that the DPM be amended to make this condltlon
clear, rather than relating ratification to gain-
ing support for the Nonpreliferation Treaty

NPT).
fgj-}ugn:gz-ss to SecDef, 16 Jan 68, JMF 976/755
27 Sep 67) Sec 2.

in connection with
to be included in
CJCS informed SecD
that any fcrm of n
to geographical a
Hemisphere would w
rent, reduce mllit
precedent that cou
on US nuclear opt
US position be ch
puclear non-use C

required by the T
-3023-68 to
EE Feb 27)

Having reviewed t
Jjointly by the US
Disarmament Commi
that 1t wes consi
stated views (JCS

negative security assurances™-
draft UNSC resclution, the

f that the JCS considered
gative security assurances

as outside the American

aken the US nuclear deter-

ry flexibility, and set a

d lead toc further restrictions

ns. He recommended that the
ged to reject any form of
itment other then those

ety of Tlatelolco,

SecDef, 19 Feb 6B, Jmr 750

e revised draft NPT tabled
and USSR et the 1B-Nation
tee (ENDC), the JCS noted
tent with thelr previously
-36-66, 15 Jan 66). They
realized, however, that during the forthcoming
UNGA session the rljon-use of nuclear weaponhs was
elmost certain to be addressed and that the US
delegation was prgpared to make public & US non-
use commitment. “Pne JCS therefore endarsed the
recommendatior, made earlier by the CJCS (cM-3023-68,,
19 Feb 68 that the US positlon be changed to reject
any form of nuclear non-use commitment other than
that required by the Treaty of Tlatelolco, In the
event the position was not changed, they asked that
prior to actual introduction or support by the USG
of & ncn-use commitment, they be afforded an
opportunity to comment on the actual proposal
yg%_ﬁﬁgﬂ:?30-68 to SecDef, 11 Apr 68, JIMF 731

2 apr 68).

Jommenting on & Soviet proposal to the UNGA

to ban military activities es well as nuclear
weapons from tne seabeds beyond the boundaries

of national jurisdiction, the JC3 informed

SecDef that the long-range ccnseguences of

banning emplacement of nuclear wWeepons ori the
seabeds could be detrimental to the security of

the United States. CI ) : S
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17 Apr 68

NPT

Securlty
Assurances

27 Apr 68

Seabeds

NPT

11 May 68

Seabeds
(%)

15 Jul 68

T The

. +".\l‘b

JCS sgreed that establishment ol'.& UN speclalized

agency to encourage international cooperat;on

in oceanography wes in .the US interest.
iTSF JO8M-235-68 to SecDef, 15 Apr 68, MF 731

3 Apr 68).

In presenting views to SecDef on ACDA-proposed
instructions to the US UN Delegetion on the

NPT and security
thelr opposition
non-uBe,

assurances, the JCS repeated
to & US commitment to nuclear

They strongly opposed the US becoming

a party to an NP? that had &8 nucleer non-use

commitment in an
They requested t
the authorizatlo
use obligation r
to the US Delega
removed, they as
to the attention
-249-68
2 Apr 68).

Commenting to Se
PADEr Cn arms co
realfirmed the v
control measures
in the national

235-68, 15 Apr 6B)

W T272-68
12 apr 68).

form aseocisted with 1t.
at SecDef take action to have
to commit the US to a non-
moved from the instructions
ton. If it was not to be

ed thet their views be brought

of the President
o SecDefl, 17 Apr 68, JWMF 731

Def on a draft ACDA position
trol on the seabeds, the JC3
ew thaet US support for arms
on the seabeds would not be
nterest at that time (JCSM-

to SecDef, 27 Apr 68, JMF 7;;3

The CJCS informed SecDef that the JCS, after
considering & propased DOD document on military
implications of arms contrel proposals and
restrictive legal regimes for the seabeds,
continued to believe that the US should not
support seabed arms control measures.at that

time,

Such measures were considered to offer

s potential for grave harm to US interests.
YS%‘UHT2§B3-68 to SecDef, 11 May 68, JMF T¥1
3 Apr 68).

The Director, Joint Staff, forwarded to SecDef

the views of the

JCS on e proposed message by

the President to the ENDC, which referred to
a production cutoffl of fissionable materials

and a CTBT, _The

JCS recommended omitting
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Cutoff of" P statemenfs on the cutoffl and CTBT Bince they

Fissicnable believed the military dangers in reiterating
Materials these previous offers outweighed the possible

. tactical advantages of pre-empting questions on
CTET them within ENDC, The JCS were concerned over .

the impact that & CTET would have on the US )
strategic posture, They held theat cantinuation
of nuclear testing without further restriction
was essential to the maintenance of the US
A deterrent posture and any further restriction
would be contrary to the national interest.
Efforts to achieve a CTBT, a threshold treaty,
or any extension of present limltations on
testing should be halted so that the US would
not be confronted by a Soviet acceptance of
..Buch & proposal at a time most disadvantageous
to the Uniggdegtates, Der. 1 €8
- - to Sec Jul JMF
2 Jul 68) sec 2. s 15 ’ 3.

9 Aug 68 L:-

Strategic Arms

Limitations
Verification
=J :
FTETSERSITIVE; JUSH_UOB_EB to SecDef, 9 Aug 68;
TS-SENSITIVE cm-?572-68 to SecDef, 9 fug 68;
IMF 750 (29 Jun 68),

10 Aug 68 In providing views to SecDef on & proposed
memo to the President on arme control on the
seabeds the JCS recommended substitute. wording

Seabeds designed to aveild foreclosing certain military
opticns that had been reviewed and approved

: by the President.
Eél JOSM-U97-68 to SecDef, 10 Aug 68, JWF 731

o 12 Apr 68) sec 2,

24 Aug 63 With regard to & draft interim report by an

interagency working group to determine when &
cutoff in the production of fissionable materials
would be to the net advantage of the United
States, the JCS recommended that the study be
terminated. In the future, the criterion for

75



Cutoff of"
Fissionable
Materials
Verification

Strategic Arms
Limitations
Talks (SALT)

10 Sep 68

SALT

determing the feasibility of & cutoff should

be the adequacy of the avallable fisslonable
material at the time of cutoff to meet fore-

cast weapon requirements. They did not object

to the proposed change in the US posltion on
verification provided the US was prepared to
exercise immediately its right of withdrawal

from the agreement in the event of detectlion

of clandestine facilities. They cpposed & o
cutoff of the production of flsslonable materials -
for weapons use at that time as belng contrary

to the national interest.

The JCS informed SecDef that untll the pros-
pects for, general outlines of, and possible
tmplications of strateglc 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 not oppose &
demonstrated destruction of nuclear weapons
agreement provided it did not compromlse us
weapon design and constructlon, its procedures
guaranteed that the USSR was pogitively destroy-
ing nuclear weapons, &n inspectieon and verlfl-
catlion system wad tested to assure feasibility
and practicality] and only weapons marked for
retirement were destroyed. The JCS did oppose

2 plant-by-plant |shutdown.

ES% JC3M-519-68 §o SecDef, 24 Aug 68, JMF TU5

2 Jul 68?
Referring to a State draft message for dispatch to the
US Mission NATO gn the subject of Stratezic Arms
Limitations Talk$ (SALT), the CJCS informed
SecDef tnat the JCS had consistently held that
reduction of world tension should precede arms
control measures|that would censtrain US
military flexibility. In 1light of the Soviet
aetion in Czechoslovakia, he consldered 1t
inappropriate to|suggest that the US and USSR
begin SALT at preésent or in the near future,

He therefore recémmended against dispatch of
the State message &t that time.

¥TST‘UM:36H2-68 o SecDef, 10 Sep 68, JMF 755
29 Jun H8) sec 5.



29 Jan 69
NPT

11 Feb 69
SALT

4 Mar 69
Seabeds
Verification
6 Mar 69
CTRBT

TTBT

LTET
Verificatlion

1969

A talking paper prepared for the use of SecDef
and CJCS at the NSC meeting on 29 Jan 69 expressed
the following positions: the NPT was still in
the US naticnal interest; the President should
actively seek Senste approval and should follow
this with immediate ratification; the US should
use diplomatic pressure "where appropriate to
advance the NPT"' but must use discretion to
avold disrupting existing defense alliances; ir
it was decided that NPT was not in the national
interest, the President should nevertheless

not abruptly seek disengagement,
TS')_IU'S_ETBE/IB, 29 Jan 69, JMF 760 (21 Jan 69).
In & talking paper on SALT, approved by the JC3
on 11 Feb 69, they took the position that the
start of talks and tabling of a proposal should
be deferred until completion of the US force
posture review., In order to be ready should

it become neceasary to begin the talks prior

to completion of the review, early action should
be taken to defire goals in order to establish

objectives and principles,
T’FE‘.'HE‘S‘Euaa/B 12 Feb 69, JMF 750 (1lFeb 69)

C

rm—zuae;)es 3, 3 Mar 63, JMF 752 (12 Feb 09}

In 8 memo to Seclef the JCS stated that they
continued to opp¢se a CTBT, TTBT, or any exten-
sion of the presdnt LTBT to the underground
environment, Th4y congidered the continuation
of nuclear testing without further restriction
essential to the maintenance of the US strategic
posture and held 'that any further restriction
Kf?qld be contrary to the US national interest.

TS-HU) JUSK-127-bY9.to SecDé;i 5 Mar 69, Mr 752
tla Feb 69)
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12 Mar 69 The Director, Joint Staff, and ASD(ISA) approved
o ‘a talking paper for use by SecDef and CJCS at
the NSC meeting on 12 Mar 69, where US. positions
for the forthcoming ENDC meeting would be die-
_ _ cuseed, The talking paper gave the following
CTRET . .JOS posiltions, which differed from the QOSD
. position on the same questions: (1) within the
Cutoff (Trens- ENDC the US should not reiterate its support

fer and for a verified CTB; rather, the US should
- Destruction) - .publicly state its need for continued testing;
of Fiesionable ?2) a cutoff-transfer-destruction agreement
Materials -would not now be in the overall US security
) interest, since it would preclude meeting the
Seabeds JSOP weapons requirements for FYs 70-71; there-

fore the US should not reiterste its support
for such an agreement within ENDC,
: The peper set forth & single OSD/JCS view on
the other questions:
(1) An agreement not on &8 CTB would not be
in the net security interest of the US; no firm
answer could be given on whether CTB would be
acceptable in three years, irrespective of
whether or not 1pitial operational ABM and MIRV
warhesde had been achleved.
~(2) Should it|be found necessary to put
forward & new cutoff{-transfer-destruction pro-
posal, the folloying modifications would be
scceptable: (z)|a lessened requirement for
inspection, along the lines of the NPT inspec-
tion procedures, |[provided the US was prepared
to exercise immediately 1ts right of withdrawal
upon detection of clandestine facilities;'t
{(b) omission of demonstrated destruction of
nuclesr weapons yhile retaining the trensfer
of sgreed amountg of U 235 and plutonium to
peaceful uses; }- equal US and Soviet transfers
of fisslonable mjterial to peaceful uses, in
place of the prefiocus US proposeal for asymmetric
amounts.
{3) A seabed
be in the overal

rms control agreement would not
US security interest,

(4) The US sheuld present no specific pro-
posal, and the ENDC should merely discuss "the
factore vital to,a seabed arme control agreement.,”

482/25(7, 12 Mar 69, JMF 752 (12 Feb 69)
sec 2, ; )

22 Apr 69 in a memo to Sechef, the JCS reexamined the 1ssue =
of & seabed arme control tresty and again con-
cluded that it was impossible to envision all

: of the ramificationes effecting US securlty inter-

Seabeds ests, The JCS believed that such & treaty was
not now in the oversll security interesat of the
US and would bear a potentlel for grave harm,

~242-69 to SecDef, 22 Apr 69, JWF 756

11 Apr 69)
30 Apr 62 i:
Seabeds )

i

o (TS) JCS 2482/30-5, 30 Apr 63, JMF 756 (11 Apr 69).
2 May 69 The JCS reeffirmed their views (JCSM-519-68,

i pug 68, end JCSM-127-69, € Mar 69) that the
LTET LTBT should not be extended to the underground
Cutoff of environment end that the US should avold any
Fissionable agreement involving the cutoff of fiasionable
Meterisls materials for wempons purposes,

- JCSM-256-69 to SecDef, 2 May 69, JMF 7320
;26 Feb 69}. :
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17 Jun 69 The JCS provided SecDef thelr comments on a
study concerning preparstion of the US pesition
for SALT, prepared in response to NSSM-28.

The JCS seid that the study, after appropriate

modification, would provide the basls for :
Digsrmement development of & strateglic arms control proposal
(General) - for discussion with the USSR. They emphaelzed

t ollowing points:
SALT (1)
. (Preparetion) .-

Verification
AEM
.Multiple
Independently
Targetable

Reentry
Vehicle (MIRV)

e = =
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22 Jun 60

Stco Where
We Are (SWWA)

SALT

gll)

(12)

TTET JCSM-377-63 tc éZcDef, 17 Jun 69, JMF 751
|5 Mar 63) sec k.

The JCS forwarded their views on the "Stop Where
We Are" propossl (SWWA) to SecDef, The JCS con-

sidered SWWA to be more restrictive and compre-

hensive tnan NSSM-2% because 1t edded five

meir constreints to those in HNSSM-22, Peckage IV:

(1) Even greater constraints on advances 1in
technology

(2} Prchibi<icr con improvements in the throw-
welght and accuracy of present ICEMs and SLBMs .

{2} Restricticns on flight testineg to pre-
announced ccrfidence firings of previously
tested misslles

{4) Frohibition or the completion of the
approximately 300 Soviet IZBM siles arnd 25C SLBM
launchers currently under construetion, which
was probably not negctlable

(5! A freeze or the number of strategic

8¢



25 Jun 69 ..

SALT
" SWWA
MIRV

17 Jul 69

SALT
Verification

Moratorium

13 Jul 69

T SALT

1 Aug €9

bomibers and SAM launchers and a prohibition on ¢ | .-

the intproductlon of pnew types.

The JCS recommended that because SWWA con-

tained numersus risks that made it unacceptable

from a national security standpoint, it be
eliminated from further consideration,
_ - ?0;593to SecDef, ‘23 Jun 69, JMF 751 -~

16" Jun 69). "

A lengthy talking psper on SALT, prepared.for.. .. .-
the use of SecDef and CJC3 at the NSC meeting
on 25 Jun 69, concluded with the following recom-.
mendations, &mong others: T

{1) Since intergovernmental preparstion for .
SALT had so far been dealing with 1llustrative
peckeges, the US position, proposal, and nego-
tisting tactics should now be developed on'a = ”
priority bassise. A drafting committee should

. be established to prepare, based on NSC guidence,

a negotiating position and instructions to the’
delegation.

{2) No option as comprehensive a8 SWWA should
be included in the US negotiating position.

{3) The "JCS opposition to a MIRV ban and a
MIRV test ban/shduld/ be recognized in estab-

. 1ishing a US position.:

482/28118 ., .26 Jun 69, JMF 751 (6 Mar 69)
sec 5,

C.

TTET'fE%'Euae/BT—B, 18 Jul 69; (TS) ACSAN-U1-69

to Henry A. Kimsinger, 13 Jul 69; JMF 751
(2 Jul 69) sec 2. .

In preparation for SALT the JC3 set forth views
on the sultability and desirabillity of applylng
restrictions on missile volume and throw-welght
in sny possible sgreement. They concluded that
volume and/or throw-weight limitations as applied
to lend-based or ses-besed systems, either added
to or in lieu of numericsl limitations, were not
Buitable or desirable at thst time,
= -473-69 to CICS, 19 Jul 69, JMF 751
25 May 63).

In view of sn ACDA proposal to include & morato- v
rium on missile teeting early in SALT, the CJCS
reliterated JCS views to SecDef. A mutual sus-

pension of MIRV/MRV tesating 1f the USSR wculd
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" SALT " agree to suspend starts of additional ICEMa

and SLBMs would inveolve such risks and disad-
MIRV vantages that it would not be in the naticnal

security interests of the US, The CJCS, there-
fore, Buggested thet a moratorium of such dimen-
.slons be elimineted from further consideration
at that time.
-O869-69 to Sechef, 1 Aug €3, JMF 756
29 Jul 69},

28 Aug 69 In .commenting on ACDA propossls for revision
v of 8 Soviet proposal for a seabed treaty, the
R T [343 V- JCS seld it would be premeture to discuss the
)ﬁ’ : 12-mile limit in connection with arms control
negotistions before settling the question of
Seabeds .. trenslt rights and territorlal seas. To do
so would extend implicit recognition to the
velidity cf the 12-mile territorial ses with-
out schleving the right of navigation through
end over stralts., If the US were to concede
&8 12-mile limit on & seabed arms control zone
without 8 prior, or at least a simultaneous,
internstional recognition of the US free straits
concept, the US bargaining positlion in the law-
of-the-ses negotiations would be seriously pre-
Judiced, The JCS reaffirmed thelr position
that a sesbed arms control treaty would not be
in the overall interest of the US,

¥37'3CSH:53u-69 to SecDef, 28 Aug 69, JMF 756
11 Apr 59) sec 2.

/ 1
{10 Sep 69 . In commenting or. & memo by DepASD (ISA) on the
R O Scviet seabed proposal, the.JC3 malntained that
PR [P ‘the negotlating history shouldclearly indicate
tjf- ' that ell parties sgreed that only "fixed"
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruc-
Seabeds tion and thelr assoclated "fixzed" lsunching

platforms were to be included in the treaty pro-
hibitions., Holding copen the option tc deploy
mobile submersible systems would permlt the US
to take advantage of 1ts technological lead and
offset the Soviet land deplecyment advantage.
The JCE believed that the treaty should confer
no rizhts beyond those of observation--specific-
ally, that the right of eccess or the obligation
to disclose or sssist should not be offered or
implied--and that not cnly the negotiating
history but alsc the treaty itself should so
state, The JCS were still concerned that the
DOD 1interest in future negotiations in law- of-
the-ses matters wculd not be sdequately pro-
tected by the proposed contligucus zone formu-
lation. On this maetter the JCS reefflrmed the
osltiors expressed in JCSM-534-6¢. 29 pug 69,
?BT"TCSHT§6u-69 to SecDef, 10 Sep 53, JMF 756

11 Apr 69) sec 2,

25 Sep 63 ;2 With respect te an ACDA proposal on g seabed
: ) \$. erms contrcl treaty, the CJCS advised SecDef

that the JCS pelieved tha:i measuring the

coastal band from the sinucusities of the

coast wes the Sptilon on base lines least detri-

1Seanbeds mental to US securlty. O alternatlves pro-
posed by ACDE the JC3 found least detrimental
the one that 414 not recaznize Seoviet "histeric
waters" claims. The treaty shculd not permit
rne USSK or cotners to deploy weapons cor lnstel-
lgtions 1 historic weters claimed by them tut
not recoznlzed by tne US, In &sdditlicn the
treaty shculd not preclude observaetlion asctivities



...y~
in any ares covered by the treaty. “Should eny
future dispute on the zone of gpplication be
regolved in s manner that would pre judice US
gecurity interests, the withdrawsl provision
of Article V of the treaty should be invoked
and this must be cleerly understocod within the
yUs Government

-69 to SecDef, 26 Sep 69 JMP 756
11 Apr 69) sec 2.

. P

SALT .
{Options)

MIRV
Verification

Force
Reductions

}‘1’5'} ACSER-123-89 to CJCS, 3 Nov 63, JMF 752 3
3 Nov 69).

4 Dac 69 Tn 8 talking peper on SALT, prepared for use
by DepSecDef and CJCS at the Under Secretaries
Committee meeting on 4 Dec 69, the following
JCS positions were indicated, on matters of
other than shortl-term or procedursl concern:

SALT (1) the US should not introduce the specific
subject of MRV RV but should state that the
MIRV sBubject was implicit as a possible component

part of the discussion of pasrticulsr bellistie
missile systems; (2) a ban on MIRV development
was not scceptable under any conditions thus
far put forth; {3) MIRV flizht testing should
continue, without suspensaion or stretch-out
of MIRV test programs; (4) 1t should be kept
in mind thet "the purpose of MIRV is to provide
the cepabllity for effectively targeting the
expanded Soviet and Chinese Communist target
structures as well as tc 1lnsure penetration of
Soviet BMD"; (5) the US epproech to numerical
reductions of strateglc weapons should be
cautioua, and reductions should awaif & demon-
stretlion of good falth in ebilding by a 1limi-
tation agreement; {6) there should be no
moratorium on research and development, gquall-
tative improvements on stretegic forces, and

‘ ABM construction, but morateriums of,speclfled

W short durstion on increases ln totel number

of operationel launchers fcr cffensive missiles
would be acceptsble

B2/61-1, Y Dec 68, JMF 752 (2 Dec 69).
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