
, *.- - I -  

TO : Mr* MoClOy I U 
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:i 
FROM t Consdtat ive Group on U8.r by Accident, h!i806lCUhtiOn, 

b3JEUECT: S'umaurry and Recommendations SIP copy 
- or Surprise Attack 

1. Surprise attack, accidental uar, and war by miscalcula- 
t ion are closely related concepts; for t h o  most part, we have 
t reated then together. Together they comprise & problem of 
general w a r .  They arise in the preinlum that presently attaches 
t o  hnste, i n i t i a t i v e ,  quick response, and prellmption, a t  the, out- 
set of  gcneral war. There is a powerful common i n t e r e s t  between 
the USA and the USSR i n  measures t o  eliminate o r  reduce t h i s  
premium. 

2. We are impressed with steps i n  t h a t  direct ion the 
United States l a  now taking unilaterally, as described i n  the 
President's recent defense-budget message. 
u r e ~  are the very substance of am8 control; it is  most important 
to integrate  our mili tary and our am8 control policies. 
integrat ion requires recognizing that budget messages, press 
releases, testimony, and Pre8ident id  speeches, are a l l  par ts  of 
the arms control negotiating process. 

Some of these meas- 

This 
: 

3. Me use a broad def ini t ion of "disrrmament negotiations.11 
Many measures i n  our report do not lend themselves t0 fonaal nego- 
t i a t ions ,  and perhaps should not even be called 
Private consultations, through diplomatio and other chnnels, are 
as much a part of our arms-control negotiations a8 the more formal 
negotiations; for  the measures t h a t  relate ,@ our Panel, they may 
be more important. 

4. We are reporting on f i f t e e n  specif ic  measures or areas 
of consultation on uhich we have affirmative rbcommendations - 
subject i n  some cases to  urgent fur ther .s tudy of points that the 
Panel could not settle. .. 

s. 

1. J o i n t  read-out of Nidas . - 
2. Eumpaan aimmn.lng system. ' 

J 
I. ,-. 

L - -  , ,  
I . _  

3. European ground-force Inspection. 
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4. Prior notification of launch activity.  

5. h i o r  notification of a i r c r a f t  movement. /"' 

6. Exchange o f  information on camnicatione. - I 3 * 

'& .p' ! a - 
- ' ,  ,,_.-- i 

) '  I -  , 
. I - '  , 

.'>, .... f . .  ."- 
' ..: 

1 .~ )d i 
. .  1 L*' 7 .  Conuultation on atrategic  indicators. L. . '. 

. .: 
. . .  '_ . :: :.::. < . .  

8. Lfmite on suhar lne  dejloyment. . .  

9. European MTrn'S. 
. .  

10'. Nuclear weapons for European ground forces.. ' . .  

11. Furplt telephone. 

.J 12. Bncrgency observation teams. 

. . .  . . ;: 

...... . . . .  ..... 
1: :.. : ......... ..... . . . . . .  
. . . . .  . . . .  . . I .  . . . .  
1 .  - .  

c I . . .  :. - 13. Military attachas. 1 
U. Information-exchange center. 

Most of these measures are a h x ?  a t  damping military crises and 
the  need for hasty military response. 
launch-notification procedures, lend themselves to  fonual neg- 
t l a t ione ,  and have been worked In to  the d r a f t  negotiating docu- 
ment. Others, like the phone link, should probably be kept out 
of disarmament negotiations. 
ment of s u k i n e s ,  cannot yet be made as a firm recanmendation 
because particular questions could not be resolved by the Panel 
with the information and evaluations available. Ue have iden- 
t i f i e d  the particular questions that need t o  be resolved before 
a decision can be reached. 

Same of them, like the 

Some, l i k e  the r e s t r a i n t  on deploy- 

5 .  We should l i k e  t o  have done a more thorough analysis of 
camprehensive a m  control In re lat ion t o  the danger of general 
war. Such an analysis is  feaeible; it could provide essent ia l  , 

guidelines f o r  the developent of mch plans. We reconmend an 
analysis - perhaps with a target  date of 1970 - of uhat mi l i ta ry  
postures would bp most consistent w i t h  world security assumlq 
succeseful negotiation and a favorable pol i t i ca l  climate, allov- 
ing drastic changes to be considered. As background there needs 
t o  be also an analysis of the  s t ra tegic  environment in the la te  
1960'5 if no foxmal, negotiated disarmament is forthcoming, to  
aasess how stable it w i l l  be and how far uni la te ra l  measures on 
both sides may have reduced the danger of general war. 
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6.  any measures l x  our report relate to U t a r y  crises. 
Tha capabilities o f  U.S. stratagla loroes for meeking such crises, 
eopeoially prolonged arlsar, need to be evrmlned with reepeot to 
ths flexibility and freetom they would a l low the President in time 
o f  orisle, and with roepcct to their adaptability to unforeseen 
contlngancies. We uademtund nuah emadnation is under way in the 
Defense Dcprbnent. We reoomand, in W e  comectlm, that dlsar- 

nagotlations may w i l l  sr*tse e military orisis or its nftelc 
~ t h ,  a t  a t h e  whan both motive8 urd dangers are - t i d y  
ohragsd and time i r  not available for the leiavely developnent of 
negotiating porltlonr . 

mSment pl- . X p l l O i h l ~  ~ O O @ S O  that B ~ I ~ O U S  di0-t 

7 

st o f  the aMon8 rroommanded in our report requin, 
follow-up a," the kkd that they would not automi%icblly 
the course of preparing for  f o n d  disamumeqt n o g w  
As mentione$ @xme, makiy of thanr cannot appropriakly 

ed in  the draft negotiatlng dowment. We mccmnaend 
. .  

. . . .  : 

. . .  

, .  
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. .  

. .  

. .  , .  

. .  
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n the. process of developing United Stater 
t w i a y  ii antioipation-of disarmament nego- 

tiations, there be added to the nogotiat- doaunent an 

effectively be included in the degotiating documant. 
I s  86 Important to get policy doelsionr on theso actio 
we think, as it I s  to get deciriom on those measures 
tbat we have been able to f i t  I& tho negotiating 
document. 

-0% o o n w  tho61 recamended actions that cannot 

b - Something lika the preeeuat Panel be retained, 
or other immediate rfdfing arrangements be -de, to PUP 
m e  I n  close'collabratioa with the Department of Defense 
and the intelligence camitnity the general ideas and the 
specifio meanurea presented In our repert. Specifically, 
we believe the einnex to tbe negotiating documeat (mentioned 

ular *tudiea thnt we &ve ideatiflad need to be set  going 
urgently: d deta l ld  uork needs to be done on the con- 
tents arrd prooedurer f o r  the more private aondtationa 
and negotlationa tbat ue have reooxmnended be kept outeide 
formal dituumaasnt negotiatioas. 

In the preoding paragraph) n e e d B  to be4 prepsred; partic- 
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. .  
. . .  . .  . .  . . .  The problems o f  surprise attack, war by miscalculation, 
. . .  , , .  

. .  . . ' . I  . 
. ... . and accidental war, virtually comprise tJg problem of general _ .  '... .. . . 
. . .  ...... . . .  
:.::: :;. war. vllth modern weapons, great advantages accrue to speed, 

Initiative, and surprise In the launching of general war. 

This I s  not an Inherent characteristic of warfare, but of 

today's military technology and postures. 

.. .. . . . .  . 
I .  -: k; 

i :  4 

.., .'.?. 

1. jF7 
. ' .. . . .. .I . , . .  

(Hopefully, it w i l l  

be less true later in the 60's.) It is this that makes 
. .  _ .  . . .  . 

I .  . . . .  

Irrational, inadvertent, mistaken, or unauthorized initiation 
of a war a serious possibility. 

If there were no premium on haste, initiative, surprise, 

end quick response, there would be comparatively little danper 

of war by. c:-cldent, mlscalculatlon, false alarm, or mis1nte.r- 

pre tatlon. 

and await confirmatory evidence. 

There would be time to recalculate, inves tigate, 
. .  

. -  If there were little chance ot' blunting retaliation 'by- . .  

taking the lnltlative, premuditated general war would seem 

almost out of the'questlon except as a truly insane act. 
. ' * _  .... 

The danger of general war-premeditated war or pre-emptive I 
I 

! 
! 

war in a crisis--Inheres largely in the character. of modern 

weapons that puts a premium.on speed, Initiative, and surprise. 

I 
i .. . 

! 
__..,.._-.__7.. :. . .  . .  . 
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T h i s  i s  why the problem of surprise attack and of war 

by miscalculation, aacident, o r  mischief, are closely related. 

It i s  the Importance of striking first, or of b&g a close 

second i f  not first, that creates the incentive. . The f ac t  that 

each side is aware that the other side is equally aware of the 

value of quick response, only compounds the danger in a crisis 

when both expect that general war may be imminent. 

It I s  for this reason that it could be in the joint  l a r e s t  

of the USA and the USSR t o  deflate the advantage of speed, 

in i t ia t ive ,  and surprise. It is of particular interest  to  

the US that the advantage of surprise and pre-emption be reduced, 

even i f  similarly reduced on both sides, since it I s  mainly the 

danger of Soviet decision t o  attack that would induce us t o  

launch an attack, and only a belief i n  Soviet attack that would 

induce us t o  respond mistakenly t o  any evidence of imminent war. 

Some reduction of our pre-emptive capability could be a reasonalile 

price t o  pay for measures that would similarly degrade Soviet 

capabilities for surprise and Soviet incentives toward hasty 

response . 
But it is easier t o  s ta te  the principle than t o  f i n d  con- 

crete measures t o  give i t  effect. 

cruoial area f o r  arms control, probably 

Nevertheless, this is a 

crucial area. 

-..<.; . . . ., . , . .- . . .  . . 

. .  
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Stable deterrence& a most important objective not only of 

specific limited measures but also o f  any comprehensive program 

of disarmament, A main criterion f o r  any comprehensive disarma- 

ment scheme should be reduction of the danger of general war 

through the creation of military postures less susceptible 

to surprise attack, less dependent on speed of response, and 
more subject to reliable, centralized, deliberate control. 

In principle there may be some limit to how far the danger 

of general war could be reduced without a disproportionate 

invitation t o  limited aggression. 

such rapid progress as to pass this limit in the next several 

years. In-fact, to reduce the danger of janeral war may well 

release us from inhibitions on our response to more limltsd 

threats 

kle see little chance of' 

The most important steps to be taken are probably steps 

that must be taken by unilateral decihn and in accordance 

with unilateral plans on both sides, with-at most-some tac,t 

understanding on the need for reciprocity, The President's 
recent defense budget message is a clear statement of steps 

we are already takiag--steps that, for the most part, we 

wish the Soviets would reciprocate, t e p s  that the Soviets 

should appreciate if they wish t o  see the danger of general war 

reduced. These steps, such, as increasing the security of our 

strategic 
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strategic forces, improving and centralizing command and 

control, developing better military communications and 
- coordination, deliberately reducing the need to respond quickly, 

reducing 

contingencies, inhibiting the decentralization of nuclear 

weapons to other countries (including allles),and developing 

a doctrine of warfare that would not automatically convert a 

potentially limitable war Into a contest of extermlna&n, can 

correctly be viewed as unilateral steps in precisely the 

direction that arms control should take. 

our reliance on the use of nuclear weapons in all 

Ne think it important to make clear to the public, and to 

make it as clear as we can to the Soviets, that this is what we 

are doing. 

and practical sense, this a arms control. At least, these are 

We think it shouBbe emphasized that, in a real 

unilateral steps which, if reciprocated, would constitute a 

program of arms control. We do not mean that this is the whole 

of arms control, but that reciprocated unilateral actions can 

be as important as anything overtly negotiated. 

emphasize that the aims of arms control need to be publicly 

We also 

clarified, and better communicated to the Soviets; and it seems 

to us that identifying the objectives of .arms control with the 

objectives that the President indicated were guiding h i e  military 

budget, should be an impwtant part of our arms-control diplomacy 

and information program. 

7& SECRET 
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- ' Tte prevention of surprise attack has often been confined 

- to moasu-es of observation and inspection, Such measures have 

been thoxght of as providing better warning and, by promising 

better wernlng, reducing the likelihood of successful surprise, 

thus deterring attack itself. But the same could be achieved 

by restrictions on military forces that limit their ability 

for achieving surprise. The same could be true of measures to 

reduce th, vulnerabilitv of strategic forces, and their command 

and control, to sudden attack. We see no difference in 

principle between measures to improve warning, measures to 

reduce capabilities f o r  achieving surprise, measures to reduce 

vulnerability tcsurprise, measures for clearing up misunder- 

standings, and masure8 to improve deliberate control over 

strategic forces. 

diplomatic reasons for distinguishing these measures, as during 

the surprise-attack conference of 1958; but for our own clarity 

we should recognize that all of these measures selectively 

improve capabilities that we prefer to see on both sides, and 

selectively degraae those that lr.3 prefer to see absent on both 
s ides .  At leas$ that is w h a t  they do If they succeed-whether 

There may be important political and 

they are taken unilaterally by mutw1 consent, or by explicit 

agreement. 
- . : .  . I . -  . 

1. 
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The contingencies in which successful arms control along 

these lines might make a difference w i l l  be political and 

military crises, and should be judged in that context. The 

usefulness of the measures should be judged in terms of the 

events, provocations, motives, status of military forces, and 

negotiating situations during a limited war, during a Berlin 

crlsls, during an invasion threat, or during the crescendo of 

a political crisis. 

go into abeyance, In extreme circumstances. Their usefulness 

should be judged by what they contribute to tranquilizing 

crises. 

sudden actions, or even mischief and accidents, should be 

judged in the context of crises and emergencies, not simply in 

the cooler atmosphere of peacetimd 

The Accidental-War Problem 

They should be designed to work, not to 

The significance of false alaAms, misinterpretations, 

, . *  
4 6 N -  C f M + J  A, ,-.* _ _  

Accidents and false alarms can happen, sudden actions 

The important 

This I s  a matter 

can be misinterpreted, mischief can be done. 

thing is to keep them from leading to war. 

of the reSD onse to accidents, mischiefs, and false alarm. 
War by mistake--whatever the nature of the mistake- 

a mechanical accident, false radar alarm, communication 

failure, misinterpretation of enemy action, misunderstanding 

by someone in the chain of command, or the mischief of some 

th ird  party--is war initiated In haste on ambiguous evidence. 

If there 

. . .  . . .  
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If there were no danger in waiting, and no advantage in speed, 

the accident could be investigated, the false alarm cleared up, 

the mischief Identified, oomunlcations re-established; and even 

dellberate unaut?mrized actions would be unlikely to start a 

chain reaction culmbatting in war. 

command and control, more secure forces that can survive 

if necessary the first moments of attack, and a better basis 

for belief that the enemy I s  in fact deterred, are the principal 

means of reducing the danger. 

for clearing up misunderstanding and ambiguous occurrences 

before they set off a chain of provocative responses. 

that tranquilize either side's response can, if known and 

appreciated, reduce the urgency with which the other has to 

respond. 

Better waraing, better 

So are procedures and facilities 

Measures 

The need for haste affects the military response In two 

It increases the urgency of central decisions; and It ways. 

requires decentralization of control over weapons In the 

interest of capability for qulck response. Reducing the 

urgancy of response can help both ways. It can permit more 
deliberate response by central authorities; It can permit 

the design of weapons and communications w i t h  more Inhibitors 

to local action. 
. a? 

* SECRET 
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A primary function of arms control l a *  thus to alter 

the military environment l n  such a way that hasty response 

does not convert an accident-which may be deplorable, but I s  

still a local event--iato I1accidental war." In this sense the 
"accidental wartt problem i s  not different from that of surprise 

attack, pre-emptive or premeditated, The measures described 

in the defense-budget message reduce the danger of war by 

mistake, our mistake or  the Soviet's. 

retaliatory forces, and a dullhag of the pre-emptive capability 

on both sides, is 8s much a deterrent of accidental war as It 
is of ieneral war by any other motlo'trtlon. 

Secure, well-controlled 

We say this t o  contradict t h e  Wjce~pread notion that 

accidenta-l war is solely a matter of'accldents, and that 

anythlng that reduces accidents reduces the likelihood of war. 
Arms  limitations h t ,  In the ostensible Interest of mlnlmlzing 

accidents, degrade the security of our forces o r  require them, 

for their own safety, to a c t  more quickly in an emergency, 

cannot be credited with reducing the danger of war, accidental 

or otherwise , 

-.. ./- - _ - -  . 

A n  example may be proposed limitations on military use 
of co;nmuaicatiaa sate l l i tes . ; .  me possibi~ity of war resulting 

f r o m  muinformation of axQ sort can be reduced by Improved 

mill tary 

.. ... . .  . .  . . :. . .. . . . .  
. .  

.. . .  . .  
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military communications. 

t o  improve military communications, a d  can help t o  prevent 

wrong conclusions being drawn from couwnlcation failures,  

they serve a positive function l a  the i-roidance of war. 

If communicctlon sa te l l i t es  promise 

One f inal  point with respect t o  30 accidental war 

problem. 

t o  strategic forces in the US and DSSlr. 

may be a t  least  as acute i n  Western Gaoye. 

of substantial numbers of nuclear wea?ons in this area under 

conditions which are probably less secure than those In the 

United States, the absence of ful ly  securo command and 

communications f ac i l i t i e s  In this area, the vulnerability of 

nucleapcapable forces in this area to  suprise attack , and 
the fact  that forces of several nations have more or  less 

ready access t o  nuclear weap.ns in the ilrea--all these factors 

make fo r  some r i s k  that misinterpretation o:? miscalcuXion could 

T h i s  problem has usually bec.n :bought of In relation 

In fact ,  the problem 

The deployment 

lead t o  a mutually unintended use of nucleaj. weapons. 

t o  deal with t h i s  risk w i l l  be considered l a te r  in the paper. 

Measures 

, . .  
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The Nth Countrs Problem 
.> 

Ths Fane1 h.S not given dir+et attantion t o  whether and how tb t e a t  

ban, production nrt-off, ban on nucrlsar t-fer, or other ~ ~ 3 a 5 u m s  can- 

tslned In the draft dOamuAt8  *bit tb, aapabilitleb of Nth COunLries 

for mischief, atmident, or pravocclticm. But a Irrg. part of thu Nth 

aourrtry problem arLse8 frsn the stratagio b t a b i l l t p  btwm the USA and 

tb US=, The problem L n& r o l d q  me oi h a w  other countries fra;? 

getting these mapma. It 5a squally a p b l e m  of stabillzing the 

strategh envFMIlpsnt so that acoident, d#bc&f8 l o d  ham, eta. 

involving nuclear and other hmapma o b t a h d  by additiond c m t r i e 8 ,  

cannot i&te general waro 

The Nth country p r c b b  has been llkcnsd t o  8 e i t u a t l o n  h uhlch 

there Is a powder keg in aur midst and mom and more ownW-er a m  gett tng 

matchero olrr opinion !b that it Is importMt not only t o  atop the dLtrL- 

bution of match8 but t o  IW~IOVB~ d o h e ,  rhield or athenrlsr protect the 

puder keg againat igniticrn. 

unilateral &UUFOE* 

We mentioned that the United States i n  almedy taWng steps that are 

aonristent w i tb in  fact m-ams oontrolo Thl~ fs fneuffidently 

appreciated in the world at large, andng tbe Amricsa p.Xc, and Vithpn 

our go~emment. The fact that t h e  militscg m ~ u r e r )  w so much Sn our 

OWn 

.... . . . . . . .  . . . .  .". . , .  
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OMI interest that we adopt t b m  unIhteraUy does not detract traa 

their bs- t& VCW SUbStanCe Oi ~OntrOl. 

kk ~ a j r  this  t o  mpks tW0 pints. wo tbink the Ut& St.tas 

is already rdoptbg 8 good deal of anm oontrol ud nub gat thg oradit 

f o r  ita sscond, ~d think tht b e   actio^, u p m r u  
Bld emphasized h I p B C h C 8 ,  te8timw# PmSS mb-e8# ud SO forth, 

not only can get ua cmdit f o r  azma contml but can enormorurb help to  

dsflne the content of arms oontrol and t he  directions in which anu.9 

control ahauld le& W. 

These unilateral rne~sum~) dso help t o  pti %mm negotiations1' in 

perspctivs. To the &tent that we can kduce the Soviato t o  recipro- 

cate measures of this r o r t  M haw arme control, whether or not it is 

embodied in a writtan agreement, whether or not WB negotiate i t  in a 

diaarmambnt conferenceo Fomal dbMIluDent negot~ t lone  are part of 

the process-but only part of the procos8-4f inducing tho Soviets to 

join us in mutual restraint or in pol ioles Bld practices that a m  in 

the mutual h t e r 0 6 t O  

I 



I .  

. 

1 
and without a formal effort to sccomnodate tham t o  highly charged 

political relatfmxlhigs. 

k ham no paat 0ptW.m about the Sovletst willin(ylsss t o  engage 

in discusslans in a lcrw keg, rerious4, coapratiosly, and In mlative 

privaop. Whatever chance thsm L, hmvar, CM k exploited cmly if 

the U n i t e d  states ie willing to tnka these propoeab seriously, urd not 

malae them part of a debating aosrtast. 

For a variety of ~ I L S O T W ,  therefore, wo suggest. that most of there 

=&Wl%I 
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PARTIXI SPECIPICMBASURES 

datitma; these look as though they w be dropped unlosm there a m  

polltical or plbllc-relatlona maaw for tham, QI acmm others WB 

ham been able t o  reach no decision, but urga h a e d W a  -tion, 

Fourth are those nmaaurea to  w h i c h  wb haw just not been 8 b b  t o  give 

enough attention to  provide aqy advlce. 

.... . 
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1. Joint  bad& of mdae 

otbr ride in tb event af attack. 
We do 
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3. Euroma h p a c t i o n  Artsinet Ground Attack. 

Inspection agalnet surprise ground attack in Europe WOI .a help- 

fao The fact that the S d t s  may now be able t o  launch quickly their 

re- available forcee in Eeatern Germupy, possibly with reinforcements, 

a g h t  selected points in the e l l i e d  Une in %sberm Gemaqp is t o  ow 

dinadvantage. UJce the possibility of eurprfse air attack shady 

referred to, this sakes it mom difficult f o r  the NATO forces t o  

h t i t u t e  rrnd mabtah s a f e y a r d g  a g a b t  rnjstalran or unauthorhed use 

of nuclear ~ ~ p m o  

knSd Norat& h38 FmPed 6 p C l f i C  m W 8 e  b hnvS not 

e-d these Ln detail. but beUe-m that the purpose is sound and that 

spc l f ic  proposals eh& be msde t o  the Soviets, aa soon 81) they CM 
I 

\: be worked out-g  t h q  can be sold to our allieso 

Given the poUtical  d l f f i cu l tbs  invalved in d S e w s i o n  of the 

Norstad proposals with the Gezmns, xm have no racaprmendation t o  advance 

except that efforts should coatime to  ccmvjnco QUT a l lk t8  that l o d  

safeguard0 sg&~et surprise ground attaok Nould soma their jntereetso 

Possfibly if ths safeguards \mre imtituted at the 8ame time as other 

me8sure8, they nould be lees Uksb t o  give offens. to  our ellies than 

othertiiae . 
4 6  Prior 
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Them is also the quest ion of what h a m  yfwn, in the face of 

BCXW emergency, SAC goes on alert md &craft cu.d flurrhed. This is 

a question that at a m  stags hr t o  be oans$demd, at loatst 

interaplly, but WB do not see that a epeaffieb usmr t o  this 

question L zwqulred prior t o  going dmad wlth t& p~ooachxru~ 

. .  

. . . .  . . . . . .  ...... 

.. :: .. . .  . . . .  .... $:!;;'. .......... 
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70 tatlon on Stratenic bliaators 

we must hterpcet and responde 

. , .  . .  . .. _. . .  '.1'.'... - 

It is evidently fn the mt intsmat to keep us guershg and t o  

thwart our kblligdnce, on s a w  mattelso It is a l s o  evfdently 3n the 

Soviet intsmst t o  avoid any mlstdoen ~sspoase on our part that night, 

by i t s e l f  or through a chain of events, rakre ths danger of war by 

misundemtandlnge Ths Soviets psrrmPb3y watch activities on this 

side for tact ica l  aad strategic wsraing; it is the Panel's understand- 

ing that ow militarg serrices recognise the value of avoiding, 

partiaularu ia tLPs of a r b i s ,  military movaments and other activities 

that might pwoke an exaggerated sooief maponsea 

'phis b a caaplax anl aeaeltive area, but one in which a mertain 

BmoWlt oi soviet-Am6ri~an C O l l a b m t i c P 1  UWultatim could b l p e  

In fa&, it already d8t8, in an b p l l c i t  and illformal Way, In that  

we alFeady by t o  mld them advance notice of sane of OUF octit l i t iss 

that might a3mrm thlm. 

. .  
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We recamend, tinerefore, tbt. the seriausness of the Soviet 

a u b a a r h  threat to SAC bases be ~);~rmne d ia detail, at once, t o  

see whether them fa a gemrl.re gein t o  the United 3tates f r a  a 

reatraint of thFs so&. 

strategic targeting Pnrst also be considered.) U! It then appear3 

that the Soviets do achisve a aI.@fica,ut ELarglaal capabutr  fraen 

the i r  e u m e s  h the event of SDviet sttack on SAC, 8 strong 

notire should eudst f x  trying t o  induce SoPiet reciprocation of 

a restraint on 6-e deployments along them b e e o  

(Th6 role of PO- ~n our present 

, ... . . 
, . .  . . . .  . . . .  , . . .  . .  . ,  

. . .  , 
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10.Nuclear deaDons for European Ground Forces 

Physical distribution of nuclear weapons to NATO ground 
forces,and the custodial procedures for such weapons, could 

be a cause of Soviet concern over the possibility of unauthor- 

ized use. 

be no guarantee that the national forces of some Ehropean 

country could not obtain physical possession of nuclear wee- 

pons and use them. And even without efforts to appropriate 

weapons by the national forces of other countries, it could 

well appear to the Soviets that In the urgency of military 
crisis, and especially In the event of communlcation failure, 

nuclear weapons might be utilized through misunderstanding 

or as a result of some failure of the procedures for 

authorizing their use. 

Particularly in a criais, there would apparently 

This& simply an Inference based on the apparent facts, 

as the Soviets would see them, regarding the disposition and 

control of nuclear weapons in Western mope. 

If this Soviet concern exists, it may be possible to 

translate steps the $est now intends to take to Improve the 
security andmntrol of nuclear weapons13 Europe into reciprocal 

arrangements that would give us certain Soviet concessions in 
return. 



- - _  .. . . 

We could iacUcate to the BOvletr the kind8 of steps 

that we are proportng to take, e.&., more centrallcod and 

positive control over the porsesrion Bpd UIO of nudear 

weapons In Europe and possibly avoiding deploying these 

weapons in the front line. At the same tlme, ue could also 

indicate that how f k r  we were able t o  carry these measures 

forward would aepend, in some degree, on how far the Soviets 

went in removing the possible Inhibitions on these measures. 

One such lnhlbltlon is the possibility of quick use of 

nuclears by Soviet troops in the event of military engagement. 

The other inhibition I s  the possibility of a Soviet attack 
with conventional force8 which rapidly overvhelms the NATO 

forces, if only locally, therefore requiring the quick use 

of nuclears to stop the advance. 

latter case need any longer be as seriously considered as in 

the past. 

It is doubtful that the 

. -  - - -  
It appears to the Panel that there may be a genuine 

basis for some mutual accommodcltion between the Eastern and 

Western European forces. 
to keep nuclear weapons out of &stern m o p e ,  as they have 

.. 
The Soviets may be more disposed 

seemed 
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seemed t o  do thus far,* and to abstain from building up a 

preponderance of conventional forces in East Germ-, if they 

understand that actions of this kind might make the West less 

w i l l i n g  to 8UbJeCt nuclear weapons to a variety of controls 

(includiag their redeployment rearward and measures to 

Increase positive control Over their use) which would make 

them less #mmediately available to grouhd troops. A more 

positive control overthe use of nuclear veapons I s  probably 

best achieved by the device of installing a combination lock 

device on such weapons. 

authoriclng their use vould then include the combination 

which makes it physically possible to use the weapon. 

The =der from higher headquarters 

In 
this way unauthorized use might be made more difficult. 

We realize that there are potent political implications 
to any understanding about denial of nuclear weapons to NATO 

ground forces, and especially to the demarcation of the zones 

vithin which nuclear weapons Will ant be kept. We do not 

have In mlnd 

* Whether the basing of some 6oviet missile systems in 

the Satellites, e.&., 700 N.M. MRBM18, vill change their 

pattam of behavior we do not b o w .  It map be that a 2-3 
of nuclear veapons harobeen Introduced v i th  these systems. . .. 9 

. .  . 

. .  . . .  . .  
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have in dnd the overt ltdenuclearlzat~oxP of Western Qermazry 

or G& any.overt political delineation o f  nuclear-free ltaes. 

we rather have in mlnd an attempt to coavey to the Soviet 

W o n  an appreciation of w h a t  we take t o  be a fact. 

that there are strong pressures f o r  keep- nuclear weapons 
distributed w e l l  forward i n  UTO;  that there are prudent 

reasons to prefer to keep them centralized rearward; that the 

pressures to keep them forward vlU be aggravated by any 

apparent preponderance of Soviet forces confronting NATO 

forces and/or the distribution of nuclear weapons t o  Soviet 

forces in Eastern Europe. Similarly, the urgency of having 

nuclear weapons forward would be reduced by a tranquilization 

of Berlin. 

11. Th e m o l e  Telephone 

-8 is 

We have looked at several ideas for establishing direct 

instant communication between heads of government of the USA 
and the USSR, and we have looked at the available argument8 

pro and con, and strongly recommend that an effort be made to 

put the idea into effect. We appreciate the possibilities of 

abuse, and we apprcciate the posslbllities of misunderstanding 

or resentment by certain other countries. Tho advantages 
outweigh the disawmntages 

. . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . . , .  

. . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . . , .  
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The contingencies' In which some direct communication 

between heads of Government could be valuable have been 

described and discussed before; we shall not repeat them. 

de do offer a few thoughts about how the arrangementsmy be 

. . .  
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made rn 

ble think I t  advantageious to route the direct communica- 

tion line through the command posts In both countries. 

helpa to establish that the direct communication line is 

mainly for military emergencies, not for political conversa- 

tions. The effectiveness of the system In a millt'ary crisis 

will requlre coordination with the kinds of data that are 

available at the command posts. 

sufflalent fomality to the system to preclude any possibility 

T h i s  

And, there needs to be 

o f  efforts to bypass responsible governmental channels or 

to use the facility i n m  excessively Informal way. Putting 

the channel through command poots In both countries helps to 

play down thettKennedy-Khrushchevft personal aspect and to allay 

fears that some kind of intimate conversation will politically 

dispose of the World. 

We cannot rule out Soviet efforts to abuse the system. 

But there are natural safeguards in the ordinary facts of 

bureaucratio life, aside from the safeguards in routing It 

through command posts. Except in acute emergency WheA time 

I s  terribly short, any communication recelved by the head of 

government, 
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government, or by his authorized representative, from the 
Soviet Won would tend to be responded to not by direct 

vocal reply butly consultation, perhaps wlth a written 

message read back over the system. 

cation wi l l  have to go through translam, the normal response 
vi11 be t o  get the message ia writiag, consider it and draft 

a reply, and transmit it in wit- back to the Soviets. It 

Especially s h e  communi- 

i o  hard’ t o  Iqaglne that the temptation to go through formal 
procedures would be resisted eucctcpt in a genuine crisis when 

tlme required quicker and more informal iatarchange. 
The idea is a good one, and It should be urgently put 

into effect, We cannot, of course, control the proceUures 
at ths other end of the line. We can describe t o  the 

Soviets the  arrangements we are prepared to make, propose 

estab~ishment of the direct link, and suggest that they 

taka steps to assure appropriate uontact at  their emd of the 

line. ‘We could auggest the cammnnd-post idea, on grounds 

that t h i s  l a  for u9e in emergancles when appropriate military 

personnel may have to be conneuted I n t o  the conversation, and 

when mobility and adaptability will  be a premium. 
In the event the Soviets are uninterested, ‘we might 

dah t o  fall baak t o  a plan of  establishing rruch a direct 
link between the President and the U.S. APobassador in Mosoow, 

suggest- that the Soviets keep in mind that t h i a  link 

exists . .  

 SECRET 
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exlsts and make their OM arrangements for quick contact With 

the Ambassador. This would be more o f  a unilateral arrangeaent, 
at least In appearance. We prefer not doing It between the 

President and the Ambassador, because we think the military 

command-post idea serves both needs and appearances better; 
but in the event the Soviets demur, an arrangement for 

continuous reliable communication between Washington and our 

Ambassador in Moscow might be a substitute. 

We reccmend that the matter be handled In as private 

and undramatic a fashion as possible, recognizing that It w i l l  

draw attention and may have to be explained to our allies. 

Even though some embarrassments can be foreseen, we strongly 

recommend proceeding with it. Certainly if there is anything 

to the notion that the Soviets nay be seriously interested fn 

arms control of any sort, this is a concept that they should 

appreciate, arrange with us, and keep Intact by abstainbg 

from abuse. 

to disengage the connection or Ibrpose enough intermediate 

connec:tlons t o  damp down its sensitivity. 

12. Smcial Observer Teams 

If some kind of abuse occurs, we canteke steps 

de favor the idea of Inviting the Soviets to keep on 
hand in Washington specialized personnel that could at our 

invitation, i n  an emergency, see with their OM eyes v h t  we 

wish them to see and communicate their observations b t h e  

Soviet 

..... 
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Soviet Government, We have ia mlnd a varw o f  cantiagencibs, 

which cannot be specflied in adoanoe, vhen I t  &iy be in OUT 
lnterest ha hurry to sublpit W Soviet observation Us order 
t o  make possible certain agreemats lthat dg&t otbendse not 
be capable of b e h g  monitored, or In  order t o  rea88ure the 

Soviets in a grave o t i s i s  o r  other ofraumstanaes when b o k  

of authentic irrformatloa aould be dlrqultl.ng and potentially 

induce pre-emptive docirrions. Wo rhould like to see rimilar 

arrangements established in the S u v i r t  W o q .  

has been described before a&' does not neN to be disoussed 

in detail here. 
and to &fer a few o ~ s e ~ t i o r z s  on hew the nowon d g h t  

be advanced. 

This idee 

We do vlsh t o  augpxt  the Sdea strongly, 

First, we suggest tbat perhaps half a dozen technically 

qualified Soviet  officials be made available at the Boviet 

Embassy in Washington, and that ue and they eoncert in arranging 

mobility through readily available transpwtoion equipment, and 

quick communication from these offlaials tt the Soviet Govbrn- 

m e n t  f r o m  wherever these of f l ch l s  m y  be. They 8hould be 

exercising their funot5ons by frequent trips T-0 American 
installations insofar as th is  can be done withcut aompromising 

security. 
in their potential m t i o n s ,  and .to emphasize tht- need for 

Efforts should be mads to maintain tholr Interest 

their 

, .\ 

. .  

. . .  
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their being . .  oahnna, mobllo, rearonably a p o r t  at recog- 

nizing what they see, and capable of c o d a t l n g  home. 

Comparable arrangements with har lc tuxper0o~ l  shauld be 
\ 

=de in MOSCOW.. 
It may be wise t o  identlfy the personnel Vith some 

contlnulng official reoponsibilitirs~ conceivably these people 

could be participants In some qf t4o various inionaat%on 
exchanges, consultation procedures, or other arranggentr that 

we are recommending in this report; 

an information exchange center, as described below, some of the 

Soviet officials attached t o  that organization might possibly 

serve the purpose. 

If thoro l a  developed 

If there are Soviet officials here or 
American officials In Moscow engaged in military consultations 
of various sorts, they might addStionally sew0 this purpose. 

In any event, there I s  a function here that It 3s In 

the U.S. interest to see capable of being diroharged. The 

U.S. should discuss this function directly wlth the Sovietr; 

but it  may be useful to utilize for this purpose personnel 
who are available in Moscow ind W8shiagton in connsotion Vith 

other assignments. 

The precise arrapements cannot be specified ia advance; 
it w i l l  have towoive out of  conversations with the Russians. 
But the U.S. should consider I t  satlafautory If-half a dozen 
capable Soviet officials could be ovallablo in t h i s  country, 

and hal f  

. .  

. .  

. .  
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and half a dozen capable American ofticlals could be 

available in the Soviet Union, d t h  arrangements for mobility, 

communication, and technical cromoetence, to permit them to 

fulfill the function of observlng what the host government 

wishes them to observe in case of emergency or crisis. 

13. Military Attaches 

de have identified several functions that may require 

responsible, sensitive, militarily competent personnel 

available to consult on sensitive matters here in dashington, 

ana Hoscov, or both. One useful way to develop such consul- 

tative procedures,or to develop personnel able to aerve some 

of these purposes, would be to augment the Military Attache 

Offices in Nashlngton and Moscow. 

we have discussed above should be done in the least conspiciaus 

manner possible; utilizing the existing military-attache 

functions may provide a method. Perhaps some of those 
consultative functions could be handled directly by persons 

assigned to the attache offices. 

to these offices could develop into official representatives 

in more formal procedures, such as the discussion of strategic 

indicators, the special observation teems, o r  even standby 

Some of the consultations 

The personnel attached 

staff for consultation in the ,event the purple telephone I s  

used . 
In other . .  

lr 
I : :.--nw , . .  .. . . . . ,  , , .  , . .  :. . . .  . .  
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In other words, we see a number of useful purposes 

that may be advanced by the development of enlarged military 

staffs In the Soviet and American Embassies in 'ulashington 
and Moscow. '&ether or not there can be agreement on any 

of the more concrete tasks for ubich they might be needed, 

such additions to the military attache staffs should be 

negotiated. 

offices is a useful method of conveying to the Soviets our 

serious Interest in developing continuing, consultative 

relationships of an expanded sort. (A variant vorth con- 

sidering, I s  the inclusion among the officers assigned by 

both sides to the UN Military Committee of persons with the 
competence require for such consultations. ) 

14. Informa t ion-bxhanne Center 

The negotiation of ePhanced military attache 

Several items already discussed suggest the advantage 

of establishing with the Sodets, probably with the partici- 

pation of other countries and perhaps with the UN, of an 

Information-exchange center, manned byprsonnel of the 

several participating countries. 

more centers.) 

aircraft movements and space launches, exchange of lnfor- 

mation about meteorological and other interferences with 

communications. 

(This could be two or 

We have discussed prior notification of 

de have discussed exchange of Information 

about 

. .  
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about troop movements and other noteworthy strategic 

activities for whlch there may be an incentive to provide 

pr io r  notice or explanation. And we have adverted to the 

possibility of other such exchanges of IMonnatIon. 

If these exchanges are to be regularized, and especially 
If they are to be handled on an international basis, it is 

probably worthvhile to set up an appropriate agency or 

institution for the purpose. 

number of these purposes. 

a Berlin air safety center; whether or not the latter derserves 

to be used as an explicit model, some of its experience may 

be pertinent. 

A single center may serve a 

Wa note that there currently exists 

Such a center might Jerve purposes beyond the specific 

functions we have discuss-A. If we have a general interest 

I n  developing regular prxedures for business-like military 

consultations with the aoviets, and if we wish to establish 

the general usefulness and legitimacy of certain exchanges 

of information about military activities, the deliberate 

development of a center as a stimulus and encouragement to 

such consultation may be useful. 

can be made routine, the more we may establish the principle 

of mutual interest in exchange of information. 

The more this sort of thing 

Our thought 
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Our thought is that in i t i a l ly  such a center should 

have specified functions that are clearly valuable, and not 

be designed f o r  sopie vague growth potential. 

think t h i s  growth potential should be kept I n  mind, In the 

event that  the thing has a successful experience. History 

gives no grounds for confidence that the Soviets w i l l  p lay 

the game straight and help t o  develop such a center Into a 

useful institution. 

procedures tbt are genuinely beneficial t o  both sides, the 

thing may possess an initial value that causes the Soviets 

t o  cooperate i n  preserving it. 

been several suggestions in recent months for establishing 

inst i tutes ,  study groups, and consultation centers fo r  the 

conduct of serious technical discussions w i t h  the Soviets 

on arms control, military policy, etc. 

center could become, either on the side or  explicitly, 

a host organization for such activit ies.  

sanguine about the success d the project, we consider It 

worth t rying,  particularly since we have identified a f e w  

specific functions that would give the organization a purpose. 

But we a l so  

But if we can attach t o  it some repor t ing  

We notice that there have 

Possibly such a 

While we are not 
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15. Won-Aaaresslon PactBt i n  Space 

Much attention is given t o  the bambig of certain 

activities In space (orbiting of weapons). 

strongly of the opinion that arms control should be 

construed to include the protectlon of legithate activities 

in space. 

cation satellites. 

to legitMze--but without implying the need for  legitimizing 

actlon--ballistlc-missile warning satellites. We anticipate 

that photo-reconnaissance satellites vill be launched by us, 

and very llkely'by the Soviets. 

be made to construe the avoidance of hostile activity 

vis-a-vis these satellites as 8p objective of arms control. 

In addition to emphasizing the positive value of 

communication satellites with respect to the accidental-war 

danger, we think efforts should be made to persuade the 

Soviets that reconnaissance satellites are in.their and our 

joint Interest. There are many reasons for supposing that 

we and the Soviets will wish to monltor military activities 

and weapons programs around the world. The Soviets 

appear to be preoccupied w i t h  the American acquisition 
of a reconnaissance capability; they may not be giving 

sufficient attention t o  the value to them of good photo- 

graphic satellites for the reconnaissance of China and other 

Our Panel is 

'UJe have already remarked on the virtues of communi- 

We believe every effort should be made 

We think an effort should 

areas of the world. A 

" , ., .' . .  , . .  
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In any event, our communications with the Russians 

and particularly our public relaths with the whole world, 

should try to get across the notion that arms control is not 

simply a matter of banning objects and activities in space, 

but also of avoiding hostilities in space. 

'Inon-aggression pact"--so to speak-with respect to satellites 

could be a useful thing. 

between permitted and prohibited space activities, it should 

be a line that not only bans zhe one category but protects 

the other category. 

Interferences and hostile acts with respect to legitimate 

space activities could usefully be made. 

A tadt mutual 

Wherever a l ine may be drawn 

Perhaps a specific proposal to ban 
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1. @ ound Inswctloa at Mr and Miss1 le Bases 
As Indicated in the earlier dlscusslon of the "Joint 

read-out of Hidas" we looked at several other suggested 

ways of improving early warning agains missile or air attack. 

In particular ve considered the proposal for placing ground 

observers at air and missile bases. The purpose would be 

to provide earlier warning than l a  otherwise available of 

evident preparations for attack. The observers would have 

to be in continual contact with their home varnlng systems so 

that any sudden disruption of their communications, if 

occurring at several sites simultaneously, could be inter- 

pretated as posstble attack. 

The idea has been criticized on ground that a few 
minutes'extra warning would be o f  little help if we are 

unwilling to launch our own attack on the basis of such 

ambiguous evidonce a1 the sudden disruption of contact with 

ground observers. Our view I s  that such additional warning 
would be of value, .since there are many alerting actions in 

this country (short of launching an attack ourselves) for 

which an extra ten or fifteen minutes waraing would be extremely 

useful. We are, however, impressed vith the extreme 

difficulty 



C.' 

difficulty of arranging an observer system which vould 
not appear to yield excessive target lnformatlon, which 

would not interfere excessively with operations, w h i c h  

would not create irritations and nulaances, but whlch 

would nevertheless provide reliable enough warning to be 

of genuine value. 

while we have not examioed the proposal In 8ufflcient 

detail to render a conclueive negative judgement, we do 

report our skepticism and suggest that no such proposal be 

made unless it has been carefully examined and found t o  be 

quite practicable: Scme limited usefulness of observers 
at air bases may be th6 f M  judgement. But our present 

judgement I s  that a direct-observation scheme at the bases 

themselves, as a continuous-varning system, I s  unlikely 

to work. 

. .  

irJe are not, It should be noted, oppostxg the idea 

that observers might be very useful in some emergency, 

particularly if their effectiveness could be suddenly 

increased at the Invitation of the host country. The 

"emergency observation team" discussed earlier might, if 

it were sufficiently mobile and appropriately equipped, 

provide a 

. . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..... . .  . .  
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provide a sample of obsemtions in circumstairoer where 

sudden reassurance were required and the host country were 

motivated to provide it. 

proposal for continuous early warntng through ground 

What we flnd doubthrl is t h e  

observers at strategic bases. 

2. Jdmltations on SAC Aircraft 

We have looked at the possibility that 84C flights 

and deployments might be limited In a manner analogouu 

to the submarine limitations discussed earlier. We have 

so far found no significant limitations that, Imposed on 

the Soviets, would greatly help us, or significant limitatloas 
that, imposed on us, would help the Soviets. Present airborne 

alert procedures, for example, do not appear to us to be 

especially provocative. Movement of Soviet bombers to 

advance staging bases does cause apprehension; but the 

operating difficulties of r e t a w  a large part of their 

bomber forces at advance staging bases imposes 8 sufficient 

limitation not to requlre any negotiated agreement. 

have not found a reasonable Soviet  counterpart to the With- 

drawal of SAC aircraft from overseas bases. while we think 
this area is one in which we shouid be alert for useful 
limii&Xions, we have none to propose; and we doubt whether 

1% wouIa be ?&e to open t h i s  k%d* for negotiation. 

We 
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If the ttprlor of aircraft movements 

should go Into effect, aoms of the  argument In favor of 

. . . .  . . . . .  ...... 
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. . .  . . .  flight limitations would already be taken care of. It 
..,?&-.. 

should be noted that the syrtem of prior notification, 

if it should .come into effect, might entail some 
.voluntary reconsideration of SAC operating procedures; 

* ,-.a. :.., . I... ,?.,';. . ! ..... : . 
i:+. -;:. 
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If Plights in particular areas requlrr notification and 

others do not, or if the mtlflcation rrchemo tends to 

make flights in particular areas more notlolvble and con- 

splcious, SAC itself may find It convenient t o  adopt 

certain modifications in its present procedures. 

. . . .  . . . .  ........ . .  
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origlwted. It would ab0 be helpful if tho Soviet8 we11 i n  posi t ion 

to know, in t h e  eve& o f  a nuclear explosion, whether or not it voir theirs, 

and if 80 where it OrigiMtbd. 

.. 

' $. ' - .  I .?:: We have briefly considered two POSSibilitittS for bomb s i g n a t m a  uue- 

ful f o r  discriminating between their bombs rad o m ,  betueen r a r l o u r  of the 1 :  1: :2 
bomb dOSign1 on each rid.. One of the80 Signat- Idmu WULd t r y  t0 nvke 

use of the electro~~agnot ic  sigcrpl generated w t m  a nuclear bomb explodes. 

TU6 does not aeam ta be a fe'erslbla uay ta do t h  job. The other idea i. 

. .  - .  to put tracer aretezia3.a in tbs bombr, perhape a (IpL.u metal plate attached 

t0 the case Of the bo& U S b g  dXtulrr8 Of tm U l O P r o a t 6  it Would b0 

possible to encode, and krep secret  If  this seemed Yise, a good deal o f  

information inta the s ign~ tu ra  a1 to the IOUXM of our bomb1 (a.ga, tho 

military uni t  that had custodJ. of particular bomb, the  boss it came 

from, 

If a quick method of detemjnkgthe MUI.SO, should 8 nuclear bomb 
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urd analyw~ it for the trace elements In leas than a dayr 

A program of xwserreh, urd porsibly dsvcrlopasnt, In th area of barb 

signaturns md the Oskblishmrnt of a modtOrhg system, a n  

that It could be in our internst unilaterally to do. h e y  hpre, however, 

things 

*an important ans-control significance, 8-0 it is in our hMm8t for 

the % V b k  do this d80, i t  thbb' htem8t for U 8  do at. 
Identifying accidents as accidents, perhaps even IdentUylng bow they may 

have occurred, is a capability tht each of u8 should wimh the other to 

posae8ss 

It does not seem to us u thowh 8prcifio 4rsemant along these 

Ifnes is desirable, o r  that M dould nacesaafiry be enforced. In  ths went 

of bomb explosion, either of ua could deny omerahip o r  other xwponslbillty; 

the  Idea is not to be able to detect evldenee of th other sides n15pomibUty. 

This i a  rather o matter I n  which Unil0tar.l action8 on both sides ny ba %xi 

the  common interest .  But i f  something of thio sort I s  done by our Omm- 

ment, It may be worth  uhils to commrnicote it to tb Soriatrr. Wo nny virh 

to find a subtle way of suggestion that t b y  night well do Ilkeul8e. (fn 

vltu of the po8sibllIty of nuclear d e t o n a t l w  originating in thid counteel ,  

there i a  no necessary Implication that to  be concerned about thir qwrtion 

is to be concerned about ones o m  securfty pmeduul.sr. 

But M have not arnrPined the technical pcmslbilities here at .Ilj and 

we have e i n n  only brief thought to how 

with the Soviets. 

potential genuine value, and we urge imam tiate exmination of tho s.bJoct 

w i t h  a view t o  ear ly  action. The actlon, w mppore, other than unllatentl 

procedum38, would be very iniomal coasultotion with, or conveyance €0, 

the Soviet Governmtnt. 

mch program might be concirted 

It does, houever, seem t o  ua a concmb 0yasu.m of 

. . .  
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2. Soviata.llaricm C i v i l  Air Itelations 

Ue undetstand that negotiations may establish American conmerclal 

fUgM8 t0 the Union. It 8pwerS b U8 that 8omb o f  p w 8 0 S  

for which qreclal observation bmr, consultation proeadures, rtc., 

hawe been raco~rumded, m y  possibly be served by c i a  aircraft pm- 

codurea that msg be established. Ue ham nothing ConCMts to o f f w  , 
bat saqcercst thot thie be investigated ln relation to commltation 
and arm observation. 

3. Nuclear 
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A ICBM 4. - 
Them a m  ro(Lronr t o  muppose t h a t  b a l l i n t i o d r r f l o  

dotenner oould be sta?3ilieFng; there are rea8unu t o  ruppo80 

that they oould be dertabil i t ingw Th8s.w prore t o  be 

lwlpful in launohiry prebmptlvo attaok, or at  inhibiting 8uoh 

attaok. Until the particular, AICBU agatexu 18 rpeoifiqd, o m  
oan only observe that the u?gwaen t may dlifer for terminal 
defense8 and defenses that operato U u b g  launoh poriodi It 

may depend on uhethw AI- proteots retaliatory forae8, 

profoot8 o i t i o r ,  o r  work8 i n d e r o r ~ n r t e l y ,  It W i l l  depend 

on whether AICBX 18 offeativo W n l y  when alerted ahead of 

time, by an attaoker who has doolddd t o  atfaak, or workr 

equally well foc the dorender. 

rystem i s  one that oan be augmented in a crlsisj whether 

in that event i t  is subjeat ratigus and degaadation; whethes 

it eetivated In advanoe it  gives notloe t o  the other rldej  

and how it ritr in to  nuoleer-blaaloaail situationr. 

It depend8 on whethor ths 

We doubt whothelr an a m  agreements would be r o k l a t e d  

in term8 of aotlve defensen, 09 beZl i r t io -drs i lo  defon~ea, 

They are  more l ike ly  t o  atfoot 6uoh defen808 indinot ly .  

B d n g  partlcular weapon8 in apace may, though not oriented 

towvd t?m purpose, inhibit  oc f ao i l i t a t e  b a l l ~ 8 t ~ O ~ n n ~ l e  

dofenre. 

oonnidered; they may not uno nuoloar weapone; it they do, they 

may not be identified "ueapmg of mess de8truotion." B l l l l n t l o -  

mianile defenees may requim te8 t  launuhea, whether they are 

orbiting nyetema o r  terminal defenses, SO we o n t i c i p a t ~  thpt 

Orbiting balllotlo-mirrlle defenses am among thoae 

. .  
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meanurea plmbd a t  satellites, d88510 launah08, urd ot&r 
g...: 1'. 
I,.;. . * ' I ... . . 

aat iv i t i er  relevant t o  ppm8 aontso.1, w i l l  afroot AIOBM, . .. ' :t:. .I.. 
Tho surprise-attook and actuidental-war or orlrir-wer 

implioation or AICBM have not exaalaed, even t o  the point 

attabillzing, neutral, or any of these dependfag on tho p d i e u l e r  

system. 

whether intended to or not ,  .( 

We do believe that a c l ~  oontrol nay impwe on AI=, 

We roeonnaend an analysir. Sooner or later thoro quertions 

are bound to a r i s e  eupliaitelp; they are impliaitoly involved 

in proposP18 already aurrcuat. 

. .  . :.. , .: 
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Them m e  rever l  meaeurei In tho &Pit dooument ob othep 

SOWCOB tbnt wo have not been able to study, 

examined the impllqatlons of the nualear-teat baa for uurprh~o 

We hnve not 

attaak, aocldental WacI etc. A mea8ur.o of t h b  sort, aff@ating 

the development of nucloar ueapon8, and our know~edge o f  the 

erfeuts of auch weapons, i s  inte6rallr related to 8urprire- 
attack oapablllties. (Even mea~~uree to improve ueapan roiety 

may be affected, a8 euggeuted in the dhcu8sion o f  bomb a ~ g n a t u r e ) .  

But this matter has EO muoh momentum of its o m  that wo aonridered 
it outaide the jurirdiotion or our paaol. Ia any eveat, the 

nequired would have been beyond the time available. 

The rmie l a  true of nuclear-materials produetion out-off, 

Thus the wisdom of a produotion cut-off, aside frmu politlo@l 

demanda for it, ought t o  have been the aonoem of uur panel, 

since another one is coneormod with thia topla,  and q h o e  the 

analysis required kould have been beyond t b  competenee or tbir 

panel  within the time available, we simply note that the mattes 

1s important and that we hnve reaohed no reoommendptlon. The 

same l a  true of a ban on tranafer of nuclear weapons. 

implications for. mischief and acafdents, but have no$ been 

able to give it attention, 

Thlq ha8 

We have a l a 0  oonsiderod the poeeibility of limithg tho 

development or Pireraft carrhra. 

of lhnltatlon for Polar18 aubmu4neq and roo SAC -raft; 

r i m e  unable to extend our investigation to drcraf't ~ u - ~ i o r a .  

We did look into th ia  kind 

uo 

Thorn am 

. .  
. .  
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There are provirions in the d r a f t  negotiating doaumant 

that hove Lmplioationa f o r  the atability of rt#t8glo tomes 

but nm not speoiflanlly oxdented townml rurpsiao attauk or 

acaidental w a r .  An Bxdmple 26 t!m manpouer oeil iag,  It hats 

implication8 for the site and hhapo of  rtrategio fomes, and 

for tb relative snphaais 6ivda t o  conventhmal f'oroes. 

not know whether the p n r t i m l a r  r i p r e  Oi 2.5 million men has 

been geared t o  any part icrhP Biilftarp for00 8tWOtWe; we 8uppose 

that it t o  refleet appscxbately proreat 0 .S .  Ampower figures, 

We have no b a d 8  for cpeationlng it, but point out that, whsn 

orforts are  being mad, to  reduos the danger8 of surprise attaok 

an8 acoldental w a r  ty meaama that may aost more money, or 

require more manpofer, any o e i l l z q  should be examlned for i t s  

strategio impllortion8. 

bo negotiated uZward or downward, there should be a plan for 

aocomodatlngoUP military foro08 t o  i t ,  in Q way that demonstrates 

that the d u p -  of w a r  i6 redwod fither than inoreased by ruoh 

a ceil ing, 

lfe do 

Eapeohlly lf the f'igure l a  l ike ly  to 

. . .  . .. 
J 



PART IV. SPDCIFIC aeS NEW?IATINO Doc- 

A. m S f e d a  tu 

Ue e t ,  klou, hnguuga ooL1ardng Nob of mr p~opoaals 

. aa would be appropriate to a foxnml ne~uIfinq doatme& 

Othsr Patad proposala-=e.g., for d ~ u  rwipopoil rotion 

regarding ~uropean MABM'S and/or nudear Y#PODI kr mpe, for 

a M A n g  up of nrilltary attaoher, ard for twlt mn-aggmcrsioll 

paat regardkrg incrpection sotellitrs-uwld not m a  to be mlt- 

able to a f'olmsl negotiating doaummt. Ue ~ ~ u g p s t ,  tbrufore, 

that Governmental approval be sought of not only the ppoeod n e  

tiating paper but a lso  o f  u) Annex to tbt paper, rpolliag out  an^ 

control proposals that we will ldah to rrise 4 t h  tha 80Vlota tbraugh 

other channels. Thle Parul is villirrg to help prepn Lm@aaga for 

lnoluslon in that Annex, coverbag such of i t s  maonnwdatfoncr as 

aro not addressed below. 

Speolflo c c ~ l n n e n t s  on section8 C mi E of the papor nPropoaala 

for Study by Consultants8 Groups" foUow; Purt IV-E l e  tb c o n d i -  

.. . .:. . .  . . . . .  .: ';,;: :...: 1 . .  

dated reVision in aacordance vlth them chngss. 

. . .  .. . . .  

'. . . . .. 
sEL;RET 

. . .  . . . .  . .  : ..,. .:. , . .::. . .  
, . . . .  . 

. .  
. 
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& 

ma-red rensara i n  satellitw. Such a wtaa codd 

be of advantage to a l l  the rorjor rtrategic powera. 

I .-. . .  
SSR, and the inspection of the Wtem to assure tbnt 

i t a  operation will be reliable and MiscrimLMte a8 

between the  major powers. In the event that comparable 

Swlet systems are launohed, the lhrited States 10 rea@ 

t o  &cuss reoiproal f a d l l t i e r  t o  nab th most 

effective joint u8e of s~texua in oparation. Arrango- 

meats for such W t w  muat provide confidence to  tb 

natlons that rely on them. Suab q8tema oen prorid. 

a s m a n c e  against starpsire attack, and can faailitate 

. .  . .  . .  
. ,  

. .. . -  . .  . . .  .. . . . .  

. .  

,. 
I : .  
, 'I' . .  
. .  
L .  

the 8urve~ l lan~e  of m i s s i l r  and mtellite launching 

activity.  

Page 11, C, paragraph 21 In accordance with our negative oon- 

olusion regarding inspection a t  a t r a  tagic bases J th is  paragraph should 

be deleted. 
.- 

mge 11, C, paragraph 3: In vier of  our conclusion that further 

study w i l l  be required before llmitatlona on d e p l ~ e l r t  of oubnariner 

a n  be agreed to, we suggest deleting this paragraph. We ruggest 

replaalng it with the following, w h i c h  aocorda wfth one of our related 

a f Mrme t ive racomnendetioas : I .  

. .  

. .  



. .  

Pa@ 11, C1 We m e s t  a paragraph 810ng the following Umrr 

Conaideretion sbl l  ba given to the eatabU&ment 

of a joint i n i o ~ t i o n j r o h e n g .  cmtw whore, on a 

regular baai6, advance notloo o f  act iv l t les 8uCh a8 

those iodioatcd ubwe may be filed, Qtrarias raimed, 
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and unaccustomed a c t l f l t i e s  (possibly including 

communications dlsturbanccr) explained. 

P e p  11, C, paragraph I :  TNY should be treated a s  a recional 

mettcr. We are mt competent to  pass on the queotion of how i t s  

b w g e  should be adopted to  any reeional sensitivities,  e.g., in 

Europe. 

Page ll, C, paragraph 5:  The same comment upplies here. In view 

of the discussion In our report of  the possibility both of overlapping 

radar system a s  a safeguard against surprise g e t t a c k  in m o p e  and 

of the ground/oir arrangement8 proposed by Oeneral Nor8tad YS safe- 

guards against surprise Found attack in Europe, ne sup;gest that th i s  

language be revised aa follows: 

Zones of inspection u i l l  be established i n  

agreed areas. The means of  irrrrpection my include 

ground inspection, aer ia l  inspection, and/or mer- 

lapping radar systems, depending on the c h m s t e n c e s  

and depending on uhether the object is t o  report upon 

concentrations o f  mllitary forces and/or to  guard 

against surprise a i r  att8ck. 

Page 12, E, paragraph 3: In view of tho language sugge8ted above 

concerning advance notification o f  military maneuvers for insertion 

under C, this paragraph should be deleted. 
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~ . . . . .  
I . 

I 

SECRET - 
1 .  I 

Rage 12, E, paragraph 4: We 8Uggerf tbis prograph be r t o p p d  - .  

our report 

P a p  12, E, paragraph 5: Sq-gp8t t u  parasgraph be dabted in 

view of the language con-g eatabliahmnt of an infomtion-acbPage 

center ab a repository for advanas notlae8 suggerted under c abOY8. 

Page 13, E, paragraph 61 We suggest that this prop0801 be re- 

written as follows: 

One or more International institute8 or othar 

forums fbr the continuing dlacussion and rtudy of Wm8 

control and other meaaurer t o  reduoe the danger of war 

will be established. 

This would provlde a eeneral po8ition# Rvap w h i c h  we could nun70 

in whatever direction nd&t useful in the light o f  the Soviet 

reaction. 

Page 13, E, pnragt'oph 7: We propore the follodmg language: 

States ehall conmilt with meah other regarding 

the establishment in  each othercr tdfiitorJr o f  observer 
teams, to be on w l l  a t  the disaretion of the  host state 

i n  the event the host s t a b  uisher t o  give reakrancd  

regard- I t s  milltory act ivlt les  and posture. 

.... 
If;:, 

u.;:.,.. 

,:'i t... ZV,; ; 
,: ! :.:. ...... . ,. .' ; ..... . . .  . . .  . . . .  ... 
!,' ' .  

:.,. . I .  

:: . ::: 
i :  ..:..: : . . .  
. . . . .  . . . .  ::. :. , 
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. . .  - rata: We ;recommni consou+sting S O C ~ ~ O ~ S  V-c (pages 1.0 cnci 11) 

and L E  (page8 ll-U) i n  View of the close relation both of the Fob- 

lame and of the measures to deal with then d3.6cussed these sectIon8. 
'.: j 
8 . .  

A text sh- the proposed consolidation follows: 

3. Proposed IZevision - of Sections end E of  Workhg -- h a f t  of Aprh l.4, 1961 

"C. lieasures to l4inlmiae the Dangwa of Surprise A t t a c k  sad Ntr by Acddsnt - OF1cation - 
1. The finited States ZS be lop ing  e be~stio-rniss i le  warning 

and m e i l l a n c e  emtern u t ~ i e i n g  inh.e-red sensors in satsI?.ites. 

Such a system could be of advantage to a l l  the major strategic imers. 

B e  United States is ready t o  j o b  d i m m a i o n s  on the estsbliahmant 

of read-out fac i l i t i e s  svalldble t o  the USSR, and the inspection of 

the system t o  a8supe tht Its operatLon w i l l  bo relbble and Lrdis- 

uriminetc a s  between the meljor pc~ders. In the event t h a t  ccmparvble 

Soviet systems are launched, the United Ststes i e  reeciy t o  cbcuss 

reciprocal facilities t o  make the most effective Joint uae of system 

i n  operation. Arrangerants for such systems must proxl.de aonfidence 

. .  t o  the nations that rely on them. Such systems a n  provide ae~ur6nce 8 '  

against surpriae attack, and can OclUtete the surveillance of missile 

and satellite launching aativit;p. 

2. State8 agree to make advan& notification, through chonmls 

t o  be arranged, of launchings of satellites and of mlssiles above an 

I .  . . . I.. -. 
I ... ; .;:;. 

i;::';,. ,.:.,:. 

._ _... . . .  .. .. .. . . .. ..'. . .  

.....' 
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agreed al t i tude,  tagether w i t h  t b  location of the launchbe end the 

track of t h e  vehicle. 

3. States agree t o  set up procedures for oomultlng d t h  each 

other orxi for glviag advance notiflaktion on maoh m3or military 

maneuver8 and other actions as may othenrise be swceptible t o  m b -  

interpretation, or cause alarm or disturbance or induce counter- 

measures . 
4. 3 ta tes  will oonsult regarding the establishment of procedures 

for advance noti f leat ion of aircraft movmenta i n  particular regions 

where such advance notlf3cetim m y  help t o  preoluda ~nlaunderstmndlng 

o r  misinterpretation. 

5.  To f a c i l l t o t e  h p l e m n t a t i o n  of the meawres proposed i n  

paragraphe 2, 3, and 4, states may establish a joint  information-exchange 

center vhere on a regular basie advance noti f icat ion of a c t i v i t i e s  

such as those ci ted in paregrapbs 2, 3, and ~r may be filed, qusriee 

raised end unaccustomed a c t i v i t i e s  (possibly including communications 

d i s t  urboncea ) explained . 
(6 .  Zones of i n s p c t i o n  w i l l  be established i n  agreed areas. The 

means of Inspection my include ground end a e r i n l  inspection and/or 

overlapping radar eystems, depend- on ths circum6tances and depending 

on whether the object I s  to report upon concentrations of mi l i ta ry  

forces and/or t o  guard a g a i m t  w p r i s e  a i r  attack.) 

. . .  
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(7. As a PWUM of lainimizing the danger of a surprise attadc 

. .  

......... . . . .  . . . . . .  ...... ....... .: . .; 

.: . . . .  
1 , .::. . . . .  
. - ,  . .  I .  ::., 

in prtiarrlolr regioru, oontrol port8 w i l l  be established in arch l o a -  

ti- am large portr, railway osnter8, main motor hi-p and airports 

to  rapcut on oonacntrationa of military forms.) 

8. Arrangeraents will bo made for rapid c o m e a t i o n 8  betwean 

rad mOOg heed8 Of gOV-I&. 

9. One or more intarnational instituter or other f a c i l i t i e s  for 

eoutihuhg discuMlon and 8 h d y  O f  anus control and other measures t o  

reduce the danger of war will ba established. 
. .  

I. .*a 10. Stater rhall consult ulth each other regurding the estab- 

llubsrsnt in each other"s territory of observer teama, t o  be on all 

u t  the &oration of the host rtete i n  the event the host s t a k  Wishea 

to girs r e u a m n o o  rep- its rsilltpry aotivities and pasture? 
I .: 
r - ::.I:. ... . I.. . . .  . .  

. , . .  . .  

;..,.::.: . ... 
i'.. ;.,: ....... .. . _ . .  . . .  . -;. ' . 
i:::.:; . 
I::...,:: 
..... ....... . .I.. 
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Noteat - 
1. &ations C and E of the Working Draft 

2. Those pnragrapb o f  the urlgbn1 Scot IoM C and E not inahded 

boon can8olldat.d. 

among &e foregoing ten parapapha are renamnnnded for dabtion tpileai 

atherdso Incorporated. 

3. Ea& & the roregobg ten propoeed mmuurea la arprbla of 

independent lmplauentatlon d t h  the porr6lbla exoeptlon of peratpaph 5 
(~ormatloIl-~ohange center) *oh l o e U 8  muoh of i t a  plrrpose without 

3, or 4. . .  

impleuaextation of a t  lwet om of tho meam- oited in pragrrpba 2, 

-. 

k. mmgrrphs 6 and 7 pro ersontia1Q regional mea~uree and a m  

included h a e  only for the purpose of indiaating fhs type of maaauro 

that might be implemented t o  adxtevo regloml atrbblltstim. 

. . .  

. . .  ... 

....... 
*.;. . ..... - ... .:.; .... ; ; :. . ..... 4 
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PART V PIIASED CONPREHESIVE PROQRAM 
-I 

The three-stwe program for genoral dlrorpurmcmt I8 probably 
7 

not thought o f  a8 being particularly related to surprfse attaek 

. -. .. . .  
_. : ... . , 
~ .". . . .  , , . .  . 
I. 

! . '  . .. , . . . . .  
, ... . 

. .  . . .  
,... . .  . . .  

; I' and w a r  - b ~  niaoaloulation. But.$r suah a program norneb a purpoee, wri .  {;;: L*+ - 
,. ;.- . :l part  of the purpose is to reduoe the danger of warr 'cmaterer the 

l eve l  of armament, w a r  is alwaye possible. 

fought with weapons produaed and manpower consorlpted af ter  w a r  

ie declared (as ha8 been the case of U.S. partialpation in  world 

wara), general w a r  i a  porsible from any level  of armament. What 

d i e a m e n t  may do, i n  so far as adlitam danger8 are  conoerned, 

is t o  increase the e t ab i l i t y  of  l m u t u a l  deterrence - by enhanolng 

the security o r  military p08tur88, Improving intelligenoe and 

warning, slowing the tempo o f  war - or perhapn reducing the 

Even if it has t o  be 

V~OleIlUS Of W a r  if it OOCUX'I. 

This is w h a t  shorter-run s tabl l ieat ion measures a r e  suppoeed 
1 : -  . .  
. .. t o  acoomplish. A longer-term program for ~ e n e r d .  dinannameat .. ... 
I .  .. .. 

should aemo the same purpose, and should be guided by the wne 

cr i  terfa.  

It requires oarerul anolyeir to determine what kind or 

"dirraraament" l a  achieved by a apeclfied elhdnat lon of  ueupona. 

A t  present there exis ts  idme reasonable notion of what "weaponan 

are, what the elgnificant means of delivery are ,  what consti tutes 

"uar industry". But aa we eliminate weapona, warning ayitma, 

vehioles, and baass, we change the c r i t e r i a  of mili tary eiieotiveneaa. 

we 0 ~ 0  
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We change the Ust o f  itmr that are lnflftarfly rl&flcPntr 

Airplanes Increase i n  importanoe li d S S l l 0 S   am^ banned, rlower 

planes if fast planes are banned; ooprpl- airplaner are of l e a s  
9 importanoe ir ooorplex deremea w e  bemedl rad i n t e a  dehnre 

foraes beoame more important if tho fisst pr5osltp for offeni~ ivs  

action is t o  guard home base while nualeor mobillration i s  

=shed, 

Sinoe weapons themselves are the mdn target8 in war, to  

eliminate a weapon IS t o  eliminate a target, md thur t o  ohango 

the reqtrirsments f o r  atteok. 

different oharacter when the toahnology or rerponse to attaok 

Surprise attack takes oa a 

l e  on a time soale of hour6 Instead or minute8,or deys instead 

or hours. 

defenses need t o  be evaluated differently &en offensive weapons 

w e  ourtailed or slowed down; t h l 8  &feats both deienae agalnrt 

aggression and defense against retaliation. 

Civil defenses, evaauatlon prooeduroa, and active 

We find i t  helpf'ul, i n  approaching the analyrris or die-  

armament, to imagine - for any s p e a i f l e d  degras of d i s ~ r ~ r ~ m a n t  - 
what happen8 i n  the event that w a r  is deOlWOda 

offensive oapabillty oan bo mobllited, pre8uraably the inltirtlon 

of w n r  takes the form o f  destroying the other aldes hnodiate  

retaliatory potential, if any, or setording the other r i d e f a  

If any innnodlate 

development of  weapons or maab doatmotion and their mean8 of  

etricient  delivery. 

as pertinent concepts fox- the evaluation or a Rdiaamedw world 

Prehptivo w a r  and preventive w a r  a m  juat 

as for M Armed World. 

Limited w a r .  
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Limited warD t o O D  can be conduoted I n  a subs t an t i a l ly  disarmed 

world. 

war i f  weapons have been l i m l t e G  

weapons by p l a c i n g  orders f o r  them). 

In  same ways it  may be more d i f f i c u l t  t o  conduct l imited 

(though one can alrraye acquire 

But a good p a r t  of the 1 

material  required is tmmks, ships, radios, clothing and canned 

food. Considering that the Horean !Jar, and the American Civil 

War, were conducted with an acute shortage of waapona on both 

sides, it is avidsnt that a protracted l imi ted  w a r  w l l l  beaome 

8 rearmed w a r  i n  the process. 

This s u g p s t a  that the procees of dlaarmament, if it occuxas 

w l l l  run the danger of occasional spurts of rearmament; it will 

be imgortant t o  design the mode of disarmament BO that reamament, 

if it ocoura, can take a s t ab i l i zed  r a t h e r  than explosive course, 

and FilDl6iA l imi t ed .  

We do not  believe these problem can bo avoided by reference 

t o  amet lnternetional eecurl ty  force t h a t  w i l l  pol ice  the world 

q a l n n t  war and rearmament. 

be established with apprepriate political safeguerds, it s t i l l  

ha8 its own military problems and s t r a t e g i c  dilemmas of its 

own. One cannot simply turn 100 P o l a r i s  submapines over t o  

an in te rna t iona l  security foroe, givina them exclusive rights 

t o  the ocemu, m d  suppose that they c a n  be assured success i n  

&en assuming such (L force could 

policing the  world against l i n i t e d  aggression, llralted rearmament, 

OF nuclear  blaokmail, 

the USA or the USSR, Japan or Gemany, e t  the first sign or 

The threat t o  tire nuclear weapons i n t o  

o r d e r l y  

-.-.. ... ;.,: .. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . .  
. . . . . . . .  ; .................... : ........ ': . .  ....... . . .  ,: . .  :,.:. . . . . . . . .  . .  
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orderly reamaameat, may not be credible. 

inoredible because o f  the need to establish the foroe in a 

manner that makes it a civilized, polltically responsible one. 

If it is to contain wress ion  by looal reslstwue, OP 

It may be particularly 

preilmptively i n n d o  oountrieu t a r t  embark upon reesmament, i t  

w i l l  have to face military problems (including milltary-bud@ 

requirements) of a ldnd that have not proved easy for the United 

States to meet. 

13or can we be oonfident that an international reourity force 

oan exerciee a "balance of power," relfizlg on coalition8 of rtates 

to help it coerce miscreants. 

wholly successful in subduing the Soviet urge to arm itself.) 

(The NATO coal i t ion has not been 

Any international security foroe ha8 mllitary and atratsgio 

problems not totally different from these the United States 

has now. 

the nature of the force. 

adequate International security foroe would make the world leas 

militarized than moderate national foroes for mutual. deterrenoe 

and self  defense. 

Serious military anslrys~8 is required even to vlsualite 

And one must consider whether an 

The dreft document is vague on what happnea In s t q e  111, 

as the forue whose original purpose was t o  "verifyn the agrement 

becomes one of nenforclng" it, in oiruumstances in whioh "no 

nation had a military capability whiah could challeage the 

international seouring forces established to preserve the peace." 

If t h i s  1s inter.dec t o  imply that.dominant military power dl1 

irreversibly be given t o  a decisive organization that oan polioe 

. .  . , . .  .,. . . . .  
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the United States, the USSR, China, Japan, Germany, or any 

combination of them, acalnat reaming themsolvos; against going 

to w a r  againat each o$her; and wainst challexlng the inter- 

national security force itself; then we suhmit that what 1s 

being outlined is government. 

T h i s  moans giving it the essential features of "sovereignty", - 
the power to coerce populution and local (formerly natfonal) 

governments, and to extaaot its continued financing even from 

unwilling populations and constituenoies. 

as serious and complicated as the one that exercised IZadiaon, 

IIamilton, and all tloae who participated in tke comparable 

(perhaps easier) organization of the American colonies. A force 

that can maintain internal order, that for all t h e  prevents 

military defection of any sort, that o a n  levy the t a x e s  required 

for ita own perpetuation, that can intervene in disputes that 

are  "international" but decide which disputes are "internationel", 

seems to us the esaence of Government. 

take a position ono way or the other, but only to propose that 

we a r e  dealing with something more here than a "security force" 

with which there is.-e. "oontrol problem", or a veto problem, 

or a collective decision problem, on the rnalocy of NATO or 

the Un. 

This is an enterprise 

To say th i s  is not to 

In any event, somewhere betweon Stnge I1 and Stage 111, 

or within Stage 111, the political organization of the world 

implicitely undergoes a profound an6 heroic transformation. 

This .is not jus t  "disarmament", I t  i s  "government". 

We say 

. .  . , .  . . '.. . . . . . . .  . .  . . .  
. . .  

. .  . . . '.( , . . . .  . . .  .. . .  
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We say this is t o  ind ica te  t h a t  the mi l i t a ry  and s t r a t e g i c  

problem8 ra i sed  by d r a s t i c  nat ional  disarmanlent cannot rea  i l y  

be disposed of by reference t o  " internat ional  aeourl ty  forces." 

T h a t  may be the answer; but It 1 s  a dras t i c  answer, and one 

that i s  not achieved by a process of "phasine." 

But amUmix that the immediate problem i s  disarmament 

In the absence of world govormnent, within E time period i n  

whioh nations will st i l l  rcmcmber war a n d  f e a r  w a r ;  and con- 

sideriw khat i f  nations now a re  w i l l i n g  t o  r i s k  war i t s e l f  

in defonse of t h e i r  i n t e re s t s ,  they may be w i l l i n g  t o  r i s k  

d6sarmament o r  war i n  defense of t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  during the 

process of diaariaoment; we th.ink a comprehonsive disarmament 

plan has t o  be carefu l ly  d a s i p e d  t o  promote genuine m i l i t a r y  

security.  

any such design, 

has,uam i den t i f i ed  the rerevant c r i t e r i a ,  or defined the 

framework within which disarmament must be judged. 

We a r e  doubtful whether the present document r e f l e c t s  
, ---- - _..--- - . - --- - -_ 

i 
, I  

I 
?&-are not sure t h a t  the present document 

1 :  

"Delivery vehicles" are t o  be reduced; the pa r t i cu la r  

But the question of ones t o  be rednced are  y e t  t o  be agreed. 

- whfch del ivery vehicles ought t o  be reduced, i n  t : e  i n t e r e s t  

of peace a n d  s t a b i l i t y ,  i r  more than  a technical  question that 

remains t o  negoiated. 

It d i f f i c u l t  t o  G e t  the Soviets t o  understand, or t o  g e t  the 

rest or the world t o  understand, what we mean by s t ab i l i z ing  

deterrence even a t  tl:e present time, 1 t ' ~ s  going t o  be extra- 

ord inar i ly  d i f f i c u l t  t o  find %reed o r l t o r i a  f o r  determining 

which del ivery 

We simply do not know, And i f  we rind 

. .  
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which delivery vehicles are  comparatively s tabi l iz ing,  peaceablte, 

-anel non menacing, and w1:ich aggravate the d-er of w a r .  The 

Panel i s  doubtful whether, within our o m  Government, tllis 

question haa been adequately (or even seriously) addreseed. 

More basically,  we question whether wdelivery vehic108" 
\mi uely 1. 

8 .  ace the I c r i t h a l  thing. Act ive  defenses and c i v i l  defenses may 

]be as c r i t i c a l  i n  making preventive war unattractive,  quick 
L, 

response less necessary, nuo1s.r threats leee prods ing .  

Nor is it o n l y  t;.e question of r t rb i lZ ty  Pgainst in~tunt 

w a r  that must be guarded tq#nst. The main deterrent t o  re- 

armament under disarmament wlll be en a3preciation on all 8idbi3 

that no quiok, decisive advantap can be galned by the nat ion 

t h a t  begins t o  ream f i rs t ,  

po ten t ia l s  are as  important as weapon inventories. 

are  important not simply i n  the sense t h a t  mobilization potent ia l8  

muat be reduced; it may be that erne s tab le  s i tua t ionsoi  

mobilization pa r i ty  must be desimed, so that no s i d e  i o  tempted 

t o  think i t  can engagenin, or aucoeasfully threaten, rearmament 

t o  achieve decisive mi l i ta ry  superiority, end ao that no 

nation need f ea r  that, if it f d l s  t o  ream quickly, it may 

T b i s  may mean that mobilization 

But they 

be too l a t e .  

The vulnerabi l i ty  o f  mobill tation potent ia l  t o  mall 

If R feu regiments of enemy forces  has t o  be considered. 

commandoes can suf f ic ien t ly  inpede a potant ia l  enemy's reararament 

capabili ty,  w h i l e  the at tacker  rebuilds l imited supply of nuclear 

weapons and crude means a i  delivery, the l a t t e r  may have M 

easy win. 

. .  
. .  

. .  

. .  

. .  
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A Jerious comprehensive disarmement scheme must consider 

these matters. 'de doubt whetber even the p o l i t i c a l  and 

psyshological advantages of disarmament w i l l  be present unless 

d i s m a s n t  genuinely enhances the sense of d l i t a r y  security.  

i 

I 

'f' I;! 

If instead i t  jus t  eliminate8 weapons and t a rge t s  simultaneously, 

leaving t h o  world equally unstable o r  more unstable, it may 

at bea t  reduce the danger of war by promlslw quick and bloodless 

viotory t o  the s ide that  starts the war, o r  t o  the s ide  that 

mobilizes f i r s t  a n d  de l ivers  an ultimatum. Serious disarmament 

must s t a b i l i z e  the military environment - must s t a b i l i z e  the 

deterrence of both war and rearmament - and provide cushions 

against  occasional spurts  of war and rearmament, j u s t  as  l imi ted  

arms control  a t  present must a i m  a t  the same tl-ing. 

of s t a b i l i z i n g  mutual deterrenoe, and of minimizing the sens l t iv i ty  

of t he  arms race t o  audden p o l i t i  a1  o r  technological chanEes 

or sudden new intel l igence,  i s  per t inant  t o  any l e v e l  of armament 

including the very loues to  

The object ive 

He note  for example tha t  in the draft document vehicles  

are prominent but ba8es . s o  not. 

oraft on a few baser may make the world nearly a8 a s t a b l e  

as many a i r c r a f t  on many bases, it aeexns t o  u s  a8 iolportant 

t o  s t r e s s  the maintenance of B l a q s  number of bases, f o r  the  

purpose of dispersul, a s  it i s  t o  stress the  reduction i n  the 

number of vchio?.ea. i%o ~ g b t  propose increasing the number 

Considering tha t  a few a i r -  - 
- __-- -- - ------ - -- 

of bases; the r e t a l i a t o r y  force aan afford fewer vehicles,  the  

b e t t e r  dispersed they are.) 

lotl i ing is said about warning systems, military communioations, 
\ 

\ 

?,-:.... ..;. ._.; ; . : ,  ' . . .  
, ,; , , . . ' .  ::.: . .. ,. , . , , . .  , . , 
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ac t ive  o r  c i v i l  defenses, or the imgortant role of a gendarmerie 

in'preventing Invasion by enemy gendarmerie during a war in 

which the decisive a c t i v i t y  is the furioua reestablishment 

% of nu3lear capabi l i t i es ,  

The broader principle exemplified by the question of air- 

craft and bases I s  that of seuond-strike VS. first s t r ike  forces. 

EvIddntly what is urgent is t o  shift away from those vehicles  

and veapona systems that a r e  vulnerable, excessively quick-reacting, 

o r  pecul iar ly  good at p r e h p t i v o  attack, shift in& t o  other  

weapons that have more tranquil defensive and retaliatory 

a a p a b i l i t i e s .  

should be preserved, improvsd, and Increased, as t o  agree on the 

vskicles  that ought, in the interest of stability, to be dismantled 

o r  nodified. 

It nay be as important t o  agree on what vehic les  

We make these c r i t i c a l  remarke about the draft proposal8 

for comprehensive diaamsment beoauee the particular problem 

o f  o w  Panel, that of a v o l d i q  general war, which we take to 
! 

\ 
, __ _.- ---... - 

be the main problem that any comprehensive abbeme mast cone 

to ZriFe with, does not roceive explioit attention. The im9ortent 
-____._ .--I L- _. ------ -- - .  ._ 

-. ~ --- -.-. . ---- 
, -  

'"thing i s  not to preaoribe an ar i thmetical  proaess of phased, 

proport lanate  reduction of offensive vehicles. It 1s t o  determine 

what kind8 of military fames, what military postures on both  

sides o r  i n  all oountries, are most condusive t o  s t a b i l i t y ,  

most proof q,olnst 

in the confidence i n  deterrence aecinst w a r ,  rearmament, or 

threat8 of war and rearmament, that they provide. 

. . . (  ..;. . . . .  .. . , 
. . . . :  
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We agree - though not  without reservations - that the  

general d i rec t ion  In which comprehensive e m s  control  should 

go IS downward. 

t o  go downward t h a t  increases stability and security.  Thl8 

is what the present draft - o r  any of the proposals we have 

seen - do08 n o t  r e c l l y  coDe with. We doubt uhether the  United 

The important thing is t o  determine a way 
, 

- 
tbaugh 

Sta t e s  Government has d e t e d n e d l  careful s t r a t e g i c  8naly888, 

what s o r t  of mil i t a ry  poeture here and i n  the Soviet Union might 

be a g o a l  t o  aim for by 1965 o r  1970, under optimistic rtssumptlons 

about negotiating ?regress and p o l i t i c a l  qUIeacence. 

as our immediate measures for military t ranqui l iza t lon  are 

ignored by, o r  contradicted by, our comprehensive-disarmament 

proposals, it is going t o  be d i f f i c u l t  e i t h e r  t o  support the 

former persuasively, o r  t o  convey what our genuine i n t e r e s t s  

a r e  i n  connection with comprehensive disarmament. 

A 8  long 

These being our react ions t o  the draft document, tho 

quoation is what t o  reaommend. 

First, t h a t  I t  be recognized t h a t  ne i ther  t h i s  government 

nor any other  government has really developed a p l a n  f o r  

comprehensive disamanent, or  has even iden t i f i ed  the guide 

lines f o r  con8truction"such 8 plan.  

should o r  should not go ahead on the  basis of the d r a f t  document, 

whether we should or should n o t  ao t  as thouch we take OUT 

proposals seriously, whether we should or should not owage 

i n  d i scusdons  of the subjeot, is not for t h i a  Panel t o  say. 

Our reoommendation is two-fold. 

- 

- 
!*ether t h i a  means we 

, 



Second, we think tl.ere a r e  compelling reasons for t rying,  

internally, to determine what comprehensive disamanent or arms 

c o n t r o l  should mean. If' only for the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  c l a r i t y  of 

our own Government, we should take the xd1itu-y implications 

-of disarmament seriously enough t o  see what diaamament means, 

whether we are genuinely i n  favor of- aomprehonsive disarmament, 

whether the kind of comprehensive disarmament we would favor 

is di f fe ren t  in s p i r i t  from the limited proposals we favor, 

and whether such coclprehensive disarmament w l l l  make an enormou8 

difference t o  our securi ty  and work onomoua changes i n  the 

p o l i t i c a l  environment. 

Me t1lin.k %*,.)ut U s  is not our business, that the  United 

Sta t e s  will have a much more porsuasive negotiating pos i t ion  

if it finds principlea, c r i t e r i a ,  and ,fpidelines f o r  comprehensive 

disarmament t h a t  are genuinely consis tent  with o~ national 

secur i ty ,  with our approach toward more l i m i k i :  a m  control ,  

and with the  mi l i t a ry  posture that we are trying t o  adopt. 

\.(e suspect t ha t  the Soviets have not thought long end deep 

about genuine disarmament as a means of co-existence i n  a 

world i n  which the danger of w a r  ha8 been reduced. 

communicate our ideas and i n t e n t i m a  t o  the Soviets, o r  t o  

persuade them eventually of what they should ravor i n  the 

disarmament field, we ought t o  do some of' the world's tNnWng 

for i t  on t l lfs  subject. A t  some stage conprehensive disarmament 

deGotiations may become serious; a t  that t i m e  we should be 

Jus t  t o  

i n t e l l  eo t u a l l y  
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i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  prapared t o  h o w  w h a t  we favor, and i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  

prepared t o  persuade others. 

b!lthout prejudlco, then, t o  our inmediate negot ia t ing 

s t ra tegy;  without arejudice t o  whether i n  the end we s h a l l  

favor o r  disfavor comimehonsive disarmament; we stronCly 

reco#mend that e f f o r t s  be made t o  examine the  various concepts 

of comprehensive arms control  or disarmament - as ser ious ly  

as our  s t r a t e g i c  posture, our NATO strategy, our limited w a r  

capa5i l i tyJ  etc.J have from time to time been analyzed. We 

think t h a t  i n  every way th i s  would be salutary.  To repeat: 

we recomaend tliis because, as a Panel, we take seriously the 

danger of genoral w a r  and believe t h a t  aood disarmomsnt may 

posaibly help US, bad disarmament may possibly hurt  us, and 

I 

1 

I we don't know what a comprehensive program of "good" disarmament 

would look like, 

We doubt whether the d e t s i l s  of any such scheme are 

likely t o  be developed i n  the  near future,  whatever the  efi'ort 

put i n t o  It. 

and appropriate categories, should be urgently iden t i f i ed ;  they 

probably could be iden t i f i ed  within a matter of months. 

We do th ink  t h a t  tine general c r i t e r i a ,  guidelines,  

If a study of t h i s  sort could be produoed for i n t e r n a l  

use, we mieht even consider nlaking i t  avai lable  t o  the r e s t  of  

t he  world, including the  Soviets, in a quiet and serious way, 

just  t o  communicate what we have i n  mind and t o  see whether 

we CCVL improve the undertone of disarmamont negot ia t ions 

during the  next few years. 

. .  

. .  .. . : 
I,._.. .. . .  , 
. . ' ... :.'. 
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Much of the concern of our Panel hss been w i t h  crises and emergencies - 
brick-of-war s i tuat ions in which general war seems imrr.lnent, the urge t o  pregnnt 

is  heightened, extraordinery events and mili tary movements have t o  be interprete?,  

an3 alanns m e  more l i k e l y  to be acted on. 

t h a t  blunt the edge of p rebp t ive  capabi l i t ies ,  increase ccnfidence in ?eterrence, 

reduce the incidence of f a l s e  d a m ,  lmprove command and control,  and reduce the  

need for  hasty 6CtiOn~ we have outlined a number of procedures and understanciings 

that mLeht be e r r i v e d  a t  with the Soviets t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the tranquilizaticr,  of 

mi l i t a ry  c r i s e s  should they occur. The thought behind t h e  "Purpl? Telephone," 

the special  observer teems, and the enlargercent of military-attache o f f i ces ,  end 

In addition to peace-time measures 

some of the motive behind inspection schemes ostensibly orjeated tuuerd other 

purposes, is t o  have D cepabili+4 for sudden fiegotiation i n  crisis, for  the 

conveyance of reassurance if the  f a c t s  ere reassuring, for the  j o i n t  investigaticn 

of untoward events, and f o r  the negotiation of mutual r e s t r a i n t s  that may f a c i l -  

i t a t e  withdrawing from the brink of war. 

But  these arrangements can at best e l h i c a t e  one of the obstacles t o  last- 

miricte understaidlngs by making camanicetion p s s i b l e ,  and some exchange of 

authenticated infomation. 

but routine consultation and remxmmce,  there hae *A be sane kind of ''arms- 

ccrrtrol" plan t o  p with then. 

f a c i l i t a t e  negotiation i n  an aergensy, we have t o  knov i n  advance :kcat WE s h d i  

want to negotiete abut .  

If these facilities are ever called on f o r  ar.ything 

That l s ,  i f  tnese crrangments are intends4 t o  



We need t o  thirr)c in advance about sudden, emergency amticontrol measures 

tha t  we might in a crisis wish to negotiate. Ye n e d  t h i s  aot  only to know 

w h a t  it is we wish to propose and vhat Soviet p~~posals we CQUld take seriously 

and how t o  respond to them; we ai60 need advrncr planning to assure that we have 

the physical capability of adopfibg such postures as we may wish to propose. If 

we want to negotiate some phased vithdraval from alert status, particularly under 

the pressure of knovlng that such an a l e r t  status could not be maintained indef- 

ini te ly ,  more is  required than jus t  a plan for  how it might be dont. What is 

required a lso  is that the strategic forces themselves be physically capable of 

cafiying out the proposals, have plans and procedures for the contingency, and 

have the connnand and control to brlng it about. 

8ome ab i l i t y  t o  subnlt to Soviet observation, I n  a manner that d id  not aggravate 

vulnerabili t ies at  preclsely the time when we could not afford t o  aggravate 

them. 

There would also be required 

We would need f ac i l i t i e s  fo r  authenticating Soviet com?liance with any such 

temporary restraining agreement. This meem not only h~ving samething l i ke  the 

emergency observation teams but having than 80 located, so equipped, and 80 

trained, that they can prfonn Wh8teVer c r i t i ca l  functions prove necessary. 

Anticipating emergencies and how they could arise,  and predicting the status  

of forces on both sides, I s  beset by uncertainty. Nevertheless, we consider It 

possible t o  create ame adaptable, f lexible f ac i l i t i e s  and personnel to monitor 

short-tern arms limitations and t o  f ac i l i t a t e  negotiations to  that purpose. 

Improvising energency limitations on the status and deployment of forces, in a 

manner that genuinely enhances security, could otherwise prove impossible just 

because of the time required to  think, caolmunfcatc, and move personnel and 

equipncnt . 
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The measurea we have proposed i n  t h i s  report represent modest e k p s  - but 

steps with appreciable p v t h  potential - toward fac i l i t a t ing  negotiation in 

these caees, and c rea tbg  a possible baris f o r  irmpection. What ue h v e  not 

considered in any detail  is the kind of brhk-0f -r  plans that OUF Government 

should develop in order fa increabe the options available a t  a t h e  when war my 

seem Imminent. 

. 

Imaginative but r ea l i s t i c  exploration of thls subject- examination of the 

kinds of contlngenciee that may arise - i r  a prerequhito to howing In advance 

what negotiation may be poaeible in such en emergency. It Is prerequisite even 

t o  knowing w h a t  kinds of data should be accessible to the Purple-Telephone 

cormnand post, and uhat data should be eachewed in the interest of streRmlining 

the procedure. 

- 

Most Important of a l l  is to exambe the aapablli t lse and procedure6 that 

govern our s t ra tegic  forces in an emergenay. It is almost certain that i n  any 

emergency In  uhich w a r  has become llkely but not Inevitable, or in which the 

danger has become sufficient t o  require extraordinary alert measures, ~d.an8 w i l l  

suddenly be modified, new plane improvised, options discovered and courses of 

action identified,  thst had been ignored a l l  along; hopefully, capabili t ies will 

be discovered tha t  had never been adequately appreclated. 

- 

b i l i t y  of performaace and of command and control. Thls means two things. First, 

It means that the alternative states of our st rategic  forcee, and t he i r  a l te r -  

native modes of deployment, should be increased in nmbetr and variety. 

it means that the maximum capability for  lastminuto adaptation and improvisation 

should be built in. We should not be rertricted to a war plan that cnn tolerate  E)d 

What w i l l  be needed is strategic forces vith the greatest poseible flexi- 

Second, 

5-IS? 
L. .:. -.-._ 
, .....- 
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co adjustments; ue should not be rc r t r ic ted  to alert proce2ures that have only 

two states, on and off. 

The matter is of course extraordinarily complicated, involving some of the 

most sensi t ive areas of mil i targ planning. 

impression; even w i t h  the fullest knowledge of present procedures and phis, it 

would not  be possible to render a jw2gemant on how well they would f i t  the kinds 

of crises and emergencies t h t r t  we could have examined on ly  if much more t h e ,  

and a wider var ie ty  of talent, had been available to the ?anel. 

The Panel cqn only re-wrt an 

We do however recoml an Impression tha t  in m y  respects our s t ra teg ic  forces 

have an "on-off" quality. 

designed too much a s  though there were only two atetes  oi the world, war-end 

peace, or as though there were only two kinds of alarms, those that genuinely m a n  

war and those t h a t  are  cleared up quickly. 

s d f i c i e n t  a t tent ion t o  the many gradations in t h e  s t a t e  of the world between 

peace and war, and particularly to the kinds of c r i ses  tha t  may endure over B 

period of time, in which neither w a r  nor d i s a l e r t  can be declared. 

I n  discussing warning and a l e r t  procedures with a viow to  examining the 

danger of  var by miscalculation, it has come to our attention several times t h s t  

our s t r a t e g i c  forces may be obliged t o  behave with excessive conservatism because 

of a l e r t  plana that a r e  excessively bold. To reac t  to  an alarm that may be a 

false one entai ls    eve re costs  and risks. ;jot o a y  is public opinion aroused, 

with possible p o l i t i c a l  embarrassment, but the Soviets tbenselves may be exceed- 

ing ly  jumpy and reac t  disgmpxtlonately k, some s o r t s  of measures ue might take 

for the securi ty  of our own forces. Most Important of all, cer tain measures, like 

t h e  sending of boabers a l o f t  f o r  the i r  safety, are Lubject to fa t igue and 

Terhaps f o r  budgetary reasons, our forces have been 

Strategic plaming has not reflected 



twenty-four hours, and forty-elght hours hencr.* 

As a result of this ovrrly dramatic off- chnrachr of der$ plans It l e  

possible that commanders f e e l  obugd to react l888 vigonna8ly to available 

warnings and lndicrators than we might vi& them to react. They Can 

lese coneerrratlvely/lf the action8 they tdra are lees drastio. 

desi& procedures (and spend3n.g money) to have a sore grpdrutd ,  flexible 

capability than va presently havm. We d a o  believe tbat dircwdonr with the 

Soviets concerning the nature of  arieis behavior, the mutual interaat in both 

sldes*lmproving the security of their forces In theae situations, would help t o  

make it easier t o  implament a wider variety of alert meamares Vith le88 risk. 

These sorts of discussions d g h t  appropiably take place a t  the 

react 

This' kquic88 

we suggest elsevhere In the document. 

This problem of the design of alert procedures i s  pertLneot t o  the 
:. . . . ;' 
. , '. . . .  . .. . . .. 

t+p+ of our panel. Not o d y  are these procedures r e l e k t  t o  the prhlems of 
. .. 

erpretation, false alarm, etc. But tbey aautely pint up *!,!if forces are 

ed f o r  a limited set .of  alternative contingencies, their c,a t ier  and 

their plans may lack the f lex ibi l i ty  needed for nqot ia t ing  controls and 

rest ra ints  in a time of cr is is .  

f: .:-;.. 

,.' : *.:: 
. ,. . ,-e .f. 
y:. '.'*.". 

I .  %.*b 

*However even today the situation i o  not wholly bad. Mter raaching peak ground 
alert, where almost all aircraft would be m y ,  SAC could f a l l  back t o  a steady 
s t a t e  level  of readinees with about tu0 thirds of the force ready to bunch a t  a l l  
times. This is very good. 
for txterjded periods. 
planning and provisiona. 

fa+&. 

I?- y... r:.. 
p$$ 
p . . Our point is that foroes ~7 have to stay on alrrt . . . ,*- Therefore th is  ?m$lirement needs t0 be emphas$Eed d a r t  
-- * ., . 



This contingency of a brink-cf-~ar'situation tht lasts for acuw tlme, In 

which negotiation of same sort  proceeds, in which the negotbtiona may include 

arms restraints ,  is  a realistic possibility, as rea l i s t ic  as general war i t s e l f .  

It is not a remote and hy-wthetical pxiaibll i ty to be ptt far down the list of 

contingencies t o  plan for. 

. 
-. 
.- 

We urge tha t  In  both U.S. arme-control plannlLg and Des.  r t ra teglc  planning 

these contingencies receive explicit  and serious attention; that plans be dram 

i n  a flexible and adaptable vay for the kinds of circrrmstances that can be 

foreseen; and that emphasis be wt on the devrlopnent of war p l ~ ~  ond a l e r t  

procedures that are commensurate with the variety of contingencies tbat MY 

confront us . 
Additionally, we offer the observation tha t  neither the W t e d  States nor 

the Soviet Union has In the  past acted as though disarmament i s  en urgent matter, 

a promising alternative to a war that  appears likely. The world sitvation could 

change i n  a way tha t  caused rapid re-evaluation both by our Government .znd by the 

Soviet Government. 

during the c r i s i s  i t s e l f ,  the motives for some kind of safeguarded dlsaxmaxtent 

may be drast ical ly  changed on both aides. The dllingnesr of the Soviet Union 

t o  make, and subnit to, reasonable proposals i n  the interest  of avoiding a war may 

Increase sharply. 

In the aftermath of a t ru ly  serious military c r i s i s ,  o r  

In such circumstances, knowing what kind of arms control or  compehensive 

disarmament would in fac t  be coneistent vith o w  security may make the difference 

betueem disarmament and war, o r  may make the difference between sucoesshil 

dlsannanent and one tha t  proves Inconsistent v i th  OUT continued security. We 

recommend t h a t  the U.S. Government's analysis of disarmament, and planning for 

disarmament, take seriously the lWihood  t h ? t  dlsannament may a t  15ome t b e  

. .  

. .  . , , .  ,...." : . . .: 
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became 8uddenly mom urgent, more tusinesslike, more necessary, as  well ao 

perhaps mom daqeroua. Again, we emphasize tha t  t h i s  i s  not a rmob contin- 

gency; we thldc it as l ikely as not that comprehensive disarmament, if it ever 

comes, m y  come out of an emergency o r  crisis in which i t l a  negotiated vithout 

the le isure  and procrastination that usually typifies diearmament negotiations. 

To avoid the disaster of ~ r c o n c e i ~  disarmament, o r  the disaster of a var thnt  

might have been averted, imaginative and rea l i s t ic  disarmamsnt plannlng would 

have to be done in advance. We can thiak of no better reason for proceeding a t  

once to the earambation of the m f l i t u y  iPlplicationa of comprehensive disarmament 

than the fact that the subject may unsxpactedly become important a t  a moment 

uhen time I s  not available for a more leisurely etudy. 

Finally, -e these are sensitive mertters, and t h e  revelation of U.S. 

Government plans and expectations could be a b j e c t  to  grave mislntarpretatlon, it 

may be important to stimulate Soviet awareness of the considerations t h i t  have 

been discussed i n  t h i o  section. We anticipate that the success of my of these 

measures t h a t  may have to be mounted in a hurry w F l l  depend znt only on our 

hay- thought about them in advance, tut parhaps on the Soviets' having thought 

about than in advance, havkrg made 8ome plana, or a t  l ea s t  havhg caught on to 

y?:, ~ 

our j o l n t  inability ta quell the military emergency. That could mean war, or  a I:,; -a . . ... 
dangerously unstable disarmuaent schane badly negotiated, or, with luck, emergence ~ 5 . :  .- 

;;:c.. 
f r o m  the c r i s i s  vith a detaIPrination on both 8ides not to be caught unprepared 

again. . 
. ;.. .: 
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