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1. Surprise attack, accidental war, and war by miscalcula-
tion are closely related concepts; for the most part, we have
treated them together. Together they comprise the problem of
general war. They arise in the premium that preaently attaches
to haste, initiative, gquick response, and pretmption, at the out~
set of gcneral war. There is a powerful common interest between
the USA end the USSR in measures to eliminate or reduce this
premium.

2. Ve are impressed with steps in that direction the
United States 1s now taking unilaterally, as described in the
President's recent defense~budget message. Some of these meas-
ures are the very substance of arms control; it is most important
to integrate our military and our arms control policies. This
integration requires recognizing that budget messages, press
releases, testimony, and Presidential speeches, are all parts of
the arms control negotiating process.

3. We use a broad definition of "disarmament negotiations."
Many measures in our report do not lend themselves to formal nego-
tiations, and perhaps should not even be called "disarmament."
. Private consultations, through diplomatic and other channels, are
. as much a part of our arms-control negotiations as the more formal
negotiations; for the measures that relate to our Panel, they may
be more important.

4. We are reporting on fifteen specific measures or areas
of consultation on which we have affirmative recommendations =
subject in some cases to urgent further study of points that the
Panel could not ssettle.

1. Joint read-out of Midas. -

" e

2. European air-varning system.

European ground-force: inspection.
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4« Prior notificntion»of launch activity. ~
5. Prior notification of aircraft movement. -
6. Exchange of information on cammunicagions. - )f
L"' 7. Consultation on strategic indicators. - |
8. Limits on sutmarine deployment.
9. European MREM!'s.
10.. Nuclear weapons for European ground forces3»:a.b?
1l. Purple telephone.
. j 12. Emergency cbservation teams.
~ o 13, Military attachés.

-~
.,

14. Inoformation-exchange center.

Most of these measures are aixad st demping military crises and
the need for hasty military response. Some of them, like the
launch-notification procedures, lend themselves to formal nego-~
tiations, and have been worked into the draft negotiating docu-
ment. Others, like the phone 1ink, should probably be kept out
of disarmament negotiations. Sczme, like the restraint on deploy-
ment of sutmarines, cennot yet be made as a firm recommendation
because particular questions could not be resolved by the Panel
with the information and evaluations available. We have iden-
tified the particular questions that need to be resolved before
a decision can be reached.

5. We should like to have done a more thorough analysis of

camprehensive arms control in relation to the danger of general

. war. Such an analysis is feasible; it could provide essential
guidelines for the develomment of such plans. We recommend an
analysis ~ perhaps with a target date of 1970 - of what military
postures would be most consistent with world security assuming
successful negotiation and a favorable political climate, allow-
ing drastic changes to be considered. As background there needs
to be also an analysis of the strategic enviromment in the late
1960's if no formal, negotiated disarmament is forthcoming, to
asgess how stable it will be and how far unilateral measures on
both sides may have reduced the danger of general war.




6. Many measures ir our report relate to military crises.

The capabllities of U.S. strategio forces for meeting such crises,
especially prolonged crisis, need to be examined with respect to
the flexibility and freecom they would allow the President in time
of orisis, and with respuct to their sdaptadbility to unforeseen
contingencles. We underitand such examination is under way in the
Defense Department. We recommend, in this connection, that disar-
nmament planuing expliociiely recognise that serious disarmament
L . - negotiations may well arise during a military orisis or its sfter-

‘ - math, at:a.time vhen both motives and dangers are drastically N
" changed and time is not-available for the leisurely dmlopnent of '
negothting poaition-. '

7. -Most of the axtions rocomended 1n our report require
raiutynt ‘follow=up o< the kind that they would not automatically
receive in the course of preparing for formal disarmament nego=
tiations. As mentionec above, many: of them cannot. upproprhtqu
be included in the drai‘b negothting ‘document. We reccmmend
*thererore that- ~

(e In the process of. developing United States
diumement policy ii anticipation of disarmament nego-
tidtions, there be acded to the negotiating document an.
anheX containing thoss recommended actions that cannot
etfectively be included in the negotiating dooument. It.

is as important to get policy decislons on these actions y
we' think, as it 1s to get decisions on those measures .-
that we have been able to £it into the negotiating
document. )

b= Something 1ike the present Panel be retained, .
or. other immediate staffing arrangements be made, to pur--
sue in close collaboration with the Department of Defense:
and the intelligence comunity the general ideas and the
specific measures presented in ocur report. Specifically,
we believe the annex to the negotiating document (mentioned
in the preceding paragrapa) needs to be prepared; partic-
ular studies that ve have identified need to be set going
urgently; and detailed work needs to be done on the con-
tents and procedures for the more private consultations
and negotiations that we have recommended be kept outside
formal disaymement negotiations.

' 8. The Panel is ready to continue its participation if that
;vould be helpful.
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I DUCTION

The problems of surprise attack, war by miscaleulation,
and accidental war, virtually comprise the problem of general
war. with modern weapons, great advantages accrue to speed,
initiative, and surprise in the launching of general war.

This 1s not an inherent characteristic of warfare, but of
today's military technolog& and postures. (Hopefully, it will
'be less true later in the 60's.) It 1s this that makes
irrational, inadvertent, mistaken, or unauthorized initiation
of a war a serious possibility.

If there were no premium on haste, initiative, surprise,
and quick response, there would be comparatively little danger
of war by-cnéident, miscalculation, false alarm, or misinter-
pretation. There would be time to recalculate, investigate,
and await confirmatory evidence. o

If there were little chance of blunting retaliation by
taking the initiative, premuditated general war would seem
almost out of the question except as a truly insane act.

The danger or general war--premeditated war or pre-emptive
war in a crisis--inheres largely in the character of modern

weapons that puts a premium on speed, 1n1t1ative, and surprise.
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This is why the problem of surprise attack and of war
by miscalculation, accident, or mischief, are closely related.
It is the importance of striking first, or of beng a close
- second 1f not first, that creates the incentive. The fact that
each side is aware that the other side is equally aware of the
value of quick response, only compounds,thé danger in a crisis
when both expect thaf general war may be imminent.

It is for this reason that it could be in the joint irerest
of the USA and the USSR to deflate the advantage of speed,
initiative, and surprise. It is of particular interest to
the US that the advantage of surprise and pre-emption be reduced,
even if similarly reduced on both sides, since 1t 1s mainly the
danger of Soviet declslon to attack that would induce us to
launch an attack, and oniy a belief in Soviet attack that would
induce us to respond mistakenly to any evidence of imminent war.
Some reduction of our pre-emptive capability could be a reasonalle
price to pay for measures that would similarly degrade Soviet
capabilities for surprise and Soviet incentives toward hasty
response.

But it is easier to state the principle than to find cone

crete measures to give it effect. Nevertheless, this is a

Stable
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crucial area for arms control, probably the crucial area.
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Stable deterrence is a most important objective not only of
specific limited measures but also of any comprehensive program
of disarmament. A main criterion for any comprehensive disarma-
ment scheme should be reduction of the danger of general war
through the creation of miiitary postures less suscéptible

to surprise attack, less dependent on speed of response, and

_more subject to rellable, 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 to limited aggression. We see little chance of’
such rapid progress as to pass thisllimit in the next several
years. In fact, to reduce the danger of yeneral war may well
release us from inhibitions on our ;égponse to more limiﬁed
threats. :

The most important steps to bé taken are probably steps
that must be taken by unilateral décidbn and in accordance
with unilateral plans on both sides, withe-at most--some tacit
understanding on the need for reciprocity. The President's
recent defense budget message is a clear statgment of steps
ﬁe are already taking--steps that, for the most .part, we
wish the Soviets would reciprocate, stebs that the Soviets
should appreéiate if they wish to see the danger of general war

reduced. These steps, such as increasing the security of our
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strategic forces, lmproving and centralizing command and
control, developing better military communications and
coordination, deliberately reducing the need to respond quickly,
reducing -our reliance on the use of nuclear weapons in all
continéenciesz'inhibiting the decentralization of nuclear
weapoﬁs to otﬁer countries (including allies),and developing
a doctrine of warfare that would not automatically convert a
potentially limitable war into a contest of exterminﬁtbn, can
correctly be viewed as unilateral steps in precisely the
direction that arms control should take.

we think it importent 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. We think it Shouh,be emphasized that, in a real
and practical sense, this ig arms control. At least, these are
unilateral steps which, if reciprocated, would constitute a
program-or arms control. We do not mean that this 1s the whole
of arms control, but that reciprocated unilateral actions can
be as important as anything overtly negotiated. We also
emphaslize that the aims of arﬁs coﬁtrol need to be publicly
clarified, and better communicated to the Soviets; and it seems
to us that identifying tﬁe objectives of arms control with the
objectives that the President indicated were guiding his military
budget, should be an impurtant part of our arms-control'diplomacy

and information program,

SECRET

;& oS et H Nl S et
v

v f".""g

P o a5

Nnis-

3

T,

et e ACCA DS

GO A



SECRE .
-5a
{

- Tre prevention of surprise attack has often been confined
to measu-es 6: observation and inspection. Such measures have
5een thought of as providing better warning and, by promising
bettef‘warning, reducing the likelihood of sucéessful surprise,
thusvdeterring attack itself. But the same could be achieved
by resirictions on military forces that limit their ability
for achieving surprise. The same could be true of measures to
reduce thy vulnerability of strategic forces, and their command
and controli, to sudden attack. We see no difference in
pfinciple beiween measures to improve warning, measures to
reduce capablilities for achieving surprise, measures to reduce
vulnerability k& surprise, measures for clearing up misunder-
standings, and miasures to improve deliberate control over
stratagic forces. Thefe may be important political and
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 .2 prefer to see absent on both
sldes. At least, that is what_they do if they succeed--whethep
they are taken unilaterally by mutual consent, or by explicit

agreement.
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The contingéncies in which succbssfui arms control along
these lines might make a difference will be political and
military crises, and should be judged in that context. The
usefulness 6f.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
crisis, during an invasion threat, or during the crescendo of
a political crisis. They should be designed to work, not to
go into abeyance, in extreme circumstances. Thelr usefulness
should be Jjudged by what they contribute to tranquilizing
crises. The significance of false alarms, misinterpretations,
sudden actions, or even mischief and accidents, should be
-Judged in the context of crises and emergencies, not simply in
the cooler atmosphere of ﬁﬁéaZéiaéf“'*"
The Accidental-War Problem

Accldents and false alarms can happen, sudden actions
can be misinterpreted, mischief can be done. The important
thing is to keep them from leading to war. This is a matter
of the respopge to accldents, mischiefs, and false alarm,

War by mistake--whatever the nature of the mistake--
a mechanical accident, false radar alarm, communication
failure, misinterpretation of enemy actioh, misunderstanding
by someone in the chain of command, or the mischief of some
third 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, communications re-established; and even

deliberate unauthorized actions would be unlikély to start a
chain reaction culminating in war. Better warning, better

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 is in fact deterred, are the principal
means of reducing the danger. So are procedures and facilities

- for clearing up misunderstanding and ambiguous occurrences

before they set off a chain of provocative responses.

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

Measures

appreciated, reduce thé urgency with which the other has to

respond.

The need for haste affects the military response in two

wvays. It increases the urgency of central decisions; and it

requires decentral;zation of control over weapons in the

interest of capabllity for quick response.

urgency of response can help both ways.

Reducing the

It can pernmit more

deliberate response by central authorities; it can permit

the design of weapons and communications with more inhibitors

R

to local action.
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A primary function of arms control is thus to alter
the military environment in such.a way that hasty response
doe; not convert an accident--which may Be deplorabdble, bﬁt is
still a local evént--into "accidental war." 1In this sense the
"accideﬁtal-war" problem is not different from that of surprise
gttack, 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. Secure, well-controlled .
retaliatory forces, and a duliing of the pre-emptive capability‘
on both sides, is as much a deterrent of.aéciqental wvar as it
is of éeherai war by any other motngtion.”

.We say this to contradict the wice-spread notion that
accidental war is solely a matter of accidenxs, and that
anything that reduces accidents. reduces the likelihood or war.
Arms limitations that, in the ostensible interest of minimizing
accidents, degrade the security or‘our forces or require them,
for their own safety? to act more quickly in an emergency,
cannot bo credited with reducing the danger of war, accidental
or otherwise. .

An example may be proposed limitations on military use
of communication satellites. The possidility of war resulting
from misinformation of any so:t cgn be reduced by improved

' military
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military communications. If communic:tion satellites promise
to improve military communications, zad caﬁ helb to prevent
wrong conclusions being drawn from cowunication failures,
.they serve a positive function in the i17oidance of war.

One final point with respect tO';a accidental war

problem. This problem has usually beun thought of iﬁ relation
to strategic forces in the US and USSY. In fact, the problem
may be at least as acute in Western Eurcre. The deployment

of substantial numbers of nuclear weaons in this area under
conditions which are probably less secure than those in the
United States, the absence of fully secur: command and
communications facilities in this area, the vulnerability of

nuclear-capable forces in this area to surprise attack , and

the fact that forces of several nations have more or less

ready access to nuclear weap.ns in the urea--all these factors
make for some risk that misinterpretation o miscalculgtion could

lead to a mutually‘unintended use of auclea:* weapons. Measures

to deal with this risk will be considered later in the paper.

|
..




Sl At SN T e T

SECRST

The Nth Country Problem
The Panel has not given direst attention to whether and how the test

ban, production cut-off, ban on nuclear transfer, or other measurss con-
tained in the draft document, inhibit the capabilities of Nth countries
for mischief, accident, or provecstion. But a large part of ths Nth
country problem arises fram the strategle instability between the USa and
the USSR, The problem i3 not solely ane of keeping other countries fram
getting these weapons. It is equally a problem of stabilizing the
strategic enviroment so that accident, mischisf, losal wars , ete.
involving nuclear and cther weapons obtained by additional ccuntries,
unﬁot ignite genex;a.l wars .

The Nth country prcblem has been likened to a situation in which
there is a powdei keg in our midst and more and more couniries are gstiing
matches, Our opinion is that it is important not only to stop the distri-

_ bution of matches but to remove, defuse, shisld or othsrwise protect the
powder keg against ignition.
Unilateral Measures,

We mentioned that ths United States 1s already taking steps that are
consistent with-—in fact gre—arms control. This is insufficiently
appreciated in ths world at large, among the American publie, and within

our govermmant. The fact that these military messures are =0 much in our

own
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own intersst that we adopt them unilaterally does not detract from
their being the very substance of arms control.

Wo say this to maks two points. First, we think the United States
is already adopting a good deal of arms control and not getting credit
for it. Second, we think that these actions, if properly explained
. and emphasized in speeches, testimony, press relsases, and so forth,
not only can get us credit for arms control but can enormously help to
define the content of arms control and the directions in which arms
control should lead us. |

These unilateral measures also help to put "arms negotiations™ in
perspective. To the extent that we can induce the Sovists to recipro-
cate measures of this sort we have arms control, whether or not it is
embodied in a written agreement, whether or not we negotiate it in a
disarmament conference, Formal disarmament negotiations are part of
the process-—but only pert of the process--of inducing the Soviets to
Join us in mutual restraint or in policies and practices that are in
the mutual Interest.
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PART 1T G _PHILOSOPHY

This matter of how to negotiats arms control has besen continmually
on our minds in our discussion of particular measures. The reason is
that many of the measures of interest to this particular panel do not
lerd themselves to formal nsgotiation, or might be spoiled by inclusion

- in a negotiating document presented to other naticns.

This is particularly true of sbeps we take, or procedures we may
set up with the Russians, to reduce the danger of mis-interpretation.
In fact, it may jeopardize saus of these measures even to call thenm
"disarmament! or "arms~control" and to insist that they be treated as
suche Many of them, furthermore, are fairly modest, at least in thelr
initial stages, and hardly seem appropriate to being MQ as formal
proposals. Same of them seem promising only if handled in an informal
way, without too much cammitment or too much effort to nsgotiate details,
and without a formal ei'fcrt to accamodate them to highly cha.fged
political relationships,.

We have no great optimism about the Soviets' willingness to engage

[ . in discussions in a low key, seriously, coopsratively, and in relative

{
|
i

privacy. Whatever chance thers is, however, can be exploited only if
the United States is willing to take these propoeals seriously, and not
make them part of a debating cm‘f.eut.

For a variety of reasons, therefore, we suggest that most of these

measures
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measures be discussed with the Soviets cutside the context of
"disarmament’ nsgotiations, A mmber of these mesasures-—such as the
"purples telephone™, the exchangs of emsrgency observation teams, and
the expansion of military attaches—might be proposed to the Soviets
'though normal diplamatic channels, Others—-such as consultation on
strategic indicators~might be raised through military channsls, A
few~such as the European ajr-warning system—unight be part of our
formal disarmsment negotiating positicm.

The need to bogin a seriocus private dialogue with the Soviets
on these measures is urgent. The danger to which they are addressed
will be at its greatest during the next few years, when both sides!
strategic forces will be more vulnerabls to attack than later,

We strongly urge that a private diplamatio approach be made
soon to the Sovists, in a way which makes clear the importance we
attach to the subject (e.g., a Presidential message to Khrushchev
delivered by Ambassador Thanpson), and suggesting quiet and comtimuing
talks on means of reducing the risk of war by miscaloulation. These

talks might take place in Moscow, a few appropriate UoS. civilian and
military experts being attached to the Exmbassy for this purrpose. Or
conceivably same neutral Mcover" could be found, €.g., our missions
to the JAEA in Vienna or to the IN Military Committee in New York.
The
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The important thing is quickly to make clsar to the Soviets our
conoception of the problem and cur sericusness, and our willingness to
treat it ,outaide' the propeganda glare of "disarmament' negotiations—
thus , incidentally, making it easisr for the Soviets to agres to needed
measures without caﬁpranisi.ug their basic posture that they cannot agree
to any "disarmament” steps that do not involve reductions of forces.

Wo have not, therefore, thought it appropriate to incorporate
sans of our proposals in the draft negotiating document. If the
intended document i1s to be shown to allied nations first and Russians
next, and to be a formal proposal in disarmament negotiations, it would
misrepresent our intentioms to formulate negotiating language on some
of these proposals. We have, however, attempted to insert language
that might provide the auspices under which rathsr more private consul-
taticos might taks placs,

Even assuming that negotiations with the Sovists might take an

unprecedsntedly sucoessful and seriocus course, and be kept out of the

main stream of formal disermsment negotiations, same of the things
that we shall propose represent activities that will have to be started

- modestly, played by ear, and allowed to evolve with experience., For

that reasom we have mainly tired to identify useful initial activities
to got atarted, rather than full-blown institutiomal arrangements.

. .:v -4
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PART ITI _ SPECIFIC MEASURES

This section discusses specific measures., O(n somwe we make affirm-
ative ncmmatim; these ideas .look good to us, subject in several
cases to same further examination. On scme we make negative recommen-

dations; these look as though they can be dropped unlsss there are
| political or public-relations reasons for tham, On sams others we
have been able to ruch.no decision, but urge immediate examination.
Fourth are those msasures to which we have just not been abls to give
enough attention to provide any advice.
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. Aff tive Recommsndatio

1, Joint read-out 61‘ Mdas,

20 Europsan air-warning sysfem.

3. ZEuropean inspection against ground attack,
Le Prior notification of launch activity.

5+ Prior notification of aircraft movement.
6. Exchange of information on commmnications.
7« Consultation on strateglic indicators.

8, Iimits on submarine deployment,

9« BHuropean MREM{'s.
10o Nuclear weapons for Buropean ground forces,
1l. Purple telephone.
12. Emsrgsncy observation teams.
13, Milditary attachés.
l;s Information-exchangs center.

15. Satellite non-aggression pact.
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1, Joint Bead-out of Midas
We have aonsidered a varisty of ways in which the USA and thes USSR

might exchange facilities for warning of missils or bamber attack—the
placement of pound o&omrs at or near each othar's air bases and
nissiles sites; exchange of territory for the placement of early-
warning radar; making availabla to each other the data obtained Iram
existing early-warning redar nst-works; ground stations in the northerly
reaches of the North American Continent and the Soviet Union with infra-
red or accoustical csnsors,

For various reasons we have rejected most of these. With regard
to ballistic-missile warning, ths Midas system of satellite-borne
infra-red detectors is likely to be superior to any system of ground
stations, and probadly adequate,s. For radar, the delay in installing
any substantial network would bring us into the period when bamber
attack is of less importance; the expense of new early-warning radar
systems would be disproporticnate to ths results, considering the
acute difficulty of building a system that did not have holes well
known to the attacker on whose soil it was placed, It is doubtful
whether existing radar systems could be converted to joint use in a
way that guarenteed the inability of the host country to deceive the

other side in ths event of attacl;.
' ' We do

&, .
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‘ We do, howsver, ccnsider it fessibls to make the Midas system

available to both sides, We prefer to consider this a "joint read-out
systen" for Midas, rether than a "joint Midas system.” We wamt to
a;void making Midas itself subject to negotiation. We also want to avoid
a position with respect to Midas that may set a precedent for other
satellite reconnaisance systems' requiring Sovist agreement. What we
"have in mind is to proceed with cur own Midas system and to propose
making the information obtained from the system availabls to the Soviets
or to other nations, or even to saome international organization, keeping
in mind the necessity for quick reliable receipt of such information by
‘the nations most concernsd.

This might mean offering to comstruct Midass in such a way that
Sovist read-cut stations could obtain precisely ths sams information
as we obtain, For this purpose it would probably be necessary to expose
ths design and manufacture of the Midas system to Soviet scrutiny, to
provide assurancs that the devics was in fact operating as it was
declared to operate. This would mean two things. PFirst, that the Mides
systen not have been 20 programad, or tampered with, that it will fail
to record our attack. $ocdnd, that no octher controversial reconnaisance
system have been incorporated in Midas itself,

S/
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This would spparently mean that Midas satellites would be subject
to physical inspection in great detail, Conoeivably it might mean that
the actual hardware should be mamufactured by sames third party, or wif.h
same Idnd of Soviet participation, |

To the panel this seems feasibls, but we have not besn able to
" examins in detail the operetion of the Midas system, ths design of the
hardward, and axy intelligence programs that might be built arcund Midas
otber than ths quick recording of & ballistic missils plumes. The
Russians would, by this arrengement, acquire a good idea of the capa-
bilities and deficienoiss of ocur Midas system-—-and we of theirs if they
do the sumes Ve anticipate that a joint read-out of Midas will be
feasidls, but further examination is necessary. |

Wo have particularly in mind the importance of handling the subject
in such a way as not to subject the Midas system, or any othsr satellite-

reconnaisance system, to an implicit requirement for negotiated inter-
national approval,

2. Buropean
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2. European Early-Warning Systems
We considered the possibility of Yoverlapping radar” or other

exchangs af aircraft-warning facilities in central Europe. We noted
that there are plans—notably the "Norstad Plan"--for exchanging rights

Without examining in detail how mich warning this might provide, it
appeared that it might maks the difference between, say 10 or 15 minutes
warning and 45 or 60 mimites warning, for sorties against each other's
European air and missile bases. Such additional warning could maks a
real difference to the ability to respond to imminsnt attack, and thus
increase the deterrence to attack. It might make a real difference in
our ability to adopt safeguards against the mistaken or unauthorized
initiation of muclsar-weapon activity. In other wonﬁ, that additicnal
warning could be of real value,

The wain limitation is that, by the time any substantial radar
coverage could be negotiated and comstructed, the Soviets might long
since have targeted NATO air and missile bases with short and medium
range missiles, so0 that warning agsinst aircraft would be of only
marginal significance. We did note, however, that there is presently a
possibility of nan-muclear attack on these NATO sir and miﬁaﬂp bases,
and that non-muclear attack n tham would Bave to bs with aircraft vather
than missiles. Denying a no-warning air strike at the NATO bases would
deny the Sovists the possibility of conducting such attack bensath the
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muclear threshald, It may,therefors, be valuabls in spite of the fact
that he retains the option to fire missiles,

 Ancther drawback is that thorough lov-lavel coverage would be x-
tremely difficult to obtain, particularly since radar in enemy territory

could not conceal its capabilities and deficienciss from the enemy,

But a system of ground observers, using visual and accoustical tech-
niques, might be an sconamical way of -gpplcment:l.ng the radar coverage.

(n balance, and without having looked into ths matter in technical
detail, we can cnly conclude that there is a possibility here.

A main consideration is whether we attach value, for its own sake,
to an arms-control arrangement in central Europe, and welcome the
opportunity to negotiats and spend money on such a system, or consider
it a nuisance and a diversiun of econmmic and diplamatic rescurces., If
we are looking for a tangible schems, here is one that may have merit;
if we are not interested in such a schame for its own sake, or if we
attach negative value to the attempts to negotiats it, this schams is
of marginal significancs, (In a limited way such overlapping radar
coverage presently exists in the nsighborhood of Bsrlin; examination of

that system might shed additional light on the 3alus and feasibility of
a scheme of this sort,.)

Fyts faan
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3. Europsan Ynspection Against Ground Attack.

Inspection against surprise ground attack in Europe would be help-
ful. Ths fact that the Sovists may now be able to launch quickly their

readily availsble forces in Eastern Germany, possibly with reinforcemsnts,

egainst selected points in the ellied line in Western Germany is to our
disadvantage. Like the possibility of surprise air attack already
referred to, this makes it more difficult for the NATO forces to
institute and meintain safeguards sgainst mistaken or unauthorized use
of nuclear weapons,.

General Norstad has rroposed specific measures. We have not
examined these in detail but believe that ths purpose is sound and that
spscific proposals shovld bs made to the Sovieta; as soon as they cen
be worked out=-if they can be sold to our allies.

Given the political difficulties involved in discussion of the
Norstad proposels with the Germans, we have no recammendation to advance
axcopt that efforts should contirue to convince ocur allies that local
safeguards ayainst surprise ground attack would serve their interests.
Posaibly»:i.f the - safeguards were instituted at the sams tims as other
measures, they would be less likely to give offense to our allies than
otherwise.
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be or. Not £ Miss te Launc

Wo have ocmidend a prooedure for ldvanoo not.ioo of ms.uih and
satellite lawunching. Tuantyqfwr hours or more in advance ’ notice would
be filed of the time (to within, say, two hours) of & lamching, with
loution und pro:)ected tracks No verification wwld be roqu:l.red. as

-

far as we can see,

[ —— . _——"

By 1965 and 1970, the average mmber of launches might reach seversl

per day, with ten or twenty occuring scme days . It could help sams, in
the ‘a,vo:ma_nce of false ahm, to have advance notics of such firings (in
commsction with Midas or cther ballistic-missils warning systems.) There
are other advantages in regularising the @xchange of information of this
sort; and advance notice would facilitate .kaoping inventory of objecta
.in space, .

The schems may give away information we prefer to kgep secret——
reconnaissance satellite launchings in particular., The anly launches we
could keep secret in any event would be fram mobile y].at_ﬁm or aircraft=—

4n the immediste future, from submarines, In the longer rum, a Soviet
Midas or equivalesnt will probably demy us mumk poesibﬂity of keeping

any launch activity secret; but for the tims being there cqulql be sane
loa_a of secrecy, |

This question whether loss of privacy am 2irings at sea would be
s critical dissdvantage should be exanined in detail'at cmce. If it is
not, >th,o notification schems 4s a good. ome. (We might oom:l.dér unilaterslly
initiating such a sebems, inviting the Soviets to recijrocate. W are less

obliged to argue about the details if we initiate it volwntarilys).. . . . o
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5. Prior NQBication of Aircraft Movements

- As a modest step to minimive misinterpretations, axd to improve

' the reliability of warning against bamber attack, we have cansidered
a procedure under which we and ths Soviets (and other important par-
ticipating nations) might fils advancs notice for certain kinds of
air traffic, (This is already done under ICAO for certain traffic.)

. The idea is that for certain flights—perhaps flights above 60 or 65
degrees north latitude—-advance notics of flight petterns would be
provided. In thess regions nsither side would have anything like
assured radar or other coverage to check whether flight plans were
being uniformly adbered to. On the other hand, each side has suf~
ficiently good intelligencs to determine whether, by and large if not
uniformly, the other side is giving notice and adhering to it,

The advantages of the procedure are these, First, they may
reduce the danger that waxpscted, wsual air traffic will be mis-
interpreted or'otherwiaa provoks an exaggerated responze. (In other
words, it may help to trenquilire some stretegic indicators by pro-
viding sdvance warning of what might otherwise be unexpected behaviors)
Second, it should improve each side's early warning by reducing the

trattic
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© traffic not acoounted for. Third, it may help to establish precsdent
and routine for the interchings of strategle information, symboldising
the joint interest in reducing misinterpretation, and providing
regular procedures through which consultation can occur.
© Wnile we should not sxaggerete the strategic importance of such

system; it has valus and is feasibls,
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There is also the question of what happens when, in the face of
same emergency, SAC goes on alert and aircraft are flushed. This is
a question that at same stage has to be considered, at lsast

internally, but we do not see that a specified auswer to this
question is required prior to going ahsad with the prooedure.

6. Exchange

DT LTIV T ey T LY S ERNT Py et s T g e, e,




-27 -

6o Exchange of Commmications Information
Among the occurences thatanumemischiat, but could be

chmdupwithimmdexchmgaufintomtionbotwenuamd

the Soviets, cammmications disturbances are an sxanmple. This is

a matter on which better facilities and proocedures for contimual
consultaticon might help, We have no specific proposal to ka,
but signal this topic as one that adds to our interest in the
develoment of better facilities for Soviet-imerican military con-
sultatiocn. We shall refer to such proocedures for consultationm,
and are eimply noting bere cns matter that might be dealt withe

7 Conpultstion
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7. Comsultation on Strategic Indicators _
In determining from moment to moment what Soviet Military inten-

“tions are,whether war is imminent, and what our state of alert should

.be, a mmber of strategic indicators are lkept under observation. -

These vary in importance, and they vary in the urgency with which
we must interpret and respond. ‘

It is evidently in the Soviet interest to keep us guessing and to
thwart our:iixtelligence, on same matters. It is also evidently in the
Sovist interest to avoid any mistalsn responss on our part that might,
by itself or through a chain of avents, raise the danger of war by
misunderstanding. The Soviets presumably watch activities on this .
side for tactical and strategic waming; it is the Panel's understand-
ing that our military uerzioes.mcognize the valus of avolding,
particularly in time of crisis, military movements and other activities
that might provoke an exaggerated Sovist response.

This is a canplex and sensitive area, but cne in which a certain
amount ot Soviet—imerican collaboration or comsultation could help.

In fact, it already exists, in an implicit and informal way, in that
_ we already try to yield them advance notice of sams of our actiﬂtﬁps
that might alarm them,




It is cur opinicn that this sensitive and complex area of strategic
and tactical intelligence is closely related to the danger of war by
acc:ldei:t or miscalculation, and one in which better consultation and
sxchange of information between ourselves and the Soviets might be
valuabla,

How to go about it is not easy to say. It would not be appropriate
to negotiate openly and formally for any exchange of information in this
area, except for particular parts of the subject (like the advance
notice of launches and aircraft movements) that lend themselves to
) formal procedures.

One way of exchanging stabilizing information in this area is
simply through voluntary unilateral leaks and announcements, As men-
tionad, this alresdy occurs on both sides. We propose that efforts
be made to establish better contacts, or consulting arrangemsnts,
for the more deliberate exchangs of information, and for the better
identification by each side of the kinds of activitiss that are most
susceptibls of misinterpretaticn,

It may be possible to discover, on both sides, modes of behavior
that are susceptibls of exaggerated information, and that might be
volxmfarﬂy avoided. It may be possibls to discover areas in which a
more censcicus policy of advance notice or scme means of telegraphing
intentions would facilitate keeping particular movements and .

activities
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activities in perspective, It is conceivable that explanations of

. particular movements and activitles might help to allay suspicioms.
In same instances, regular procedurss for advance notice might be
worked out either formally or informally, bilaterally or multi-
laterally., Same of these areas of consultation and advance notice
night thus gradually evolve into recognized f£isldsof arms control,
others might vemain at the lsvel of informal military .ctms.ulution.

We doubt whethar it is appropriate to identify this general

areg qt consultation in a negotlated document, But we think this
potential interchanges needs to be kept 4n mind as a possible purpose
behind any consultative procedures or exchange of perscnnel that may
work out with the Soviets in cther comnections; and this ‘1- an ares
in which to search for particular gd hog achemf)”x;qiptoul
information and notice.
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8. tatd De
 We recomend an imeédiste review of the Soviet sutmarins threat

against vulnsrable SAC bases and other urgent surprise attack targets

in this cauntz-y, focussed on the present and the few years immediately

" ahsad, The Panel has bsen unable to resolve conflieting evidence; a

review of intelligencs estimates and vulnerebilities is required.

If such a revisw confirms the belief that Sovist subs are an appre-

ciabls supplement to the Soviet capability for sudden pre-emptive or
surprise attack, this will bs strong reason for efforts to iniuce
Soviet reciprocation of voluntary restraints on U.S. Submarine
deployment, pursuant to the following discusaion.

We have looked at several possible limitations on weapons or their
deployment, and one that we find pramising is voluntary restrictions
of a reciprocal nature on the cruising of sutmarinss., We have in mind.
an tmdentanding by which we keep our Polaris sutmarines outside of
firing range as long as Soviet submarines stay away fram our coasts.
Where the lines should be drawn, and how tight the restrictions oo
croesing the line should be, are details that we have not had time to
go into. Nor have we investigated in detail how much interference
with naval opsrations would be entailed by this kind of limitatiom,
other than the interference that is intended, namely the delay in
retaliation. |

The argument

‘ [,\,,‘_‘ s R -
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The argument.in favor of such & schems 1s that it might, if it were
reasonably adhem"to; remove a significant risk to SAC by keeping sub-
‘marines. oif of the: gooes in wiich they could participate (ina
smtm way) ina .Sm"iot attack on U.8.. bdiu-; We have also
nobed that the dsterrent missicm of the Folaris submarine would not
be too seriously de‘giuded by its being out of striking runge, since
it 1: a weapcn system whose capacity for em retaliation would
not be mich degreded by the interposition of a delay of several hours
or a day or more.. |

In fact, it appears to us likely that :Ln.tb event of general
war the United States might well wish to preserve scme strategic
weapous, rather than expend them mw; it oo;, the Folaris sub-
marine appears to be the weapan' system most suitabls for that kind
of Mstrategic reserve.® This is probably the stretegic weapon iv.m
can best tolsrate delay. ‘

We think, too, that such a ‘m;tmﬁb helps to idcntify the Polaris
submarine in a dmatio'way as a secand-etrike weapan, as a weapon
that cen react slowly without danger of its om esrly destruction, and
may have positive valus in persuading the world at large, and the
Sovists in particular, of our sericusness in maintaining a deterremt
posture mthar.‘tl,:a.n & memacing ono, and in safeguarding against hasty
action of any lld:nd. The Polaris sutmarine enmp),ﬁ.ﬂe.sv sams of the
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qualities that we should wish both sides to seek in their development
of strategic forces, To identify these sulmarines as weapons that
need not strike quickly may therefore serve a positive We, to
belp compensats scmswhat for the restriction on its deployment.

But the main question is \dnthor' Soviet submarines are in fact
a significant part of the threat to our SAC bu;s.. If they are, ws
ohmﬂdbegﬂninglmthinginthelxchngo Certainly the Soviet
sulmarines u-e, if anything, "first strike® form: and we could
taks ths position that for the Sovists to withirew them well ocut of
range wmﬂ.d belp to convert them into second strike weapons which,
in cur judgment, would enhance stability., We can uso' Srgue-——
carrectly--that Sovist subs close up in any mmber create precisely
the kind of false-alarm potential that it is in our joint interest
to reduce.,

. We are impressed with the importancs of keeping any such
limitations in the mature of an informal voluntary reciprocal
nstnin@., rather than a negotiated agreement, or fomq.l coamitment,
or rigid ruls, W think it would be much better, if limitatiomns of
this sort were adopted, to indicate that we would voluntarily keep
Polaris submarines by and large in a kind of retalistory standby
status, rether than within sarly firing nngo, a.nd would be the more

inclined
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inclined to do so if the Rusafans would edopt similar restraints.
(We should cmtanphhnotl.tightmhhztémthtwﬂlb‘ﬁ.outod
 on a small scals.) o | -

This ahould, in other words, be an wnderstanding and not an
agreament; it should be terminable at will withmt any cammdtments?
being brokens And we should avoid negotiating or arguing in detail
over precisely what the restricticns should be. ,

There would be no explicit procedurs for verifying canpliance
with the undontnnding; and no certainty that campliance could be
monitored. mﬁ, bya:dhrg’o;bcbhlidnn could probably tell
vwhetber restrictions were generally Deing adhsred to. dnd the
Panel understands that if six or eight Sovist sulmarines entered
the zons that begins, sv; six lpdred miles off our coasts, snough
of them would have been detected to provide scms tactical warning
befare they reached firing rengs. In other words, this is essentially
a warning arrengements sulmarines stay sufficisntly out of range so '
thet their approach to target. would be detected in tims to provide
same kind of warning. |

It is not absolutely nscessary to male the cr:!.t;rian cns of
being Moutside firing range." A limitatiom on pracimity that kept
each side's sulmarinss similar distances away might be arrived at,
notwithstanding the superior range of the Folaris missile. And as
the longer-range Folaris cams into opsretion we should not necessarily
changs the deployment zomes correspondingly.
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We recommend, therefore, that the seriousness of the Soviet
submarine threat to SAC bases be examined in detail, at once, to
see whether there is a genuine gain to the United States frem a
restraint of this sort. {The role of Polaris in our present
strategic targeting must also be cons:!.dex;ed.) If it then appears
that the Soviets do achieve & significant marginal capability fram
their submarines in the event of Soviet attack on SAC, & strong
motive should exist for trying to induss Soviet reciprocation of
a restraint on submarine deployments along these lines.

9. MREM
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9  MEEM Linitation in Burops
 The President has approved an NSC directive regarding V.S, policy
toward NATO that contemplates meeting MREM requiremsnts in Burops by
a seg~borns rather than land-based missiles. In that event, it may
be worth whils to translate it into a tacit or explicit understanding
regarding forces in central Burcpe. It would give the Sovists
é-urmoe against German possession of missiles pc;lbh of striking
the USSR, and might be worth appreciable Soviet concessicns in
return, (It might possibly be related to any new agreed arrangsments
regarding Berlin acoess.’ The politdcal implicatichs of an NREM
agreement could be a sericus obstacls to Western agreement; to
minimize this problem it may be desirebls to have the agreemsnt a
tacit and temporary one,. _
The important thing is to camvey to the Sovists that it might be
aprreciably to their interests to bave no MiBGs on the grownd inside
national boundaries in Burope. e might wish to convey to them that
we were in no position to negotiate formal agreements on the subject.
But we might try to make it clear to them that the political cbatacles
to keeping such weapons off Buropsan soil oould be reduced by certain
Soviet restraints: These could include non-deployment of Sovist
miseiles in Eastern Burope, amd possibly scme quissoence of the
Berlin situstion, and the avoidancs of troop conosutrations in
Fastern Buropes Infornal consultaticn with the Soviets should be

considered. 10 Wasleay " 1 R
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10. Nuclear weapons 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 unauthore
12ed use. Particularly in a crisis, there would apparently
be no guarantee that the national forces of some European
country could not obtain physical possession of nuclear wea-
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
erisis, and especially in the event of communication failure,
nuclear weapons might be utilized through misunderstanding
or as a result of some failure of the procedures for
anthorizing their use.

This s simply an inference based on the apparent facts,
as the Soviets would see them, regarding the disposition and

control of nuclear weapons in Western Europe.

If this Soviet concern exists, it may be possible to
translate steps the West now intends to take to improve the
securlty and ontrol of nuclear weapons h Europe into reciprocal
arrangements that would give us certain Soviet cbncessions in

return.
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We could indicate to the Boviets the kinds of steps
that we are proposing to take, e.g., more centralized and
positive control over the possession and use of nuclear
wéépons in Europe and possibly avoiding deploying these
weapons in the front line. At the same time, we could also
" indicate that how far we were able to carfy thess measures
forward would deﬁend; in some degres, on how far the Soviets
went in removing the possible inhibitions on these measures.

One such inhibition is the possibility of quick use of
nuclears by Soviet troops in the event of military engagement.
The other inhibition is the possibility of a Soviet attack
with conventional forces which rapidly overwhelms the NATO
forces, if only locally, therefore reﬁuiring the quick use
of nuclears to stop the advance. It is doubtful that the
latter case need any longer be as seriously considered as in

the past. o

-

It appears to the Panel that there may be a genuineg
basis for some mutual accommoddtion between the Eastern and
Western European rorces.~ The Soviets may be more disposed

to keep nuclear weapons out of Eastern Europe, as they have
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seemed to do thus far,* and to abstain from bullding up a
preponderance of conventional forces in East Germany, if they
understand that actions of this kind might make the West less

willing to subject nuclear weapons to a variety of controls
(including their redeployment rearward and measures to
increase posifive control over their use) which would make
theﬁ less_immediatély available.to grouhd troops. A more
positive control over the use of nuclear weapons is probably
best achievéd by the device of installing a combination lock
device on such weapons. The order from higher headquarters
authorizing their use would then include the combination
which makes it physically possible to use ﬁhe weapon. In
this way unauthorized use mighf be made more difficult.

We realize that there are potent political 1mplications
to any understanding about denial of nuclear weapons to NATO
ground forces, and eSpeéially'to the demarcatiop of the zones
Qithiﬁ which nuclear weapons will not be kept. We do not

have in mind

* Whether the basing of some Soviet missile systems in
the Satellites, e.g., 700 N.M. MRBM's, will épange their
pattern of bebavior we do not know. It may be that & fsw
of nug}qar weapons haws been introduced with these systems.
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have in mind the overt "denuclearization®" of QQatern Germany
or of any .overt political delineation of nuclear-free zones.
We rather have in mind an attempt to convey to the Soviet
Union an appreciation of what we take to be a fact. This is
that there are strong pressures for keeping nuclear weapdns
distributed well forward in NATO; that there are prudent
reasons to brefer to keep them centralized rearward; that the
pressures to keep them forward will be aggravated by any
apparent preponderance of Soviet forces confrOnting NATO
forces and/or the distribution of nuclear weapons to Soviet
forces in Eastern Europe. similarly, the urgency of having
Anuclear weapons forward would be reduced by a tranquilization
of Berlin.
11. The Purple Telephone

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 availlable arguments
pro and con, and stroagly recommend that an effort be made to
put the idea into effect. We appreciate the possiﬁiiities of
abuse, and Qé appreciate the possibilities of misunderstanding
or resentment by <ertain other countries. The advantages

outweigh the diéﬁdvantages.
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The contingencies in which some direct communication
bet;eén heads of Government could be valuable have been
described and discussed before; we shall not repeat them.

we do offer a few thoughts about how the arrangements my be

made.

. Wwe think it advantageious to route the direct communica-
tion line through the command posts in both countries. This
helps to establish that‘the direct communication line is
mainly for military emergencies, not for political converéa-
tions. The effectiveness of the system in a military crisis
will require coordination with the kinds of data that are
available at the command posts. And, there needs to bé
sufficient formality to the system to éreclude any possibility
of efforts to bypass responsible governmental channels or
to use the facility inam excessively informal way. Putting
the channel through command posts in both countries helps to
play down the'"Kennedy-Khrushchev" personal aspect and to allay
fears that some kind of intimate conversation will politically
d;spose of the world.

We cannot rule out Soviet efforts to abuse the system.
But there are natural safeguards in the ordinary facts of
bureaucratic 1life, aside from the safeguards in routing it
through command posts. Except in acute emergency wpen time
is terribly short, any communicatiop received by the head of
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government, or by hls authorized representative, from the
Soviet Union would tend to be responded to not by direct
vocal reply but‘b' conaultaj:ion, perhaps with a written.
message read back over the system. Especially since communi-
cation will have to go through translaton, the normal response
will be to get the message in writing, consider it and draft
‘& Teply, and transmit it in writing back to the Soviets. It
is bard to ipsgine that the temptation to go through formal
procedures would be resisted except in a genuine erisis when
time required quicker and more informal interchange.

The idea is a good one, and it should be urgently put
into effect. We ca.miot, of course, control the procedures
at.the other end of the lins. We can describe to the
Soviets the arrangements we are prepared to make, propose
the establishment of the direct link, and suggest that they
take stgps to assure appropriate con_tact' at their end of the
line. 'We could suggest the command-post idea, on grounds
tﬁat this is for use in emergencies when gppropr’iate military
personnel msy have to be connected into the coﬁversation, and
when mobility and adapte.bility will be a premium.

In the event the Soviets are uninterested, we might
wish to fall back to a plan of establishing such a direct
1ink between the President and the U.S. Ambassador in Moscow,
suggesting that the Soviets keep in mind that this 1ink

exists
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exists and make their own arrengements for quick contact with
the Ambassador. This would be more of a unilateral arfangement,
at least in appearance. We prefer not doing it betwqen the
President and the Amﬁassador, because we think the military
command-post 1dea 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 reccmmend that the matter be handled in as private
and undramatic a fashion as poSsible, recognizing that it will
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 may be seriously interested in
arms control of any sort, this is a concept that they should
appreciate, arrange with us, and keep intact by abstaining
from abuse. If some kind of abuse occurs, we can take steps
to disengage the cdnnectioﬁ or inmerpose enough intermediate
connections to damp down its sensitivity.

12. Special Observer Teams

We favor the idea of inviting the Soviets to keep on
hancd in Washington spsclalized personnel that could at our
invitation, in an emergency, see with their own eyes vlat we

wish them to see and communicate their observations © the
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Soviet Government. We have in mind a varity of contingencies,
which cannot be speciti'ed' in advance, when it may be in our
ﬁtcrest fa hurry to submit to Soviet observation. 1n order

to meke possible certain agreements :ﬁ!;at might otherwise not
be capable of being monitored, or in order to reassurs the

' Soviets in a grave crisis or other circumstances when lack
‘of authentic information could be disquiting amd potentially
induce pre-emptive decisions, We should Iike to see Similar
arrangements established in the Soviet vmion.‘ ‘This idea
has been described before and does not need to be discussed
in detail here. We do wish to support the idea strongly,
and to of fer a fgﬁ ohservations on how the notion might

be advanced. .

First, 'yev suggest that perhaps half a dozen technically
qualified Soviet officia‘];s be made avaifmble at the Boviet |
Embassy in Wash_j.ngfon, and that we and they concert in arranging
mobility through readily favailab'le_; transportaion equipment, and
quick communication from these offiqial# 'tc. the Soviet Govern-
ment from wherever these Aqrﬁciali" ‘may bo. They should be
exercising their functions by frequent trips vo American
installations insofar as this can be done withcut vcompromising
security. Efforts should be made .to paintain their interest
in their potential functions, and to emphasize the need for

| their
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their being on hand, mobile, reasonably expert at recog-
nizing what they see, a.nd éapable’ of éomm:t:atmg home.,
Comparablé arrangements ﬁith American personnel should be
made in Moscow, |

' It may be wise to 1dent1ty the personnel with some
contigning of ficial responsibilities; conceivably these people
could be participants in some of the various information
exchanges, consultation procedures, or other arrangesnts that
we are recommending in this report: If thnfo is developed
an inrormation.exchange center, as described below, some of the
Soviet officials attached to that organization might possibly

serve the purpose. If there are Soviet officials here or
American officials in Moscow engaged in military consultations
of various sorts, they might additionally serve this purpose.
In any event, there is a function hera that it is in
the U.S. interest to see capable of being discharges, The
U.S. should discuss this function directly with the Soviets;
but it may be useful to utilize for this purpose personnel
who are available in.Moscdﬁ and Washington in connection with
other assignments. ' _
The precise arragements cannot be specified in advance;
it will have to evolve out of conversations with the Russians.
But the U.S. should consider 1t safiafactory if .half a dozen
capable Soviet officials could be available in this country,
and half
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and half a dozen capable American officials could be
available in the Soviet Union, with arrangements for mobility,
communication, and technical competence, to permit them to
fulfill the function of observing what the host government
wishes them to observe in case of emergency or crisis.
13. Military Attaches

We have ldentified several functions that may require
responsible, sensitive, militarily competent personnel
available to consult on sensitive matters here in washington,
and Moscoy, or both. One useful way to develop such consul-
tative procedures, or to develop personnel able to aerve some
of these purpo;es, would be to augment the Military Attache
- Offices in washington and Moscow. Some of the consultations
we have discussed above should be done in the least conspicious
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. The personnel attached
to these offices could develop into official representatives
in more formal procedures, such as the discussion of strategic
indicators, the special observation teams, or even standby
staff for consultation in the pveht the pufple telephone is

used.

In other
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In other words, we see a mumber of useful purposes
that may be advanced by the development of enlarged military
' staffs in the Soviet and American Embassles in Washington
and Moscow. Whether or not there can be agreement on any
of the more concrete tasks for which they might be needed,
such additions to the military atfache staffs should be
negotiated. The negotiation of enhanced military attache
offices 1s a useful method of conveying to the Soviets our
serious interest in developing contlnuing, consultative
relationships of an expanded sort. (A variant worth con-
sidering, is the inclusion among the officers assigned by
both sides to the UN Military Committee of persons with the
competence require for such consultations.)

14. Informstion-Exghange Center

Several items already discussed suggest the advantage
of establishing with the Sovets, probably with the partici-
pation of other countries and perhaps with the UN, of an
wormation-exchange center, manned by mprsonnel of the
several participating countries. (This could be two or
more centers.) Wwe have discussed prior notification of
aircraft movements and space launches, exchange of infor-
mation about meteorological and other interferences with

communications. we have discussed exchange of information

, about
lém




vl sEc
- I‘s -

about troop movements and other noteworthy strategic
activities for which there may be an incentive to provide
prior notice or explanation. And we have adverted to the
possibility of other such exchanges of information.
If these exchanges are to be regularized, and especially
-1f they are to be handled on an international basis, it is
probably worthwhile to set up an appropriate agency or
institution for the purpose. A single center may serve a
number of these purposes. We note that there currently exists
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.
Such a center might serve purposes beyond the specific

functions we have discuss:d. If we have a general interest

in developing regular priocedures for business-like military
consultations with the Soviets, 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 stiﬁulus and encouragement to
such consultation may be useful. The more this sort of thing
can be made routine, the more we may establish the principle

of mutual interest in exchange of information.

: _ Our thought
i‘géﬁﬂﬁﬁéi
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Our thought is that initially such a center should
have specified functions that are clearly valuable, and not
be designed for some vaqu growth potential. But we also
think this growth potential should be kept in mind, in the
event that the thing has a successful experience. History
gives no grounds for confidence that the Soviets will play
the game straight and help to develop such a center into a
useful institution. But if we can attach to it some reporting
procedures tlmt are genulnely beneficial to both sides, the
thing may possess an initial value that causes the Soviets
to cooperate in preserving it. We notice that there have
been several suggestions in recent months for establishing
institutes, study groups, and consultation centers for the
conduct of serious technical discussions with the Soviets
on arms control, military policy, etc. Possibly such a
center could become, either on the side or explicitly,
a host organization for such activities. While we are not
sanguine about the suctess o the project, we consider it
worth trying, particularly since we have identified a few
specific functions that would give the organization a purpose.
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15. ‘MNon-Aggression Pact" in Space
' Much attention is given to the bamning of certain

activities in space (orbiting of weapons). Our Pane; is

strpngly of the opinion that arms control should be
construed to include the protection of legitimate activities
in space. We have already remarked on the virtues of communi-
éation satellites. We belleve every effort should be made
to legitimize~~but without implying the need for legitimizing
action--ﬂallistic-missilq warning satellites. We anticipate
that photo-reconnaissancélsatellites will be launched by us,
and very likely'by the Soviets. We think an effort should
be made to construe the avoidance of hostile activity
vis-a-vis these éatellites as an 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 17 "their and our
Joint interest. There are many reasons for supposing that
we and the Soviets will wish to monitor military activities
and weapons programs around the world. The Soviets
appear to be preoccupied with the American acquisition
of a reconnalssance capability; they may not be giving
sufficient attention to the value to them of good photo-
graphic satellites for the reconnaissance of China and other

areas of the world. 4
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In any event, our communications with the Russians
and particularly our public relatbns 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 avolding hostilities in space. A tgdt mutual
"non-aggression pactf-eso to speak--with respect to satellites
could be a useful thing. wherever a line may be drawn
between permitted and prohibited space activities, it should
be a line that not only bans the one category but protects
the other category. Perhaps a specific proposal to ban
interferences and hostile acts with respect to legltimate
space activities could usefully be made.
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1. ound Inspection at and lé es

As indicated in the earlier discussion of the "joint
read-out of Midas" we looked at several other suggested
ways‘or improving early warning ageins mizsile or air attack.
In particular we considered the proposal for placing ground
observeis at air and missile bases. The purpose would be
to provide earlier warning than 1s otherwise available of
evident preparations for attack. The observers would have
to be in continual contact with their home warning systems so
thét any sudden disruption of their communications, if
occurring at several sites simultaneously, could be inter=
pretated as possible attack. |

The idea has been criticized on ground that a few
minutes’ extra warning would be of 1little help if we are
unwilling to launch our own attack on the basis of such
ambiguous evidence as the sudden'disrubtion of contact with
ground observers. Our view is 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 warning would be extremely

useful. We are, however, impressed with the extreme
difficulty
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difficulty of arranging an observer system which would
not appear to yleld excessive target information, which
would not interfere excessively with operations, which
would not create irritations and nuisances, but which

would nevertheless provide reliable enough warning to be
| of genuine value.

While we have not examined the proposal in sufficient
detail to render a conclusive negative" judgement, we do
report our skepticism and suggest that.no such proposal be
made unless it has been carefully examined and found to be
quite practiéabléﬁﬂ Some limited usefulness of observers
at airlmses may be the final judgement. But our present
Judgement is that a direct-observation scheme at the bases
themselves, as a continuous-warning system, is unlikely
to work.

We are not, it should be noted, opposirg the 1idea
that observers might be very useful in some emergency,
pariiculariy 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 observations in circumstances where

sudden reassurance were required and the host country were .
motivated to provide it. What we find doubtful is the -
proposal for continuous early warning ﬁhrough éround 3

observers at strategic bases, . . ﬂ}é
2. Limjtations on SAC Alrcraft
We have looked at the possibility that 8AC flights
and deployments might be limited in a manner analogous
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 limitations
that, imposed on us, would help the Soviets. PreSenp 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; tmt the
operating difficulties of retaining a large part of their
bomber forces at advance staging bases imposes a sufficient

limitation not to require any negotiated agreement. We

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 should be alert for useful
limitations, we have none to propose; and we doubt whether

1t would be wLse to open this subdest for negotiation.
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If the "prior notification" of alrcraft movements
should go into effect, some of the argument in favor of
flight limitations would already be taken care of. It
shduid be noted that the system of prior notification;
if it should come into effect, might entail some

"voluntary reconsideration of SAC operating procedures;
if flights in particular areas require notification and
others do nét, or if the notification scheme tends to
make flights in particular areas more noticable and con-
spicious, SAC itself may find it convenient to adopt

certaln modifications in its present procedures.

i
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3. ts on Adreraft or launc Fer
There have been suggestions that, as safeguards against surprise
attack or false alarm, there should be a limit an launches per day of

misslles and satellites, or same agreed spuﬂ.ng betwesn them, A limi-

tatlon on the mmber of aircraft in the air has also been suggested, to
~ increass the difficulty of being in position for sudden attack and thus
to provide greater reassurence against attack,

We are dubious about bobh of these ideas. It is doubtful whether
& limitation on the frequency or bunching of lsunches would matter.
The prior notification of launches is a lsss restrictive condition, and
should remove the false-alarm problem in the bunching of lsimches, If
the problem does become serious, when launch activity increases, we can
consider it then, It would not bave to be considered as a formal pro-
posal;y corsultation might take care of it oncs launch-notification is in

effect, and especially if there is a "Center”, as discussed earlier, for
exchange of this information,

The limit on aireraft in the air doss not appeal to us as a contimue-
ing limitation. The warning or reassurance valus semme small campared
with the muisance, particularly sinos any limitatimms would have to be
frequently rensgotiated with changing practices, We do think 4t should
be kept in mind that, in a crisis, Yolyntary restruints may be extremely
useful in providing reassuranoce; &4 hog negotiated lixitations may help to
tranquilize the crisis, It will be critically important to anticipate
these in ocur own preparations, but we do not think it would be wise to
propose such limitations now.
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C. MEASURES FOR URGENT EXAMINATION
. -\ .
1. Bomb Signature .
It would be helpful, in the event of a nuclear explosion somewhere,

to know whose it was; and helpful, if it were ours, to know where it
originated, It wc;uld also be helpful if the Soviets wers in e position

to kn-ow, in the event of a nuclear explosion, whether or not it wes theirs,
and 1f so where it originated.

We have briefly considered two possibilities for bomb signatures use-
ful for discrimimt.ing.botwoen their bombs and ours, botwoeq various of the
bomb designs on each side. One of these signature ideas would try to make

use of the electromagnetic signal generated when a nuclear bomb explodss,
This does not seem to be a feasible way to do the job, The other idsa is
to put tracer materials in tbe bombs, perhaps a sull metal plate attached
to the case of the bomb, Using mixtures of trace elemcnts it would be
possible to encode, and keep secret if this seemed wise, a good deal of
" information into the signature as to the source of our bombs (e.g., the
military unit that had custody of @ particular bomb, the base it came
from, etc,). |

If a quick methad of determindgthe source, should a nuclear bombd
detonation occur, is required it will be nmssnf;r to have aircraft available
on short notice Qtauu."ssd relatively near the areas to be monitored (e.g.
within say 1000-1500 miles of all points in the area). These aircraft would
also need the right ‘o fly anywhere within the region.: With these arrange-
ments it would probably be possible to obtain material from the bomb cloud

and analyze
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and anglyze it for the trace elemsnts in less than a day,

A program of research, and possibly development, in the area of bomb
signatures and the o.stabliahmmt of a monitoring system, are mainly things
that it could be in our interest unilaterally to do. They have, however,
“-an important armsecontrol significance, since it is in oﬁr interest for
the Soviets to do this also, as it is in their interest for us to do it.
Identifying accidents as accidents, perhaps even identifying how they may
have occurred, is & capability that each of us should wish the other to
possess.,

It does not seem to us as though a specific agreemant along these
Iitnes is desirable, or that i% dould necessarily be enforced. In the event
of bomb explosion, either of us could deny ownership or other responsibility;
the idea is not to be able to detect evidence of the other sides responsibility,
This is rather & matter in which unilateral actions on both sides may be in
the common interest, But if something of this sort is done by our Govern-
ment, 1t may be worth while to communicate it to the Soviets. We may wish
to find a subtle way of suggestion that they might well do likewiss, (In
view of the possibility of nuclear detonations originating in third countries,
there i3 no necessary implication that to be concerned about this question
is to be concerned about ot;ea own security procedures.

But we have not examined the technical possibilities here at all; and
we have given only brief thought to how any such program might be concerted
with the Soviets. It does, however, seem to us a concrete measure of
potential genuine value, and we urge imme-iiate examination of the s.bject
with a view to early action, The action, we suppose, other than unilateral
procedures, would be very informal consultation with, or conveyance to,
the Soviet Government.
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2. SovieteAmerican Civil Air Relations

We understand that negotistions may establish American commercial
flights to the Soviet Union. It appears to us that some of the purposes
for which special observation teams, consultation procedures, etc.,
have $ecn recommended, may possibly be served by civil aircraft pro-

- cedures that may be established. We have nothing concrete to off.: )
but sugrest that this be 1nveafigatod in relation to arms consultation

and arms observation.

3. Nuclear
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3. Nucloar Weapops in Orbit
The banning of weapons of mass destruction in orbit has been a U.S.

proposal; it appears in ths draft negotiating documsnt. The effect of
baubs in orbit, or of bamming them, cn vulnersbility to surprise attack,
~on the possibilities of accidental war, etce., bave not to our knowledge
been extensively examipsd., We have not bsen abls to perform an analysis
of whether bombs in orbit would be stabilizing, or their prohibition
would be stabilizing. We have not looked at electronic and other
procedures for controlling such weapens to see whether they are especially
acclident prone or especially accident proof. We hawve not looksd at the
relation of bambs 4n orbit to other weapons systams, to see whether the
mix of weapcns would be a more stable oms wjth or without orbiting
nuclsar bambs,

Ve urge that the relsvance of these questions be recognized, and
that examination take place, Although a prohibition of weapans of mass
destruction in orbit bas been approved as a U,3. proposal, we suppose
that varicus options remain to reiterste the proposal, to drop it, or to
modify it. Ths surprise-attack, accidental-war implicatioms of this
rarticular weapon are gemuinely in need of strategic and technical
evaluaticn, We recommend it be initiated at omce.
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b A TORM
There are reasons to suppose that ballistic-missile

defenses could be stabilizings there are reasons to suppose
that they could be dutabilizins. - They may prove to be
belpful in launching preduptive attack, or at inhibiting such
attadk. Until the particular AICB system is apoo‘iri.ed.l
can only observe that the argument may differ for terminal
defengses and- derenau that operate during launch poriod. It
may depend on whothor AICEN protects retallatory forces,
protooﬁa cities, or works indescriminately, It will depend
on whether AICEM 1. effective mainly when alerted ahead of
time » by an sttacker who has decideéd to attack, or works
equally wei_l for the defender. It depends on whether the
system 1is one that can be augmented in a crisis; whather
in that event it is subject fatigue and degradation; whether
if esctivated in s&dvance it givos notice to the other slde;
and how 1t rits into muclear-blasinail situations, |

. We doubt whether an arms agreements would be formlated
in terms of active defenses, or ballistic-missile defenses,
They are more likely to affeoct such defenses indireotly,
Banning particular 'weapox_xa in space may, though not oriented
toward the purpose, inhibit or facilitate blall'istic-,mﬂ,aquo
dorenpof Orbiting ballistic-miseile defensaes are uﬁons those
conqidgx?pd; i:hey may not use nucloar ﬁeapo‘nn;, ir bthoy do » they
may not be identified "weapons of mass destruction." Ballistic-
missile defenses may require toafb launches, whether they u-o
orbiting systems or terminal defenses. So we a.nticipato that

measuren_a.imed ey
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‘moasuron aimed at satellitss, missile launchqs, and other

activities relevant to arms control, will affeot AICEM,
The surprise-attack and accidental-war or erisig-var

implication of AICBM have not examined, even to the point
.of establishing whether AICBM would be stabilizing, de-
atabilizing, heutral, or any of these depohding on the particular
system. We do bellieve that arms control may impinge on AICEH, _
whether intended to or not,

| We recormend an analysis. Sooner or later these questions
are bound to arise explicitely; they are implicitely involved

in proposals already ocurreant,




-63-
D. IFEASURES OMITTED I'ROM CORSIDERATION

Thers are several measures in tho draft dooument or other
sources that we have not been able to study. We have not
examined the implications of the nuclear-test ban for surprise
attack, sccidental war, stc. A measure of this sort, affecting
the development of nuclear weapons, and our knowledge of the
effects of such.weapona. is integrally related to surprise-
atteck'cnpabilitiea. (Even measures to improve weapon safety
may be affected, as suggested in the discussion of bomb signature).
But this matter has so rmioch momentum of its own that we considered
it outaide the jurisdiction of our pansl. In any event, the
required would have been beyond the time available,

The same 1s true of nuclear=-materials production cut-off,
Thus the wisdom of a production cut-off, aside from political
demands for it, ought to have bsen the concern of ocur panel,
since anothesr one is concerned with this topic, and sinoce the
analysis required would have bsen beyond the competence of this
panel within the time available, we simply note that the matter
1s important and that we have reached no reooﬁmendntion. The
same 18 true of a ban on transfer of nuclear weapons. This has
implications for mischief and sccidents, but have not been
able to give it attention,

We have also considered the possibility of limiting the
development of airoraft carriers. We did look into this kind

. of 1limitation for Polaris submarines and for SAC aireraft; we

wene unable to extend our investigation to aircraft carriers,

There are
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There are provisions in the draft negotiating document
that have implications for the stablility of stmategic forces
but are not specifically oriented toward surprise attack or
accidental war. An example 1s the mnpowor' ceiling, It has
implications for the size and shape of strategic forces, and
for tﬁo relative erphasis givan to conventional forces. UWe do
not know whether the particilar figure of 2.5 million men has
been geared to any particular military forse structure; we suppose
that it to reflesct apprcsimately present U,S8. manpower figures,
We have no basis for questioning it, but point out that, when
efforts are being meds to reduce the dangers of surpri.so attack
and accidental war ty measurss that may cost more money, or
require more manpoier, any ceiling should be examined for its
strategic impliocrtions. Especially if the figure is likely to
be negotiated u,ward or downward, thers should be a plan for
accommodating our military forces to it,. in a way tbat demonstrates
that the danier of war is reduced dhther than increased by such
a celling.
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PART IV. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON NEGOTIATING DOCUMENT

- A uggested Amendments . |
| We sutmit, below, language concerning such of cur proposals
as would be appropriate to a formal negotiating document.

Other Panel proposals——e.g., for same reciprocal action
regarding European MREM's and/or muclear weapons in Europe, for
a beafing up of military attaches, and for e tacit non-aggression
pact regarding inspection satellites—would not seem to be suit-
able to a formal negotiating document. We suggest, therefore,
that Govermmental approval be sought of not only the proposed nego-
tiating paper but alsc of an Annex to that paper, spelling out arms
control proposals that we will wish to raise with the Soviets through
other channels. This Panel is willing to help prepare language for
inclusion in that Annex, covering such of its reccumendations as
are not addressed below.

Specific comments on secticns C and E of the paper "Proposals
for Study by Consultants' Groups” follow; Part IV-B is the qonaoli-
dated revision in accordance with these changes.

Page 10, C, Agr_a‘ graph 1: In accordsnce with our discussion
of "joint read-cut for Midas" end our preference not to make
ballistic-missile warning systems in orbit depend on internationsl
agreement, we propose replacing this paragraph with the following:

The United States is developing a b,llliati.o-v
missile warning and surveillance syata utilizing
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SECRET

66~

infra-red sensors in satellites. Such a system could
be of advantags to all the major strategic powers.

The Thited States is ready. to join discussions on the
establishment of resd-out facilities available to the
USSR, and the inspection of the system to agsure that

its operation will be reliable and indiscriminate as
between the major powers. In the event that comparable
Soviet systens are launched, the United States is ready
to discuss reoiprocal facilitises to make the most
effective joint use of systems in operstion. Arrange-
nents for such systems must provide .eonﬁ.denoe to the
nations that rely on thém. Such systems can provide

assurance agalnst surprise atteck, and can facilitate
the swrveillance of missile and satellite launching
activity.

Page 11, C, paragraph 2: In accordance with our negative ocon-

. clusion regarding 1nspe_ction at strateglc bases, this paragraph should

be deleted.

Page 11, C, psragraph 3: In view of our canclusion that further

study will be required before limitations on deployment of submarines .
can be agreed to, we suggest deleting this paragraph. We suggest
replacing it with the following, which accords with ons of our related

affirmative recommendations:
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States agree to make advanos notification, through
channels to be arranged, of launchings of satellites snd
of missiles above scme agreed altitude, together with
notification of locstion and traok.

Page 11, C: Suggest adding the following:

States agree to iet up procsdures for consulting
with each other and giving advanoe notification on
such major military maneuvers and other actions as
may otherwise be susoceptibls to misinterpretstions,
or may otherwise cause alarm or disturbance, or induce

counter measures.

P_ag_o_ 11, C: Ve suggesat a&ding a peragraph along the following
1ines:
States will consult regarding the establishment
of procedures for advance notice of aircraft movements
in particular regions where such advanoe notice may help
to preclude misunderstanding or misinterpretation,

Pape 11, C: We supgest a paragraph slong the following lines:
Conaideration shall be given to the establishment
of a joint information-exchange center where, on &
regular basis, advance notibo of activities such as
those ‘indicated ubove may be filed, queries raised,
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and unaccustomed activities (possibly including

communications disturbances) explained.

Pape 11, C, paragraph 4: This should be trcated as a regionsl

matter. We are not competentl to pass on the question of how its

language should be adopted to any regionsl sensitivities, e.g., in

Page 11, C, paragraph 5t The same comment «pplies here. In view

of the discussion in our report of the possibility both of overlapping
radar systems as a safegusrd against surprise air attack in Europe and
of the ground/air arrangements proposed by General Norstad ss safe-
guards against surprise ground attack in Europe, we suggest that this
language be revised as follows:

Zones of inspection will be established in

agreed areas. The means of inspection may include
ground inspection, aerial inspection, and/or over-
.lapping radar systems, depending on the circunstences
and depending on whether the object is to report upon
concentrations of military forces and/or to guard

against surprise air attack.,

Page 12, E, _paragraph 3: In view of the language suggested above

concerning advance notification of military maneuvers for insertion

under C, this paragraph should be deleted.
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Page 12, E, paragraph li: We suggest this paragraph be otoppod

at the comma, so that it will be oonsistent with--and provide @ general
peg on which to hang discussion of the "purple telephone" proposal in

our report.

Page 12, E, paragraph 5: Suggest this paragraph be delsted in

view of the language concerning establishment of an information-exchange

center as & repository for advance notices suggested under C above,

Page 13, E, paragraph 61 V¥e suggest that this proposal be re-

written as follows:

One or more internstional institutes or other
forums for the contiming discussion and study of‘ arms
control and other measures to reduoce the danger of war

will be established.
This would provide a general position, fyom which we could move

in vhatever direction might seem useful in the light of the Soviet

reaction,

Page 13, E, paragraph 7: We propose the following langusge:
States shall consult with each other regarding

the establishment in each other's territory of observer
Ateams, to be on cell at the disoretion of the host state

in the event the host state wishes to give resssurance

regarding its military activities and posture,
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Nots: We recommend consolicdsting sections V-C (pages 10 and 11)
and V-F (pages 11-13) in view of the close relation both of the prob-
lems and of the messures to deal with them discussed in these seciions.

A text showing thie pfopdséd éonso;idétion follows:

B. ?rdpos‘e'd Revision of Sections C and E of Workj.izg Draft of April 1, 1961

"G, Measures fo Minimize the Dangers of Surprise Attsck and War by Aceident
- or Miscalculetion .

1. 'I'he United States is developing a ballistio—miesﬂe wzrning
"and surveillanee systen uti.liz.ing infre-red sensors in satel? 1tes
Such a system could be of advantage to 811 the mjor strategic powers.
Toe Un:.ted States is ready to join discussions on the estsblishment .
_of read-out facilities avsilable to the USSR, and the inspection of
the system to assure that its operation will be relisble and indis-
cr:l.minat‘e. aé betwéeﬁ the major powei‘s. In the event that ccmparable
Soviet systems are launched, the United States is ready to discuss
reciprocal faciii;ties to make the most effective Joint use of systems
in operation. ' Afrangemehts for suchjsyﬁtéms must provide confidence
to the nétions that rely on them‘.A Such sys'temé csn provide assurance
agair‘xs*c' sui'ﬁi'iée aftack, and cﬁn raciiitate the surveillance of missile
and satemte ].aunching activitv.
2. States agree to make advance noti.fmetion, throng,h chnmels

to be arranged, of lamchings ot satellites and of missiles above an
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agreed altitude, together with the locatlion of the launching and the
track of the vehicle.

3. States agree to set up procedures for oconsulting with each
other and for giving advance notification on such major military
maneuvers and otﬁer actions as may otherwise be susceptible to mis-

interpretation, or cause alarm or disturbance or induce counter-

measures. ,

L. States will consult regarding the establishment of procedures
for advance notification of aircraft movements in particular regions
" where such advance notirication may help to preclude misunderstanding
or misinterpretafion.

S. To facilitate implementation of the measures proposed in

paragraphs 2, 3, #nd L, states may establish a joint information-exchange
| center where on a regular basis advance notification of activities
such as those cited in paregraphs 2, 3, and L may be tilea, queries
raised and unaccustomed activities (possidly including communications
disturbances) explained,

(6. Zones of inspection will be estoblished in agreed areas. The

BRI RAY

means of inspection may includé ground and aerial inspection and/or
overlapping radar systems, depending on the circumstances and depending
on whether the object is to report upon concentrations of military
forces and/or to guard against surprise air attack.)

SECRET

3o

it it

wD

-

IS 1S~ 140

L

£

1 >
RN 32 %

!




SECRET

-72-

. (7. As a mesns of minimizing the danger of a surprise attack

in partioulsr regions, ocontrol posts will be established in such loca-
tions as large ports, railvey oenters, main motor highways and airports
to repart on concentrations of milif-ry foroes. ) |

| 8. Arrangements will be made for rapid communications between
and smong heads of government.

9. One or more international institutes or other facilities for
contiming discussion and study of arms control &nd other ﬁeaaﬁrea to
reduce the danger of war will be. established.

10, States shall consult with each other regarding the estab-
luhmnt' in each other's territory of ocbserver teams, to be on call
at the discretion of the host state in the event the host state wishes
to give reussurance regarding its military activities and posturef&

‘“.v e




Notes:

1. Sections C and E of the Working Draft have been cansolidated.

2. Those parsgraphs of the originsl Seotions G and B not included
among the rérogoing ten paragraphs are reoommended for deletion unless
atherwise incorporated.

3. Each of the foregoing ten proposed measurea is capable of
independent implementation with the possible exoeption of paragraph 5
(information~exchange center) which loses much of its purpose without
impiementation of at least ons of the measures cited in ﬁtﬂp‘nphl 2,
3, or L. | ’ e ' .

L. | 'Fhragraphs 6 and 7 are uscnthi]; regional mcuui‘u and are
included here only for the purpose of indicating the type of measure
that might be implemented to achieve regional stabilisatiom.
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PART V PHASED COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM

Tho'thraé-stago program for gencral disarmament is probably

‘ not thought of as being particularly related to surprise attack
and war.hyvmisoaloulgtion. But -4f such a program serves a purpose,
part of the purpose is to reduce the danger of wﬁr, Whatever the
level of armament, war is always possible. Even if it has to be

rought.with weapons produced and manpower conscripted after war
is declared (as has been the case of U.S. participation in worlad
wars), general war is possible from any level of armament. What
disarmament may do, in so far as military dangers are concerned,
is to increase the stability of mutual dotarrénce = by enhancing
the security of militery postures, improving intelligence and
warning, slowing the tempo of war - or perhaps reducing the
violence of war if it occurs,

This is what shorter-run stabilization measures are supposed
to accomplish., A longer-torm.program for general disarmament
should serve the same purposse, and should be guided by the same
criteria.

It requires careful anslysis to determine what kind of
"31sarmament” is achieved by a specified elimiﬁat;on of weapons,
At present there exists some reasonable notion of what "weapons”

are, what the significant means of delivery ire, whnt‘congtitutes

"war industry". But as we eliminate weapons, warning systems,
véhicles, and bases, we change the eriteria of nilitary effectiveneas,

We change
A SECRET
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He change the list of items that sre militarily aignificant,
Airplanes increase in 1mport§noo if migsiles are banned, slower
planes if faat planes are banned; complex airplanes are of less
importance if complex defenses are banned; and internal Jefense
forces bacame more importanﬁ if the first pribrity for offensive
action is to guard home base while nuclear mobilization 1s
rushed,

. Since weapons themselves are the main targets in war, to
eliminate a weapon is to eliminato a target, and thus to change
the requirements for attack. Suﬁpriso attack takes on a
different character when the tochnology of response to attack
is on a time scale of hours 1n;tead of minutes, or dafa instead
of hours. Civil defenses, evacuation procedures, and active
defenses need to be evaluated differently when offensive weapons
are curtailed or slowed down; this affects both defense against
aggression and defense against retallation. _

We find it helpful, in approaching the analysis of dis-
armament, to imagine - for any specified degree of disarmament -
what happens in the event that war is doclqrod? ir any irmediate
offensive capabllity can be mobilized, presumably the initiation
of war takes the form of destroying the other sides immediate
retaliatory potential, if any, or retarding the other side’s
development of wiapong of mass deatéuotion and their means of
efficient delivery. Prelmptive war and preventive war are just
as pertinent concepts for the evaluation of a "disarmed” worla

. a8 for an armed world,
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Limited war, too, can be conducted in a substantially disarmed
world. In some ways it mey be more difficnlt to conduct limited
war if weapons have been limited (though one can always acquire
weanons by placing orders for them), But a good part of the
materiai required is trucks, ships, radioﬁ, clothing and canned
rood. Considering that the Korean War, and the.American Civil
War, were conducted with an acute shortage of weapons on both
‘sides, it is evident that a protracted limited war will become

& rearmed war in the process.

This suggests that the process of disarmament, if it occurs,
will run the danger of occasional spurts of rearmament; it will
be important to design the mode of disarmament so that rearmament,
if 1t occurs, can take a stabilized rather than explosive course,
and ramain limited,

We do not belleve these problems can be avoided by reference
to some internstional security force that will police the world
sgainst war and rearmament. ZEven assuming such a force could
be established with appropriate politicel safegusrds, it still
has its own military problems and strategic dilermas of its
own. One cannot simply turn 100 Polaris submarines over to
an international security force, giving them exclusive rights
to the oceans, and suppose that they can be assured success in
policing the world against limited aggression; limited rearmament,
or nuclear blackmail., The threat to fire nuclear weapons into

the USA or the USSR, Japan or Germany, st the first sign of

orderly
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orderly rearmsment, may not be credible, It may be particularly
incredible because of the need to establish the force in a
manner that mekes it a civilized, politically responsible one.

' If it is to oontain sggression by locni resistunce, or
prefmptively invsdo countries t: at embark upon rearmement, it
will have to face military problems (including military-budget
requirements) of a kind that have not proved easy for the United
States to meest. ‘

Hor can we bs confident that an internationsl security force
can exercise a "balance of power," relying on coalitions of states
to help it coerce miscreants, (The NATO coalition has not been
wholly successful in subduing the Soviet urge to arm itself.)

Any International security force has military and strategic
problems not totally different rfom these the United States

has now. Serious military analysis is required even to visualize
the nature of the force., And one must consider whether an
adequate international securlity force would meke the world less
militarized than moderate national forces for mutual deterrence
and self dérenéo,

The draft docﬁment is vague on what happnes in stage III,
as the force whose original purpose was to "verify" the agreement
becomes one of "enforcing™ it, in oircumstances in which "no
nation had a military capability which could challenge the
international securing forces established to preserve the peace."
If this is Intendec vo imply that ‘dominent military power will

irreverasibly be given to a decisive organization that can police

,:the United
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the United States, the USSR, China, Japan, Germany, or any
combination of them, against rearming themselves; against going
to war against each other; and against challenging the inter-
national security force itself; then we submit that what 1s

béing outlined is govermment,

This means giving it the essential features of "sovereignty",

the power to.coerco population and local (formerly national)

. governments, and to extract its continued ripancing even from
unwilling populations and constituencies. This is an enterprise
as serious and complicated #a the one that exercised lMadison,
Hamilton, and all tiose who participated in the comparable
(perhaps easier) organization of the American colonies, A force
that can maintain internal order, that for 211 time prevents
military defection of any sort, that can lsvy the taxes required

for its own perpetuation, that can intervene in disputes that

are "international” but doqide which disputes are "internationel",
seems to us the essence of Government. To say this is not to
take a position onc way or the other, but only to propose that
we are dealing with something more here than a "security force"
with which there is-a "control problem", or a veto problem,
or a collective decision »roblem, on the analogy of NATO or
the Un.

In any event, somewhere betweon Stage II and Stage III,
or within Stege III, the political organization of the world

implicitely undergoes a profound and heroic transformation,

This is not just "disarmament", it is "government".
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We say this is tB indicate that the military and strategic
problems raised by drastlic national disarmament cannot rea ily
be disposed of by reference to "international security forces."
That may be the answer; but it 1s a drostic answer, and one
that is not achieved by a process of "phasing.“

But sesuming that the irmediate prbblem is disarmament
in the absence of world goveornment, within & time periocd in
which nations will still rcmember war and fear war; and con-
sidering that if nations now are willing to risk war itself
in defense of their interests, they may be willing to risk
ddsarmament or war in defense of their interests during the
process of disamioment; we think a comprehensive disarmament
plan has to be carefully designed to promote genuine military
security. We are doubtful what@ggvthg“pggsent document reflects

f; any such design, ’ﬂejz;;/;ggﬂ;ure that the\géggént document
has, yygn identified the reXevant criteria, or defined the

framework within which disarmament must be judged.

"Delivery vehicles" are to be reduced; the particular
ones to be rednced are yet to be agreed. But the question of

which delivery vehicles ought to be reduced, in t' e interest

Rodioaex s accrmd B UL I

of peace and stability, is more than a technical question that
remains to negoiated. We simply do not kmow, And if we Iind
it difficult to get the Soviets to'understand, or to get the
rest of the world to understand, what we mean by stabilizing
deterrence even at tlie present time, it i1s going to be extra-

ordinarily difficult to find agreed criteria for determining

which delivery
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which delivery vehicles are comparatively stabilizing, peaceabXe,

“ and non menacing, and wl:ich aggravate the danger of war. The

Panel is doubtful whether, within our own Govermnment, this

.

qusestion has been adequately (or even seriously) addressed,

More basically, we question whether "delivory vehicles"

uniguely L
.are the/critical thing. Active defenses and civil defenses may

;be as critical in making preventive war unattractive, quick
[
response less necessary, nuclezr threats less promising,

Nor is it only tie question of stability against instant
war that must be guarded against., The main deterrent to re-
armament under disarmement will be an appreciation on all sides
that no quick, decisive advantage can be gained by the nation
that begins to rearm first, This may mean that mobilization
potentials are as important as weapon inventories. But they
are important not simply in the sense that mobilization potentials
must be reduced; it may be that some atablé situationsof
mobilization parity must be designed, so that no side is tempted
to think it can engage in, or successfully threaten, rearmament
to achieve decisive military superiority, and so that no
nation need fear that, if it fails to rearm quickly, it may
be too late,

The yulnerability of mobilization potential to small
enemy forces has to be considered. If a few regiments of
commandoes can sufficiently impede a potontial enemy's rearmament
capability, while the attacker rebuilds limited supply of nuclear
weapons and crude means of delivery, the latter may have an

easy win,




' A 3erious comprehensive disarmament scheme must consider
i.those matters, We doubt whether even the political and

. pay:hological advantages of disarmement will be present unless
disarmament cenuinely enhances the sense of military security,

If instead it 5us£ eliminates weapons and tapgats simultaneously,
leaving the world equally unstable or more unstable, 1t'may

at best reduce the danger of war by promising quick and bloodless
victory to the side that starts the war, or to the side that
ﬁobilizes first and delivers an ultimatum. Serious disarmament

must stabilize the military environment - must stabilize the

deterrence of both war and rearmament « and provide cushions

against occasionsl spurts of wer and rearmasment, just as limited
arms_control at present must aim at the same tiring., The objective
or'atnbilizing mutual deterrence, and of minimizing the sensitivity
of the arms race to sudden politi al or technological changes |
or sudden new intelligence, is pertinant to any level of armament
including the very lowest,

We note for example that in the draft doqument vehicles
are proﬁinent but bases are not. Considering that a few air-
ocraft on a few bases may make the world nearly as uhatable
as many aircraft on many bases, it seems to us as important

to stress the maintenance of a large number of bases, for the

purpose of dispersul, as it is to stress the reduction in the

number of vehicles., ("ue wigkt propose increasing the number

}ﬁ of bases; the retaliatory force can afford fewer vehicles, the
¢ _

better dispersed they are.)

;BL{//// Nothing is said ebout warning systems, military communications,
\ . —~—— e —BCtVe OB
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'~ and Jeapons systems that are vulnerable, excessively quick-reacting, :

“thing is not to breaoribe an arithmetical process of phased,

- Ea -

active or civil defenses, or the imnortant rols of a gendarmerie
in preventing invasion by enemy gendarmerie during a war in
which the decisive activity is the furious reestablishment
of muzlear capabilities,

The broader principle exemplified by‘the question of air-
qrdrt and bases 13 that of second-strike vs. first strike forces.

Evidontly what is urgent i{s to shift away from those vehicles

or pecullarly good at pre8mptive attack, shifting to other
weapons that have more tranquil defensive and retaliatory
capibilities. It may be as important to agree on what vehicles
should be preserved, improved, and increased, as to agree on the
vel:icles that ought, in the interest of stability, to be dismantled
or nodified,

We make these critical remarks about the draft proposals
for comprehensive disarmament because the particular problem
of' our Panel, that of avoidins general war, which we take to

be the maln problem that any comprehensive stheme must come

to grirs with, does not roceive explicit attention. The important

. et
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proportisnate reduction of offensive vehicles. It is to determino'
what kinds of military forces, what military postures on both
sides or in ell countriea, are most condusive to stability,

most proof apoinst deliberate or inadvertant war,/hoat reassuring
in the confidence in deterrsnce ag:inst war, rearmament, or
threats of war and rearmament, that they provide.

We agree -




We agree ~ though not without reservations « that the /

general direction in which comprehensive arms control should

go is downward. The important thing 1s to determine a way
to go downward that increases stability and security., This
is what the present draft « or any of the préposalu we have
seen - docs not reully cope with. We doubt whether the United

_ through ‘
'States Government has determined/ careful strategic analyses,
what sort of military posture here and in the Soviet Union might
be a goal to aim for by 1965 or 1970, under optimistic assumptions
about negotiating »rogress and political quiescence. As long
as our immediate measures for military tranquilization are
ignored by, or contradicted by, our comprehensive-disarmament
proposals, it is going to be difficult either to support the
former persuasively, or to convey what our genuine interests
are in connection with comprehensive disarmament,

These being our reactiona to the draft document, the
question is what to recommend. Our recommendation is two-fold.
First, that it be recognized that neither this government

~ nor any other government has really developed & plan for
comprehenaivé disarmament, or has even identified the gulde

~

lines for conatructionuéach e plan, Yhether thig means we

should or should not go ahead on the basis of the draft document,
whether we should or should not act as though we talke our

proposals seriously, whether we should or should not engage

in discussions of the subject, is not for this Panel to say.

Second,

ngrSECRET
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Second, we think tlere are compelling reasons for trying,

" internally, to determine what comprehensive disarmament or arms
control should mean, If only for the intellectual clarity of
our own Government, we should take the military 1mylicat19na
of disarmament seriously enough to see what ‘disarmament means,
whether wehare genuinely in favor of- comprehcnsive disarmament,
whether the kin& of comprehensive disarmament we would favor
is different in spirit from the limited proposals we favor,
and whether such comprehensive disarmament will make an enormous
difference to our security and work enormous changes in the
political environment.

We think tc¢e, ut bhis is not our business, that the United
States‘will have a much more persuasive negotiating poaition
if it finds principles, criteria, and guidelines for comprehensive
disarmament that are genuinely consistent with oub national
security, with our approach toward more limit¢d : arms control,
and with the military posture that we are trying to adopt.

We suapéct that the Soviets have not thought long and deep
about genuline disarmament as a means of co-existence in 2
world in which the danger of war has been reduced. Just to
communicate our ideas and intentions to the Soviets, or to
persuade them eventually of what they should favor in the
disarm#ment field, we ought to do some of the world's thinking
for it on this subject. At some stage comprehensive disarmament

degotliations may become serious; at Ehat time we should be

g!g SECRET

intellectually

oot Yo




intellectually proepared to know what we favor, and intellectually

preparod to persuade others.
Without prejudice, then, tn our immediate negotiating
strategy; without prejudice to whether in the end we shall

favor or disfavor comprehensive disarmament; we strongly

recogmend that efforts be made to examine the various concepts

of comprehensive arms control or disarmament - as seriously

- as our strateglc posture, our NATO strategy, our limited war

capablility, etc., have from time to time been analyzed, We
think that in every way this would be salutary. To repeat:
we recommend this because, as a Panel, we take seriously the
danger of gencral war and believe that good disarmement may
possibly help us, bad disarmament may possibly hurt us, and

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

would look like,

We doubt whether the detsils of any such scheme are
likely to be developed in the near future, whatever the effort
put into it. We do think that the.general criteria, guidelines,
and appropriate categorlies, should be urgently identified; they
probably could be identified within a matter of months,

If a study of this sort could be produced for internal
use, we might even consider making it available to the rest of
the world, including the Soviets, in a quiet and serious way,
just to cormunicate what we have in mind and to see whether

we can improve the undertone of disarmament negotiations

during the next few yeoars,
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PART VI: V“CRASH" ARMS CONTROL

Much of the concern of our Panel has been with crices and emergencles -
ﬁbrink-of-war situations in which general war seems imminent, the urge to preémpt
is heightened, extraordinery events and military movements have to be interpreted,
ard alerms are more likely to be acted on. In addition to peace-time measures
that blunt the edge of predmotive capabilities, increase ccnfidence in deterrence,
reduce the incidence of false alarm, improve command and control, and reduce tne
need for hasty sction, we have outlined a number of procedures and understandings
that alght be errived at with the Soviets to facilitate the tranquilizaticn of
militery crises should they occur. The thought behind the "Purpla Telephene,"
the special observer teams, and the enlargement of military-attache offices, end
scme of . tke motive behind Inspection schemes oétensibly oriented towerd other
purposes, is to have a capability for sudden negotiation in crisis, for the
conveyance of reassurance if the facts are reassuring, for the Joint investigaticn
of untoward events, and for the negotistion of rutual restraints that may facil-
itate withdrawing from the brink of war.

But these arrangements can st best elimirate one of the obstacles to last-
mincte understandings by making communicetion nossible, and some exchange of
authenticated informat;on. If these facilities are evervcalled on for anything
but routine consultation and reassurance, there has 2o be some kind of "arms-
centrol" plan to go with them. That is, if these arrangements are intended to

facilitate negotiaticon in an emergency, we have to know in advance what we shall

want to negotizte about.
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We need to think in sdvance about sudden, emergency arms-control measures

°  that we might in a crisis wish to neg;:tiate. We need this not only to know
what it is we wish to propose and vhat Soviet proposals we could take seriously

and how to respond to them; we also need advance planning to assure that we have
the physical capability of adopting such postures as we may wish to éropose. It

~we want to negotiateiome pbased withdrawal from alert status, particularly under
the pressure of knowing that such an alert status could not be maintained indef-
initely, more is required than just a plan for how it might be done. What is
required also is that the strategic forces themselves be physically capable of
carrying out the proposals, have plans and procedures for the contingency, and
have the command and control to bring it about. There would also be required
some ability to submit to Soviet observation, in a manner that did not aggravate
vulnerabilities at precisely the time when we could not afford to aggravate
them.

We would need facilities for authenticating Soviet compliance with any such
temporary restraining agreement. Tbis means not only having scmething like the
emergency observation teams but having them so located, so equipped, and so
trained, that they can perform wheatever critical functions prove necessary.

‘Anticipating emergencies and how they could arise, and predicting the status
of forces on both zides, iskbeset by uncertainty. Nevertheless, we consider it
possible to create some adaptable, flexible facilities and personnel to monitor
short~-term arms limitations and to facilitate negotiations to that purpose.
Improviaing. emergency limitations on the status and deployment of forcea, in a
manner that genulinely enbances security, could otherwise prove impossible just
because of the time required to think, cc;mnnica.te, and move personnel and

equiment.
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The measures we have proposed in thip report represent modest steps - but

stepa with appreciable growth potential‘ = toward facilitating negotiation in

. these cases, and creating a possible basis for inspection. What we have not
_considered in any detail is the kind of brink-of-var plans that cur Goverrment
should develop in order to increase the options available at a time when war may
gseem lmminent.

Imaginative but realistic exploration of this subject « examination of the
kinds of contingencies that may arise - is a prerequisite to knowing in advance
vwhat negotiation may be possible in such an emergency. It is prerequisite even
to knowing what kinds of data should be accessible to the Purple-Telephone =
command post, and what data should be eschewed in the interest of streamlining
the procedure.

Most important of all is to examine the capabilities and procedures that

govern our strategic forces in an emergency. It 1s almost certaln that in any
emergency in which war has become likely but not inevitable, or in which the

danger has become sufficient to require o_xtraordimry alert measures, plans will
suddenly be modified, new plans improvised, options discovered and courses of
action identified, that had been ignored all along; hovefully, capabilities will
be discovered that had never been adequately appreciated.

What will be needed is strategic forces with the greatest possible {lexi-
bility of performance and of command and control. This means two things. First,
it means that the alternative states of ocur strategic forces, and their alter-
native modes of deployment, should be increased in number and variety. Second,
it means that the maximm capsbility for last-minute edaptation and improvisation

.should be built in. We should not be restricted to a war plan that can tolerate N0
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ro adjustiments; we should not be restricted to alert procedures that have only
£uo states, on and off. .

The matter is of course extraordinarily complicated, involving some of the
most sensitive areas of military planning. The Panel can pnly report an
impression; even with the fullest knowledge of present procedures and plans, it

would not be possible to render a judgement on how well they would fit the kinds

of crises and emergehcies that we could have examined'only if much more tize,
and & wider variety of talent, had been available to the Panel.

We do however record an impression that in many respects our strategic forces
have an "on-ofr".quality. Perhaps for budgetary reasons, our forces have been
designed too much as though there were only two stetes of the world, war end
peace, or as though there were only two kinds of alarms, those that genuinely mean
war and those that are cleared up quickly. Strategic planning has not reflected
sufficient attention to the many gradaticns in the state of the world betwecn
peace and war, and particularly to the kinds of crises that may endure over e
period of time, in which neither war nor disalert can be declared.

In discussing warning and alert procedures with a view to examining the
danger of war by miscalculation, it has come to our attention several times that
our strategic forées may be obliged to behave with excessive conservatism because
of alert plans that are excessively bold. To react to an alarm that may be a
false cone entails severe costs and risks. Not oﬁly is public ovinion aroused,
with possible political embarrassment, but the Soviets themselves may be cxceed-

" ingly jumpy and react disproportionately to scme sorts of measures we might take
for the security of our own forces. Most important of all, certain measures, like

the sending of bombers aloft for their safety, are iubject to fatigue and
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degradation after a period that may be no longer than half a day. Thus to
. Immdmize readiness on the instant is to risk loiSl: readiness twelve hours,
‘twenty-four hours, and forty-eight bours hence.*

As a result of this overly dramatic off-on character of alert plans it is
possible that commanders feel ohliged to react less vigorously to available
vamings and indicators than we might vish them to react. They can react
less conaervativaly/ifythe actions thoy take are less drastic. This “requires
deaigning procedures (and spending money) to have a more graduat.cd, ‘flexible
cﬁaab.ility than ve presently have. Ve a.l-_d believe that discussions Qith the
S§viets conceminé the nature of crisis behavior, the mutual interest in both
sidest improving the security of their forces in these simtions; vould help to
make it easier to implement a wider variety of alert measures with less risk.
'I'hese sorts of discussions might appropriately take place at the "Center"
we suggest elsewhere in the document. A

) This problem of the design of alert; procedures is pert,ine"x‘x.,t‘j_to the
t.opic of our Panel. Not only are these procedures relevant to ﬂ;é_p_riiblma of
mi'qinﬁerpretatioﬁ, false alarm, etc. But they acutely point up thati.f forces are
d"',eféiigned for a limited set of alternative contingencies, their c;ﬁ'l:::iiitieu and
t.heir plans may lack the flexibility needed for negotiating contrg_lij a.nd
restraints in a time of crisis. ' |

*However even today the situation is not wholly bad. After reaching peo.k ground
alert, where almost all aircraft would be ‘ready, SAC. could fall back to a steady
state level of reddiness with about two thirds of the force ready to launch at all
times. This is :very good. Our point is that foroes *-y have to stay on alert
for extended periods. Therefore this requ:l.ment neede be emphasized in alert
planning and provisions. . S
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This céntingency of a brink-cr-\'c_ar"situation that lasts for some time, in
which negotiation of some sort proceeds, in x;hich the negoti.af._.ions may include
.‘ams restraints, is a realistic possibility, es realistic as general war itself.
It is not a remote and hysothetical possibility to be put far down the list of
contingencies to plan for.

We urge that in both U.S. arms-control plannicg and U.S. strategic planning
these contingencies receive explicit and serious attention; that nlans be drawn
in a flexible and adaptable way for the kinds of oircumstances that can be
foreseen; and that emphasis be put on the develomment of war plans and alert
procedures that are commensurate with the variety of contingencies that may
confront us. '

Additionsally, we offer the observation that neither the United States nor
the Soviet Union has in the past acted as though disarmament is an urgent matter,
a promising alternative to a war that appears likely. The world situation could
change in a way that caused rapid re-evaluation both by our Govermment and by the
Soviet Goverrment. In the aftermath of a truly serious military crisis, or
during the crisis itself, the motives for some kind of safeguarded dis.amanent
may be drastically changed on both sides. The willingness of the Soviet Union
to meke, and submit to, reasonable proposals in the interest of avoiding a war may
increase sharply.

In such circumstances, knowing what kind of arms control or comprehensive
disarmament would in fact be consistent with our security may make the difference
betveen disarmament and war, or may make the difference between successful
disarmament and one that proves inconsistent with our continued security. Ve
recommend that the U.S. Government's analysis of disarmament, and planning for

disarmament, take seriously the liklihood th-=t disarmament may at some time
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become suddenly more urgent, more businesslike, more necessary, as well as
perbaps more dangerous. Again, we emphasize that this is not a remote contin-
gency; we think it as likely as not that comprehensive disarmament, if it ever
comes, may come out of an emergency or crisis in which it is nggotiated without
the leisure and procrastination that usually typifies disarmament negotiations.
To avoid thev disaster of misconceived disarmament, or the disaster of a war that
mi_ght have been averted, imaginative and realistic disarmament planning would
have to be done in advance. We can think of no better reason for proceeding at
once to the examination of the military implications of comprehensive disarmament
than the fact that the subject may unexpectedly become important at a moment

when time is not available for a more leisurely study.

Finally, while these are sensitive matters, and the revelation of U.S.
Govermment plans and expectations could be subject to grave misintarpretation; it
may ba important to stimulate Soviet awareness of the considerations that have
been discussed 1n' this section. We anticipate that the success of any of these
measures that may have to be mounted in & hurry will depend not only on our
having thought about them in advance, tut perhaps on the Soviets' having thought
about them in advance, having made some plans, or at least having caught on to
the pos)aibility. Soviet unpreparedness for serious negotiations could conceivably
mean a negotiating advantege for the United States; more likely it woulc mean
our joint inability to quell the military emergency. That could mean war yora
dangerously unstable disarmsment scheme badly negotiated, or, with luck, emergence
from the crisis with a determination on both sides not to be caught unprepared A

again,




