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CONSIDTRALI@HS‘IMVOLVLD IN A SEPARABLE PIRST OTAGE _

' ISARMAMENT AGREEMENT o

: 1 October 1953
‘I
INTRODUCTION
The discussion within the Aéministration eoncerning & Separable lst
Stage Di sarmament Agreement (hereafter referred to as SFSDA) has been unsatisface
tory because the parties to the debate have started from divergent positions.
One scﬁooi has tended to loock at the problenm primarily'from the standpoiﬁt o
of'wﬁat appears to be negotiable with the Soviets judged primarily in the context
>0f the Geneva negotiations or, if not negotiable, of what would have favorable
propaganda implications for the United States. Anothe?lschooi has becdmeb
convinced that nonme of the Separable lst'Stage pro?osals so far suggested'are
to the U.S. interest but has tried to accommodate (within the limit'that no
such SFSDA be actually agreed to) to the propaganda demands of our 51tuation at
Geneva. A third school has held that the USG should seek out and analyze
the substantive elements of potentially desirable SFSDAs, omes the U.S..couid
1;ve with, before considering the tactical and propaéanda issues of negotiation
‘(whether at Geneva or in other forums). |
This paper endeavors ﬁo contiﬁueﬂthe evaluetions of the latter echCQl; .It'

dee;s first with certain basic considerations, second”With the four main .
substanfive elements: - strategic systems, conventional forces, tactical systems,'
and concurrent political developments and only indirectly with the tactics of

negotiation.
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II

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS ‘

The fact without which the entire disarmament effortlwould have
collapsed long ago, is that control and reduction of armaments can benefit
both sides, that it is not entirely a zero sum game. But in part it is a‘
ZEero sum game; wﬁat improves the relative position of one side, harms the
relative pdsition of the other. The Soviets will certainly attempt to
optimize their reletive position. -Not only mist we attempt to optimize ours
as an offset to their attempt, but also to offset a very real asymmetry in
the position of the two blocs:: We‘proclaim, and are, a defensive alliance;
they proclaim and are an offensive elliance, in which the_debate is only as
%o the level of violence to be used in pursuing the aims of the alliance.

Cur task in devising a SFSDA is therefore complex. It involves fully ex- IR
'ploiting the potential of the non-zero sum aspects of atms control (those

which benefit both the USSR and oufselves) while preserving or improving

the relative Western position in the zero sum aspects. |

Principal U.S. interests are: v(l) fhe meintenance of our ability

to contain Soviet or Chinese expaneion; (2) a reduétioh:in‘the riék of
nuclear war, elther from escalation of undeterred Soviet or Chinese
expansionism under (1) above or in the form of a direct nuclear attack on

the U.S. or its allies, and (3) a reduction in the destructiveness of nuclear
war should it nevertheless oceur, ana (%) continuation of the prospect‘that'

U (nuclear and other) forces surviving a nuclear war would be able to ensure
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a settlement of hostilities favorable to the Uhited States.

Principal Soviet in%ereSts are: (l) a reducfidn in the prospect that the
U.S. might escalate to general nué;ear-wér a local confrontation résulting
.from what the Soviet leadership would consider the inevitable expansion
¢f the area of Communism; (2) a reduction in the prospect that U, S. military
forces surviving a nuclear-wér would allow the US to dictate”tefms of
settlement of hostilities and (3) & reduction in the destructiveness of
ruclear war should it nevertheless occur. From the‘Soviet standpoint ver&
sxmstgntial cold war gains could occur if Wé failed to preserve our objectivé
(1) while they succeeded.in achieving their objective (1). In.such a situation
they could expect a rapid dissolution of NATO and a lobséhing of the ties
holding together the forces standing in the way of clear Communist démination
of the Europeaﬁ-Asia land mas;.> They could then concentrate theif full effort'l

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

III

THE FOUR SUBSTANTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE PRORLEM:

A. The Strategic Nuclear Relationship

1. Present Trends

Projections through 1968 of programmed U.S. strategic forces, on the
one hand, and NIE estimates of Soviet forces, on the other, indicate‘thaﬁ. :
withouf arms control the U.S. should be sble to maintain a 2 to 3;fold . “
superiority in numbers of intercontinental alert weapéﬁé, and a superiority
in the average survivability factor of those forées.u_The megatonnage of
the Soviet strategic forces may, howéver, come £o exceed those of the U.S.

3
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forces and under all but the most favorable circumstencee the percentage
of the U.S, population expected to be casualties after a nuclear ex chanoe might
.exceed that of the USSR, Under no foreseesble 01rcumstances, however, could the USSR,
evéen 1f it struck firet, have bigh confidence in erd..no the initial exchanges
with a superiorlty in surviving strateglc forces
In the absence of arms conorol the U.S. should therefore be able, at
least through 1908 to maintain & ve*y credible deterrent, a deterreunt adequate,
zot only to protect the U.S. aaainst a premeditated nuclear ettack (Class I
Deterrence), but also to keep low the risks of escalation the Soviets could
JrLdenu_y face in bringino pressure against Europe or in support of their _
policy in other‘greas vital to the West (Cless IT Deterrence). The sacrifice'
of this advantage in ary SFSDA would héve_to be'ueigied agaihst USlnon-zero
sum and other zero-sum gains. | o
2. Objectives
In con51dering the strategic nuclear delivery vehicle part of a SFSDA
: the following U.S. objectlves come to mind'

a. To reduce the size, weight, and likelihood“of success ofia
Soviet.strike against the US or its allies.

b. While doing so, insure against unacceptable risk to our security,
or to £hat of our allles, through.cheating,_including withholding of -
declared weapons,vclandestine production,_or improvementvof weapons, and
abrogation with the purpose of galning a significant time advantage in
rearmament. | | |

‘Discussion

It both sides reduce the slze and we1ght of their strategic attack.

b
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capabilities, it should bevpossible to retain and even enhance Type I Deterrence.
As the strategic forces are brought under control major 1nSuab’lluleS resulting
from the psychology of the arms race should diminish. Decreased concern on
either side about the suryivel of i%s retaliatory force should remove llngering
incentives toward, or fears of, premeditated attack against one.another."

The same course could seriously danage Western deterrence in Type IT i
situations to the extent it'is based on quantitatiue Suneriority."Comnensations
would have to be soughu in arrangemcnts either contained in the disarmament
“breaty or permissible under the treaty. These might involve (1) a full ‘
spectrum of deterrencegbelow the strategic level, and/or (2) capabilities‘forﬁi
deliberate,'selective; controlled response;v”

None of the reducuions contemp_ated would reduce the poss1ble destruct-_
ivcness of an all-out War, if it occurs, even close to the levels known through
World War II.- Since it takes relatively few missiles to target the maJor cities
on eilther side, and 51nce substantial fractions of each side's m_ssiles are
targetted on each other's strategic forces mutually agreed rednctions in
their nurber could proceed with little effect on the number of cities which
ngﬂ£ be at risk to residual forces. The casualties experienced in any actual
wer perhaps would be reduced somewhat because of (1) reduction in collateral
demage with diminished counterforce exchange, and (2) decreased number of f
nuclear detonatlons in any one area resulting from lower damage expectancles
because of smaller force levels. In other words, the number of nuclear hostages
might be better controlled at roughly the level considered necessary for ef-
fective deterrence.‘ The level of prospective own damage (in terms of percentages
of population casualties or of industrial destruction) at which the USSR would
certainly be deterred is an arguable figure. It is probably higher for the USSR
than for the US. -5 - ,
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2:  Other Variables

. Importent varisbles in amalyzing the optimum solubions to these objectives

S axe the assumptiens es to the gereral political context including the possible
impact of arms control meagures on our European allies, the prOVisiens of

other portions of-the-SFSDA and the degree qf inspection which is considered.
desirable or negotisble. This paper assumes that a SFSDA will not ceme'into
being except after, or concurrently with, a comprehensive test ban agreement, a
corprehensive non~diffusion agreement, some'improvement in the Berlin-German

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

“in other parts of the SFSDA will be teken up as they appear pertinent. Different

SOluth”S will be proposed for a high inspection case, a medium inspection case
and a low inspection case.

hf How EEEX?

| ‘Some number of permitted U.S. strategic delivery vehicles between
100 and 1000, should assure the U.S. a high order of counter clty, Class I
Deterrence, yrovided the muber permitted the Soviets’were smaller or, at
least no greater.

Let us assume no conirols over Anti- Ballistic Missile (ARM) Systems,

0o control over civil defense programs, no control over nuclear meterials or
warheads and a low level of permitted inspection. At the upper range of the
_suggested numerical lim_t, say 1000 weapons, it should sti1ll be possible
for us to create a mix of super-hardened, dispersed, large, multiple-warhead
missiles, Plus Poleris submarines plus dispersed or air-borre plahes with
improved air-to-surface missiles which would be able adequateky to survive any
- conceivable Soviet attack. Such a Soviet attack must be assumed to 1nclude the

.
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permitted Soviet vehicles, plus vehicles which could esceape detection plus
vehicles which could be produced and devloyed during any time gap‘ir rea .ament
by clandestine Soviet prenaration'for brog tion. US forces shou_d be aole to
survive in sufficieut voluie to penetrate to at least 50 SOV“et ci ties with
sufficient weight to wre ak very great destruction on these cities and cause
casualties of at least 1Op of the Soviet population.
Such a solution Would rot, however, make any substantial conoribuuion
t0 the objective’ stated in III A2a, abovc of significantly reducwng the
rCssible size and weﬂgh o? a Soviet attack below what is now progected ‘
Vitnoat a SFSDA. The USSR could theoretically opt for missiles of 100 MT
or larger size up'&)lts full permitted number if only numbers are to be
limited. Within any plausible ratio of Soviet numbers to US numbers, say 50%
of the US permitted ficure, the weight of a Soviet attack could be Virtually
totally devastating. Thereiore, more complex solutions must be con51dered.
Two measures which 1ou1d greatly increase the certainty of eerctive
US retaliation within lOWer numbers would be ueasures prohibiting the deploy-
mcnt of ABM Systems or prohibiting the construction of elaborate c1vil defense
nelters. (Of tnese two categories prohibition of ABM Systems would have 1ess
Pfublems since 1t 1s psychologically more difficult for & nation to deny 1ts
citizens the basic indiv1dual security of civil defense ) Both of these measures
could be reasonably vell monitored through unilateral surveillance and intel-
ligence. The cost of a strategically significant ABM system would be. of the
crder of magnitude of at least 10 to 20 billion dollars. A signlficant shelter o
sonstruction program would also be costly.v Both would probably be necessary sub-
gtzntielly to reduce the destruction and casualties to be expected even from two or

)

,_7__
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thres hundred mu_t1p1e-warhead weapons on targ=t. No such large scale programs

oculd be clandestinely executed.

If one did not have to be concernéd with substantial ARM and civil defense
Trograms, it would be possible t5 assure unaceeptable damage without hardened
ﬁultivle or wultli-megaton warheads. 150 one-megaton warheads (of say 500 Ibs
reight) on target would certainly be gble to demolish the flfty leading

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

geneies,

Soviet‘cities ere, of course, only one part of the target structure as
@‘3b8ﬂtly understood. Other main components, and their implications for

disarmement, are as follows:

a. The Soviet Nuclear Threat; In éresent war plaré; Soviet bombers
end missiles and their suppofting basés are fhe highest’priority class of
targets, If strategwc forces are stabilized at anything approaching parity,
counterforce targetting probably. vill be 1ess and less remuneratwve. Depending
o vudnerability of the oppqsing forces, some reduction of enemy cepsbilities

m2y continue to be attractive as a firsf-strike objective; buf the level of

f

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

'_?F

¢33 compelling second-strike targets, missile refire or bomber recycle capa-

o

tlities might be controlled.

b. Other Military Capabil*ties. Certain tactical airfields and general

wilitery targets in Europe are now targetted by SAC. These could just as well
be covered by European theater forces, if survivable weapons systems were
rovlded SACEUR, A consisten£ set of categories_would have to be corstructed for
the disarmement egreement in order to preveht strategic force limitations from
injuring the position of NATO vis;aQQis the Warsaw Pact countries.
. 8 :
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The conclusion here seems to be that t, provided thester forces are
considered separately, one alternative would be to relate the number of strategic
weapons more or less directly to the urban-industrial (secord-strike retaliatory)
target structure.

What number of permitted sure tegic delivery vehicles, then, would be necessary
to essure the ability to detonate 150 warheads on target? The ansyer is a

- function of the.SLrv1vab11i ty of the vehicles and thelr reliability. if_one o
assumes & relisbility of .66 (in other words, two out of three surviving

vehicles could be'expec%edifo reach targe#.viﬁhiadequate accuracy),.we would
.thcn'heve a requirement thet 225 of our vehicles be sble to survive any.counter-
force attack the Soviets could aspire to mount vith (2) their permitted vehicles,
(v) vehicles not declared, ivehicles'clandesninely produced, and vehicles cone*
verted from civil awrcraft, etc., and (c) vehicles produced during any tlme gap
achieved by preparation for hostile abrogation. - No precise computation of the
suarting nunber of U.S. Vehicles required is possible, too many variables are
involved. 500 vehicles would, however, not seem to be an unreasonsble figure.

If both sides Were limited to permitted delivery vehicles w1th a 11fting
Capecity sufficient only for one megaton warheads, & fantastic 1mprovement in
rresent day standards of accuracy and rellability would be needed to give the
Sov1ets confidence in takin° out one of our hardened nissiles without devoting
at least three to the task. (A 1 MT weapon With a CEP of i NM vould have 72%
chance of severely dsmaging a hOO PSI Silo) If & method could be devised to
limit guidance systems to a CEP no less than one mile at inter-continental range,
they would have to devote about 30 missiles. to take ‘out one of ours. In any case,

gsuch of our missiles as were in Polaris submarines at sea would be comparatively

-9 ;i>
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invulnerable to this form of attack, as would air-to-surface aissiles in‘air—horne
"lert alrcraft. Moreover, in the evolutior of weapons mixes under any such agree-
went the US might make major shifts away from hardened, fixed strategic missiles
Ain Pavor of mobile land.and ses based types.
The magnitude of effort required to supplement the nerm_ttcd eystem with .
covert delivery means sufficient for & counter~force attack effective sgainst the
opposing strategic delivery system @onsidered as a whole)seems 1o} greet'as to make
he ettempt hardly worthwhile. Even if one were to assume a clendestine force:as'
Targe as the permitted force, and a force created durin ng the time gan efter S
hostile abrogation of equal'size ggain, this would give the Soviets only a three
fold sureriority in nnmbers vhich, assuming present day reliability and accuracy
factors, would notb be adeouate to assure a high level of destruction even of the
fixed base portion of our permitted systems. Future improvements could, of course,
change this estimate. | |
In sumary, it appears that something of the order of 500 permitted vehicles- _
would be adequate to protect egainst the risks of deception provided, (a) ABM ' - o
systems were prohibilted, (b) rajor civil defense shelter construction were _
ohibited, and (c) the lift capacity of perultted systems'Were limited to one o
megaton warheads, (d) no great improvement in accuracy to the order of + NM CEP;“
were in prospect.v‘ - o i
The most sensitive.reriable in arriving at this jndgment isvthat Cﬁ?siof?il-
less than a 1,000 ft. at inter-continental range will not be within tne state of
the art until the 1976'3;.;Thought shouid be given to prohibitions_and controls
over terminal guidence, etc}, desiéned,toﬂmake suchvsuper accnracy impossible.”i
The increasing yleld and decreasing CEP of the attacking weapon can be offset

to a degree by hardening the target. .

5. Lerger and Smeller Yields
It is generally agreed t%gﬁEf very difficult thing to hide, and therefore

- 10 -
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easy to control, is a 1enﬁ0%*eg'faci1*ty for an inbter-continental migsile.

- It caanot, however, be demensitreted that i% would be izpossible, assuming the
“necessary effort, to concesl ﬁdividual launchers.L'That_it would be possible
td hide hundreds of such launch facilities becomes less credible.
To check on the 1ift (payload) ce@aeity of a system is more difficult;
-the nscessary assurance would'probaﬁl§ require on-site inspection of thefvehicle.>
To check on the accuracy of the,sxstem will be"étill mbxe'diffieult.
It would require: 1) mutusl observaﬁion:of strategic missile tes%_firings
cf the other side to<ebserveraccuracy plus sufficient inspection of emplaced
wigslles to be sure they were the same design as those tested; 2) congtruction

of strategic delivery vehicles by e third state (e.g. Sweden) for both sides;

o)

H

3) other radical inspection procedures. o
There has therefore been a-tendency, in coﬁsidering SFSDA's te"-.

coacentrate on number of 1eunch vehicles'rafher than on yield or accurecé.
With sufficient yield, accuracy and reliability, 1t is pOSEible tO'ap§reach e
one-for-one kill probability egainst even super-hardened dispersed leunch sites.
With multiple, gulded warheads it might at ‘some future time be possible to
reduce the exchange-ratic to less than unlty, but ﬁhis is not within reach of
Present technology. Furthermore, the destruqtiveness of even 50 100-megaton
warheads is such as to fail te meet fhe‘dbjective in III A 2A,'while less then |

. a hundred permitted delivery vehicles would seem *o preeent far too great & risk

of successful eliminastion through counterforce or covert attack. Control

over super-weapons, therefore, seems indicated. One possible elternative

would be to prokibit all intercontinental land-based missile launching‘
facilities, relying solely upon sea or alrborne vehic1es. But 25,000 Ib. warheads

can glso be carried by plane and probably sub-based mlssiles could be 6ev1sed

SECRET
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to launch such weights. Substantial inadequacies therefore would appear to
inhere in eny SFSDA vhich provides only for control over nuﬂbers of launch

ehd cl 25,

<

If controls over lift capacity ana'accuracy are-to be inecluded in =2

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

&

=

zed weight and yield below one megaton might not ve e.dv:.saole° Agein3u most
eoviet u“nrotected 4ndustr1al and population centers, 100 KT would be adequate
Tor destruction; against large industrial ereas such as Moscow end Leningrad,
5 %0 8 such weapons would be adequate. A4n adeqpate_surv1v1ng U.S. deterrent
force of 100 KT delivery systems, therefore, might be 300-350 as opposed to
the 225 one-megaton vehicles suggested in the previous section, IFf the Soviets
are similarly limited to 100 XT KT weapons, the number of weapons they would have
to allocate to insure klllmc one of ours would be three times that necessary
with one-megaton weapons. No significant increese above.SOO in the permitted
number of delivery vehicles would therefore seem required even if 1ift
capacity is limited to 100 KT warhesds (say iso Ibs.). A cruclal question,
4hewever,wis whether the weight carrying-capacity of_e given system can be
accurately enough controlled to guard against substantial deviations in the
Vield of warhead which could be delivered. . All exieting ICRM systems would
have to be scrapped and new ones meeting precise.cripefie Stbstitﬁted' The
closer both sides come to the practical limits of imprQVement of yield-£o~
welght ratios, the more feasible weight 1imitatione would be since the margin
for clandestine yield/weight improvements would‘be“narrowed.

6. Other Possible Controls

In the above light, a suggestion‘worth~exploring is the prohibition of

-all inter-continental delivery systems except for submarine-based missiles.

SECRET
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This could be coupled with limitations on the number, size, range and deploy-
meﬁt of such submarines end missiles. ILet us essume that eéch side is limitéa
%o 100 missile—carrying submarines, each submarine being limited to four launch
tuhes canvble of 1ifei 200 Ibs. warhead 2,500 miles, with no weight allowance
for inflight course correction equipment. Pescetime deployment of»these submarines
within 3,000 miles of the other’s territo;y would be prohibited aﬁdAmon;tqred.
There might also be a limitation on the number and fange-of attack submarines ahd
a prohibition ageinst deep sea mining; Under such an arrangement it is difficult
to see how & counterforce attack would be conceiveble. (An alternative would ‘be
to limit all intercontinental missiles to hardened land-based sites. The 1 MT
.yield limitation would meke a counterforce attaék extremely unlikely. The need
for monitoring subma?ine deployments would be unnecessary and the expense would
be less.) ‘ ; | |
The principal difficulty with such ar:aﬁgements is that the p;inciple of
a mix of retaliatory systems is sacrificed. Tt may be that this difficulty is™
less than that of allowing a mix of systems, some 6f which, particularly bombgrs,
seem to be inherently uncontrollable as to precise smallbséalé‘lift capability.
A further possible control 1s over ﬁﬁclear materials and warheads. As will
be seen, ldter;Asome such contfols'may be'required in the tactical nucleer field.
The confidence which one can have in such‘controls is nét, however, adequate to
give much assistance in the strategic field where the number of warheéds is small
and the amount of fissionable materisl required to produce méjor changes in
capabllities insignificant. It would be reasonsble to back up controls over '
numbers, 1lift capacity,: accuracy, range, etc “with production controls to guard
agalnst clandestine ilmprovement in numbers or characteristics. The elaborateness
required in controls over production would very with the sensitiv1ty of the ar-

’ rangements to detect cheating.

7. Optimum Solutions Varying with the ce of InsPection which can be
M&LKE
Negotiasted - _
=13 -

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 14



HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 15

e e e e i L o

a. Low Inspection S E @ RE T |

On-site inspectiot is probvably not _required to control an

agresment p ohioiuimv tne deployment of ARM systems, or an elaborate shelier
construction program am. It 2lso would be difficult clandestinely to deploy
largs numbere of intercontinental uissiles with large weight 1lifting cepacity. -
'Clandestine_production and deployment of large numbers of submarimee or heavy
bonbers would also gppear difficult.' |

| If little on-site.inspection can Be:negotietéd, weight yield,
renge and accuracy limitatioos would be irpossible. Nurbers limitation, which
would not be critically mpset fron a counterforce viewpoint by.clendestine
deoloyment of several hundred weaoons, would be DPossible. If ABM and substantial
shelter construction are prohibwted, numbers approximating 500 would seem
appropriate. 1 there is no prohibition on ARM's and shelter construction,
mubers a,pprox:Lmartinb l,OOO would seem appropriate.A Partlcularly in the latter
case, we would have to essume the Soviets would be striving for 1arge -yield, |
hardened multiple warbeads, etec., ete. We wou_d therefore have to compete
strenuously in the same directlon as well as deploying an ARM system and
engaging in a substantial shelter constructlon program.

In elther of these cases the Class II Deterrent eflect of our

strategvc nuclear capability would be small and would be seen to be |
small by owr allies. There would be no credibility in our adopting a counter-
force strategy and a city-'bnstin° strategy would be clearly and totally ruinous.
The same would_apply equally to the Soviet Union. The correlation of forces in'
the conventional and tactical nuclear fields would then become .even more
significant to both sides.

b.. Medium Ineéectiom”

If 1t were possible to negotiate a declaration of retained and

replacement delivery vehicles, plus periodic inspection of such vehicles, plus
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& reasonable prog*:m of random ins; ectvons to provide a check against cTandes-
tige.t oduction or deployment, a more useful arrangement shovld be possible.
In addition to pfohitition of ABM systems, end shelter construction
and a limitation onrnumb *s, it would then be possidvle to control welght lifting
capacity, range, and possible accuwracy if obzervation of test firings or
.physlcal inspection of missiles were pcrmi ted. Whereas under a ebove, there
could be no asswrance by eit ide that the other would not build w to a
megatonnage in excess of 10 oy 20 thousand, erer this a_tevnative one could
" have reasonable assurance uhat meeatonnave of. permitted systems could be kept
below one thousand for each side end could pewhabs be reduced below one
hundred., |
With no control over nuclear materials, warhead production or ,
warhead stockpiles; there»would, however, slways be the threat of the deploye ’ .,‘ L
ment of large weapons ih ships,‘civil'airicraft, etc7 ‘¥hile such deploymeﬁtv'.
would be unlikely to have significent couhtev;iorce potentials, it would -
continue as an unsettlino and suspicion arousing possibility.

Cs thimum solutions with high degree of inspection

If in addition to the controls suggested wnder b ebove, it were
possible to negotiate controls over nuclegr meterials; warhead production, and
‘warhead stockpiles, fUrther possibilities of designing a system maiimizing
the non-zero sum advantages to both sides might over time, become possible.

There seems to be no scientific way in which one could have high'confidence that
nuclear miterials or warheads had not been secreted in some remote or subtly
conceeled storage area, in mabn_tudes perhaps as great as ten or twenty per cent
of eXisting Soviet stockpiles. Security 1n‘the_Uhited_States is not such that we

could have confidence in executing such an operation ourselves. It is possibvle,
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shovdd %he.Soviet leaders desire to do so, that ways could be found Go give us
_confidence that they also WSTe Do 1ono er 1rv a position to do 80. Transition 1
arrangsmants would u.doubuea_y be pecassary to cover the pewlod durlno which __:
such confidence was beipg esuaollshed° .~ en SLCh transztional steps would,
howevér, seem useful in get inz on toward the objecti ives staued in IIT A 2 -3
A possible transitional sten m_bnt permit stockni1es o? warheads

sufficient to supply the pewmitted systems with a reserve, plus‘continuously

inspected additional stockpilss in some stabe of ‘remoteness from delivéry
systems or in some stage of incoﬁplete fabricationléo that'thére would be g -
tine Gelzy in their availability sufficient to make ﬁhem ﬁéeless iﬁ a counter=-
force role, but short enough to make clandest*ne wi'bhhold:.no or concealment

of lwttle value to the othev side.

8. Relatlonship 01 control among strategic, conventlonal, and b'_ o ' '

tactical systems

a. General ‘
Control over strategic weapons increases the importance of tactical
ﬂuclear weapons to deterrence of the use of conventionsl forces while at the
same time the problem of control in the taqtical nuclear and conventlpnal force

area get more éomplicated.

b, Strategic and Tgctical Nuclear Systems
In'surve&ing tﬁé controls of strategie nuclear.weapons, which
have been discussed under the low, medium; and high inépection cases, it
becomes epparent that.éhé more stringent’the.limits and controls under this
fcategory of weapons, the greater wouldube thé degree of control required over
tactical nuclear forces. The reason for thié éorrelgtion is that the more |
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strivgent the limits and con crols oVer strategic weapons tqe grezter would be
the vay 0¢f to a notentla_ argresson in "pccket oattTeship dpvelonmen 8 within
the tactical category. Moreover, the more siring .t the ll.lts over stva tegic
veapons, the more aesta;il_ ing would be the diswarltieb in tac tlcal nuclear
- weapons which would be possible'vithout controls.

¢. Relationship of Coaverntionzl to Nuciear,Fcrces

The greatér the degree of control over_sfiétegic ané tactical 
nuclear forces, thevgreater fhe imbortancerf éonveﬂt*bnal.forcés and
Ther fo“e the greater thb necd for Coﬂt*o1s over these co“ventwonal forces
which would assure that ne gon*axed balances are not violated. The hlstory '
of cenventional arms races nesds nourecounting.~ The achievement of agreements
for controls over nuclea? wéapons is most iikély to be observedvif‘both sides -
are able to achieve é ﬁoh—zero sum -agreement on their con&entional forces which
achieves certain po 1t1cul objectives for each. (This in turn implies a degree
of political settlement which will be dlscussed later)

B. Corventional Wéabons'

" 1. Area Considerations...

é. NATO-Warsaw Pact Relationship

This is the key erea of the world. The vital interesfs of both blocs
conffont here. For that reason it is here that 1t is.mpst difficult and most
important to achieve a non-zero sum settlement. Until the political.envirqnmentv
has chenged aépreciably (such aé might eventuate if EEC integration‘éontinues
or if the European satel_vtes achleve sign_flcant dlsorlentatlon from the USSR)
the best hope for s bala_ce of conventional forces in this erea is a limited

rapproachment and dlsengagement &8s part of a broader arms control backage. For
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example, should the U.S. give wp its preponderance of strategic weapons with
its concomitant Class IT deterrence, the USSR IRBM threat to Furope would have
to be- llmvnated, and some conventiopal balance would have to.be - -

negotiaued. This‘ccm;ﬂAnot becaﬁsimble numeric¢al.parity:. Tre. 1nt62464, edntinental

which the U.S. must support Europe) are en advantage which would require
compensation in a steble séttlement, Thais might be achievﬁd by permit*ing
antvcn*1¢tely larger M TO land forces in Eurony, Than the Wérsaw nations would

e allowed to have West of the Bug River or West of a Len_ngrad-Smolensk-Odessa

ot

ine. Alternatively, a formula might be worked out which allowed the NATO

=

powers fo continue to have Iarger tactical air forceé while the Wafsaw-NATO
nations had parity of land srmies within a defined area in Furope. Sti11

avother alternative; or an added element of security, might be to negate offensive
opportunities for conventional forces by creating a "nuclearized" zone ;- a
jéintly plantea, jointly policed, Jbintxy controlled AﬁM zone, hélf of whiéh
either side coﬁld set off at will.. The balance to be sought 1s that the. '
advantage should lie with the defendlng Porces regardless of which side initiates
the offensive. The hlgher ‘the ccntrols over the strategic and tactical

nuclear forces, . the more‘cfitical the Eurbpeah conventioral balance becomes.

b. China

Here both’superpowers have potential problems.

(1) The U.S. relationship A

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

~Pacific islands, and, with land forces, could make a creditable defense in _

| 18
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the Korean peninsuvla, the probleﬁ of Southeast Asis would havemto be wet:

a) by depending on superior US conventional airpower and the mavpower of allies;
D) by resort to a retained sur eriority in tact*callnucleer weapons; ¢) by
incrsasing the size of U.S. conventional fo”ces oy an emount which m_équ be
difficult to sustaln, po 1u1cally, d) by re_iﬂqpisnlna Souuhcasu Asia to tne
Chinese Communis?t (_no_a, with US support, and given adequate Indian mouivation
might still be defénsible) ; €) by insisting upon a reduction in.the land and
air forces of China. Of thesebnossibilities, the retention of tactical nuclear
Je:pons seems to be the most feasible alternative for the foreseeable Iuture.

" 2) The USSR relatlonship

The increasing preoccupation of the Soviet leadership with the
problem of Chins end the differential in manpower resources give evidence of
e similer need for the USSR to retain tectical nuclear weapons to redress the

poterntial imbalance in couventional forces.

3) US-USSR Non-Zero Sum _ »

. ‘Both suberpowers have a mutual interest not only in redre581ng
potentlal manpower imbalances vis-a-vis China, w1th taCtical nuclear
weapons but also would gain advantage-by maintaining mechanized lend forces of
greatly superior mobillty and flrepower to the Chinese. The tactical air forces
of tke USSR, deployed well eastward to honor a European settlement, and the
Pacific sea forces ot the U.S. would be indlrectky supporting & common m1581on .
in many respects. More important, any detentevin Europe, with force levels
reduced within European geographical limits, would free lend forces from both
sides to be deployed against the threat‘of China. |

Over the long haul, the military facts_ofilife might persuade the

Chinese Communists to ease their burdentby joining in a second generation‘series

\
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arms control measures but this could only ccme if those measures negotiated
in the first generation had perwitted = good margin for containment of China's

aspirations.

L) The Zero Sum Aspect

The great hazard of Commmist China to the U.S. is the roten-
- bilality that would exist for the USSR and Chinese Commmists to patch up
ideological differences end jointly concert against U. S. security interests.’

c. Middle Fast-Africa-Tatin America

The conventicnal forces of these areaes éﬁe relativeiy insignificant»
in ccmparison to the forces of the major powers. With the exception of the
Israeli-Arab strife, the reacekeeping record of the overt forces of the nations
of these areas in recent years is a reasondbly enlightened one. Within this
framework, a reduction in indigenoﬁs forces would be likely to retain ﬁresent'
pover balances and to free increasiﬁg prdportions of limited national incomes’
for economic improvement. If properly monitored, such reductions should not
increase political instebility. Thqs; axrms control constraints on the con-
ventional forces of the superpowers would have an important'relationship to
the power balance in these areés. ideally.the reduections to be'ﬁegotiated
should be calculated to make it less likeiy that USSR lend forces could become
engaged in these areas, thus producing a zero sum advantage to the U. S._in.
thebincreasing degree to which these areas wouid be dependent on sea lines of
éommunication. A settlement on conventional. forces which merely resulted in
Eufopean deployment constraints, and which left sizeable fdrces in the USSR
strategic reserve, would make it possible for the USS? to deploy into the
Middle East or Africa unless.the U.S. retained a preponderance of conventional

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

- 20 -
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d. US-USSR relaticonships

Beyond the discussion of the US-USSR’relet*onsh;p n Burope, . Ch_na
¥Middlie East-Africa-Letin.Anerica there remains to be discussed their respective
c:‘ abi llules as the heartlapd oases of convent:.or».a1 weapens end Porces.» Given
the achievement of a balanced bower 51tuatloh around these two r»uc‘ie1 a,d glven
a nuronean mainlond in whlch The adveruace Would l_e w1tn the delensc, che
resultlng overal_ adveruoge would 11e wv th the US on three counts. Flrs 23 the
Tower balance would corsrlbnte, by the neutralwzation of military forces as a
tool of aggre551on, to cbe US strategy of mnlnuenance of a relatlvcly 5uable
world order in wh_ch ord rly chnnscs can occu., a_d would be in contraoosvtlon
'to tnat required- for the Comrunvst concept of the destructlon and reoraerlnb ‘of

olitical patoerns. Secord the U.S. for the foreseeable Puture Would retain

che greater industrlal capabillty'with.which to be ‘able to mass produce to
regaln a larger power plateau -- conventional or nuclear -~ should uhat become
necessary for such fund;mental reasons as Communlst abrogatlon of arms control
abreements or restoration of mllltary cooperatlon between the USSR and Chlna.ﬁ
The third reason follovs._; R |

€. Freedom of the seas

The stablllty postulated in a lineup of forces along the foreg01ng
llnes, depends on the quP tooether of the remalnlng forces of the UoS. and
her allies throughout the morld. Thls bindlng together of conventioral forces
of the Free World, in contranoswtlon to the retaired forces of a potentially

ced continental Communlsm can only be affected by insuring the. freedom of
uhe seas. The present preponderance in seapower is a funetion of superlor naval

forces and possession of adequate bases wilthin the sea community of the Free World.

-2 -

SECRET

HW 49061 DocId:32626321 Page 22



SECRET

Axms Control settlements which aegOtlated parvty of mil tary seapower a3 between

the continental lendpower of the USSR erd the sea commnity of the U.S. and NATO

-t

rould reswlt in a basic reduction in the relative balance of power by denﬁbg
redeployment of the U.S. stratesgic reserve land forces and denying logistie
support to any point under pressure fron Communist lowe"‘ order conflict. 'Eiié-
vital need of the U.S. to retain a preponderance of surface seapower ar_zd.air power .
mé.y :fe;;uire us, in equity, to concede the right of the USSR to a net supermri'by
of gaﬁund i‘oi‘ces, under suiteble deployment constraints. In a wbrld in which the
threat of nuclear war hzd been tamped dcmi, the power advantage to the US s in
| guch célrcmnstances » could be considerable, depending upoﬁ the relative balance
é’c-z*ack. The extent to which en cveréll preponderance in Scoviet ground foreces
cculd be counter balanced by preponderance of U.S. conventional air and seapower .
would require carefﬁl calculation and would be difficult to define since two
very dii‘ferer;t things would have to bé ba.lanced. The imbalance must be sﬁi‘fiéienﬁ
to provide security to the continents of the Western Hemisphere, A‘frica, a.nd.
Mustralia, but not so great as to prevent the necessary US support of I\TATO 1and
armies and occasional supno*‘t of US allies in South and Southeast Asis.

2. Control Considerations

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

are to maintain their power positions vis-a-vis Communist China, and other nations »
reguire superiority over these nations in conventior;al tactical air forces. Tﬁis
superiority is one of the vital factors which would make it possible'fovvbot'h
the US and USSR to match the conventional land power of Commwnist China and for
ne US to meet commitments in several areas of the world sirm:ltaneously w::.th
ma1l land forees. First, the same vehicles used for conventional tacticel air
.'support are susceptible of use as tactical nuclear dglivery vehicles. This .

22
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pfoblem will be discussed in another section but the need of these vehicles
Tor coaventional power prevents their eliminstion as the solution %o the puclear '
threat. This dichotomy can be lessened by derWOymcnt congtrainks daocuased
na later section., |
The tactical air fcrce‘reqpirements for WATO in Eufope aie, as eiséwhere;
related to the Arvy levels negotiated. If parity of I \ALO-Warsaw forees in.'
rope, west of the Eug, or if pe ceﬂtaoe redu ctlocs of current. Eurcopean
force balance were negctiated, NATO would Stlll reguire s sapcr¢OVity of tactical '
alr to counterbalance the 1nferonity of exterior sea lines of reinforeement
over Soviet landlines of commumication. The protection against rapid re-
depl, yment of USSR tactical air forces from the USSR to Europe would have to

rest on US capability to_reaeploy rapidly from the Us malnland., This in turn'
vould require epproximate parity of tactical air forces in the two heartlands.

- Beyond this, the US would require additional tactical eir forces (perhaps
navel air) to maintain a favorable balance of powei agalnst the Chinese
Commﬁnist“threat in the Pacific. This means that the overall balance of tactical
airpover wocld have to rest with the'Wést‘ some superlorlty in Europs;
equallty within the two malnlands (for this purpose the USSR mainland should
be defined as USSR east of the line Len;ngrad—Smolensk-Odessa) and superlority
in the Pacifie. This reqplrement for a favorable balance of tactical gir _
forces could be legitimized in several ways: 1) by insisting on percentage
reductlons in current levels of tactical air fovces, 1nclud1ng naval air, 2) by
hgving the European powers provide a large portion of European NATO tactical _
eir forces, while granting parity of US and Soviet tactical air forces excludihg-
naval air; 3) by winning acceptance of the right to superior US tactical air

forces as well as sea forces to compensate for superior Soviet land armies.
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b. For Tacticel Alx Defense. The stabilizing aspects of tactical

eir defense forces ; especially SAMs are: 1) these expensive installations

*'ve a protection to the conventional forces of each large power agains‘c

the crude nuclear assault oz”"sma_."'ler Nth powers; 2) they ere stabilizing .;

to the defense s against si:,%prise attack by air forces of the other su’._cerpopref;
3) they would, ,te scrme extent, reduce ”che advantage one superpoiwer r’aigl_a‘c gain
by clandestine retention of tacticsal nuclear weapons for use in tacticel air ] :
assault.

The desfabil;féing aspects are: 1) the éuperpewer which builds
heavy tactical air defenses is in a better position to launch i‘be own air eftack
v}it-h less conce:fn for enezﬁy retaliation in kindj :é)g‘any allowed superiority
of tactical air is parti'ally negated by oppqsving.,air defenses. In this c_e_se
the stabilizing_aspeciis appear to be cog’ﬂc_re}lingf.ﬁ If the US were ab_l_e ,‘i_:o_;-_z__”,v
I;egotiate an arrangement which permittedjeetice;_a}r superiority,'v subsi;a;xﬁb_i.el
alr- defenses would still appear to be the desired situation. _ |

c. Menpower. Notwithstending the fact that the US might have to

be prepared to grant higher manpower levels to the USSR to _achieve the
necessary preponderance in other conventional arees, sticky problems of con-
trol would remain. Wit.hin any agreed force levels there ﬁould be complicated
problems of definition. We would need to be sure that both sides interpreted
force levels as applicable to all personnel engaged in agreed military chores.

e use of civilians by one side to increase the virtual effectivenes's of the
uniformed personnel could not be unilaterel. Similarly, therebwould heve to
be commonality of definition of reserve forces although not necessarily perity.
If force levels were defined in terms of divisionsl strength there would ha;(e
To be some agreed definition of what a division and division slice cc_>‘uld. be.ﬁ

| | oh
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In the menpower area these problems would require a high degree of
inspection in order to achieve assurance against cheating. With lesscr degrees -
of 1 ection, only very rcough D&DPOUCT ccnt*ols would appear feasible.

d. Mobil_ty and Firepower. It is necessary for both the US and

USSR ©to retain & high cegr nobwl_ty and firevower in their conventional
Torces if they are to retein their power superiority over other potential rivals.
Yet the eqpipment which nekesvthis vossible represents a threat,to the opposing
gUpsrTower by making it peossible to -overcome, suddenly, deployment cornstraints.

Furthermore, such equipment is more easily produced cTandestwnely or cached
than is the case with stnatevic vea@ons. The control over these’ categories of
.e apons which is fea51ble is d_reCuly related to the amount of inspection
pernitted. . And since it is»mobility and firepower which could be most
dangerous during aggression in an arms control enviromment, the greater the
limitations at the nuclear end of the spectrum of weaponry, the greater the
ccnt rol we would require over. Weapons prov1d1ng conventional mobility and

- firepover to 1nsure that nenotiated balances are not overcome. _

| e. §§§§§. Bases have»conrectly been identified by the USSR as
the Achilles neel of the .US in arms control negotiations, because of s twoe‘
fold, distinct asymmetry in the US-USSR relationship: 1) As s continental
land power the USSR does not need overseas bases to protect vital national
interests with conventional power; 2) a5 an aggressive ideology Comnnn:sn

uses subversion and indirect aggression rather than the overt forces and

bases required by the wore defensive free world. Elimination of US bages in any

overseas area tends to sever that sea lane in the military gense. Under mejor

reductions of conventional forces or thinning out in an area, some bases

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

25
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onyof and not the sﬁbstance of an arms control agreement. I, subject to the
fcre501ng, the USSR insisted on a listing of the beses to be liguidated, the
US should irisist on a similar Ireckoning of bases within the sztellite and
Soviet areas which were being rolled up arnd should require inspection to make
sure that such aress remsined, in effect, demilit‘arized:

f. Deployment. The non-zero sum gains resulting from controls on
deployment are: 1) the two bloes could reduce the eﬁtent‘of the corifrontation
in Europe, yet; 2)-thic eould be done without deoreasing and even while increas-
ing covventional commitments elsevhere.  As suggested earlier, overall US
security could be enhanced if a "thin-out" of conventional forces in Europe,
both NATO and Warsaw Pact forces, resulted in a better relative balance for l_tl_le'
West in Europe, en increased strategic reserve of troops in the US, and/dr{some
greater deployment into the Pacific. If disarmement negotiations developed in
such fashion that an overall reduction in the armed forces were essentisl to get

an otherwise intelllgent egreement, deployment constraints in Eurcpe which per-
mitted stability at lower levels there probably would be mandatory. Whatever
the approach, thinning out in Europe would surely reqplre the US to retaln super-
iority of tactical air forces and naval forces, together with sufficient aarlift
and stockpiling of additional sets of protected division equipment, to provide
rapid response to e major Sov1et conventional thrust in Europe. .

Deployment constraints might_be policed: by-a'border ATM fiei&;

by construction of a broed commeroially osefﬁl canal along the border 1n;‘ |

the German plains; by stationing of fixed ground post observers st road éna;-
rail junctions and sea,and air ports; by exchange .of military missions between;
.N.TO and Warsaw headauarte*s units, and by reciprocal aerial surveillance.

26
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Other variations of deployment constraints could be considered.

=

o nlght be possible some dzy, if the satellites continue Dresent political

[t

reuds, to negotiate demilitarizetion of East C—e.f'many in e.’c_laa.oe for an
Aastro-Aungary type "real-unicn" of The tw_o Germanies which maintained two
‘sorereign adwinistrative S:]'Sue_—_s and vhich kept FRG security forces out of the
East German territc*'y. Or g dcnuc_earlzed zZone extending a specified diSua."lce '
on either side of the iron curtain mght uzprove the stebility of the conventional
force Jnneup, provided the zove were nat so wide as to prevent stauion_ng of
tecticel nudlear weapcns iﬁ Bucrpe for rzpid re-entry into the zone if _req_uired.
A variant which would appear o have marked disadvantages would be to cresie

a demilitarized zone-shorn of conventional as well as nuclear forces -- on both
sides of the present iron curtain bordér. In general, for the foreseezble
Tuture, the West would have greater difficulty in sweeping back into & de:zii];t'a;-p- .'
ized zone with conventional forces than vculd tb.e USSR;, Particularly if there- |
is a debilitating effect on the NATO sllies of a withdre:wal of forces to their

homelands.

3

g Production Controls. -The non-zero sum gains from contrcls on

production would be: halting the e:@ense and destabilizing effect of the
conventional arms race; while Dreserving the supericrity of 'both super-
powe*s over other poss:.ble rivals. Curtailment of expenses and s‘cabiliza.tion of

the race could be accom'pl“ shed by: proh::.bitn.on of production of all armsments

ce"'fc agreed categories (such as are in the US GCD Treaty Outline) in whlch in=
ventories would have to be 1~ec1ucec1 by specified amounts, replacement of weapons
on a one—for -one basis; prohlbition of testing and product:.on of new types of
armoments; prohibition of equipping or construction of new production facilities
or expansion of existing ones. Preserving the superiority..-:-qf the big two réq_uires:

et -
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seft irg iwventories for these two at a level superior to any combination of
rivals in vhich one supefpower does not join; suthori ng one-foruone replace- 
‘ment within category so that old production lires would noU have to be re
starﬁed and so that each side could gradual_y 1mnrove the quality of 1ts force
to the maximm Suate of the art bt the time R&D were halted.

| A'disadvantage to the US in any reduction of active inventorieé‘

15 the superiority of the reserve stocks of counventional Soviet equipment,
especially tanks. To minimize this faet the US should try to negotiaté aA

crrelation between jersonnelz;nd inventories on a TOXE basis.

h. Budget Controls. The openness of the US society and the basic

e¢lements of the capitalistic syétem insure that tudgetary control on US defense
spending would be largely effective. In the USSR, the'extent of secrecy of its_.
closed society would present very_féal inspectioﬁ obstacles. More significantk&,
the srtificiality of the USSR's pricing system, in which unit Prices may be setb
mush lower than actual cost and the'shortage made up by overvricing in other
areas; and other "Socialist" strategems could result in grossly higher productlon
of military hardware than a true budget wouvld permit. ThlS control is therefore
& zZero sum disadvantage and should be avolded unless it car be effectively

coupled with other controls which are effective.

.3+ Possible Solutions

8- Lcw Inspection. A low inspection case might consist of Soviet

willingness to permit observers to witness bonfires of equipment, declared but

 uninspected lnventories and Perhaps an exchange of fixed ground observation points. -

Under such circumstances the US could place reasongble assurance, using unilateral_

means, on USSR compliance with controls on: inventories of tactical air forces, :

‘tagﬁical_air defense and surface~n&val vessels3;g;;;;zgtiqngofﬁb§§§§gﬁﬂLimited

SECRET

i



SECRET A

coafidence could be placed cn Soviet compliance with controls on de*o_Loymen‘c.

Coatrols on total manpower, prcduction, and budget would not be gn confidence
casures. This would L.nake negotiated reductions in army strength dapgerous

!-;Qd in view of the need for the Free World Commmni ty to rely on supericr air

and sea strength, any reducticns in these forces without inspected reductions

in ermies, could be dangerous and desta‘biliziﬁg. |

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

elements of the low insp ecticn case) inspection: of conventlona._. p‘*oduct_on by
stationing of resident insvectors in all plants declared to be engaged in Pinal

asseubly of sgreed armsments; plus & limited quota of inspections at plaﬁts not

S6 declared, to check a,gainst clandestine produotion; plus some aress open to

XN

nspection by roving USMIM type 'oatrols, Plus aerial inspection of all of Eu.rope, |
Western USSR and Eastern US. Under such crlterla, end coupled with u:o.i_'!.ateral
intelligence, the US could place reasmable confidence in controls on tactlcal

alr forces, tactical air defenses, naval forces, utilization of bases, deploymen‘b,
end fair confidence in :.nventorles of conventional army weapons and equipmenfc.
This would make some reductions in army (and possibie naval) strength acceptable

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

c. High Tnspection Case. In this case', to the elements of the two
inspection cases above, we might add: inspection of declared inventories;;_
stationing of resident inspectors at factories produciﬁg sub-assemblies for
finished agreed azmments ;5 a large quota of random 1nspections at undeclared
factories suspected of clandestine production; rela‘bively unlimited areas open
0 roving USMIM type patrols; and unrestricted aerisl inspection. Access to "
production and budget data‘ might in this case 'be of additional-assistance. Under
this rigorous inspection system the US could sa;fely afford ’co nego’ciate major

reductions in and deployment constraints upon all aspects of 1ts conventional
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force; subject to tbe caveabts discussed concernlhg ares and exterior IOC Droblems

C. Teactical Nuclear Weapon

1. Context = Discussien cof these‘weapons kas to be treeted in the light of
a world vhﬂch, in order to control the awful aspects of its strategic weapons,
must arbitrate controls over conventional forces and tactical nuclear w;apons.
Consideration of comtrol over tactical nuclear weapons subsumes that there has
bsen a comprehensive test ban tresty,. 2 non-diffusion pact, some degres of
control over strategic ﬁeayons,.aﬁd sufficient political settlement between
the superpowers to reduce ucnswon at such pressure points as Laos, Berlln apd
Cuba.

The problei of Cemmunist China #euld‘be a mejor factor in such

-ccousiderations. | |

2. Genersl Considerations

a. What Can Contribute to Stability?

The overriding complety 1ntrodﬁcea into a SFSDA by the coﬁeiéerae
tion of tactical nuclear weapons is thet modern conventional delivery systems
(tactical eir, artlllery, rockets, mortars ete. ) are capable of being nuclearlzed.
This fact presents the greatest difflculty in constructing suitable controls ‘over |
tactical weapons systems except with relatively intense 1nspectionvprocedures.
It seems necessary to reqnire some degree of control over both the range and
deployment of conventlonal delivery systems in order to limit the range and
impact area which would be affected by their surreptitious converstion to nuclear
use. .

An important difficulty 1ni;he discussion of tacticai nueleer
weapons is the sematics problem as to what is meant by & "tactical nuclear system,”

- As we consider stringent controls over a reduction of what are commonly accepte§w

30
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as strategic weapons, those delivery sysvens vhich have co__o._.y been CO.".'LDld“TGCI.
Tactical cxdd’ mcreﬂs:mgly becons the "cglcal s’svman‘bs of clandestine strategic
. . _
surpriss at vack. Moreover, weapons which might not be considered, even after

reduction in SDVs, o be gtrategie, 'oy '!:he US, might very well be comsidered

[0}

trategic by our European =2llies who would see 'z reduced st?'a'ceélc wibrelia

t

in the US mainland and who also might see L.rge numbers of delivery vehicles

[N
e

the Eastern Burope cepable of reaching Western Burcpean btarg gets, It may be'
necessax *"y, in order to win ellied support for zrms control agmem:ts limi'bing
SDVs, to adopt as the definition of tactical nuclare delivery sys! bcms, those.
gystems which are capatle oi a’b tacking the urban-industrial complexes of any
Nato=Warsaw nation from outside of its natismal bounderies.
Thesé Tactors require consideration both under the strategic ‘weapons
analyses, discussed earlier, and also in this section. |
| Whatever the resolution 'of the peculiar sematics qaestion_, it
seems basic to the consideration of tﬁe tactical nuclear weapons that the
existence of nuclear warheads capable of being used by traditionally conveﬁtipnal
delivery vehicles is stabilizing in two ways
(1) Their existence dampens the temptation to inltia’ce a
conventional a.ttack 3
(2) They reinforce the overall power of the nuclear nstions as
opposed to that of the.noﬁanuclear nations. Here sgain, the non-.zero sum :E‘acfors'
point to a retention of some tactical nuclear warheads. But the zero sum
factors point toward a controlled situation in which effort is made to limit -
the mubers of such warheads, and/or the rumbers of conventional delivery W}ehi_cles}
czpable of firing ‘b’hem, and/or surprise offensive opportunities. .. . . )
, o o
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-b. Rules or Assumpt ﬂons of Engagenent and Esca.lam on.

The assumptions as to the use of tactical nuclear warheads would
N " b

very with the mmbers retained, ar.cl the deploJ“meuu limitations, range limitat;
ions, ete. of the related. delivery systems. Working backwards —"rcm the
assumptions we would choose in gecking an m'cengenu SFSDA, the optl._am con=
trols would be develo*oed. First ’ Tor the foreseesable fuuu:re, 1t woulo. seem
uanecessary and unwise to pla.n 'co use nuclear weapons in an erms controlled

world eﬁvi:com'nent against the nations of Africa, Latin Americen ard the Middle

East.  Sec ond, both superpovers would undoubtedly want & reserve of Tactical

nuclear weapons for possible use against Comrmmist China. Third, it would

&Y iaear ‘co‘be to the advantage of both supexpmfe_;'s. to avoid the use of tactical
miclear weapons in any confrontation between their forces_ around the periphery,
although, again, geograghy may ma.ké them essential to the West for defensixfe pur-

boses in certain areas. Fourth, in Europe there is a special case in wh"ch it

&

2y be to the benefit of both superpowers to retaln the capablllty to use short
range tactical nuclear weapons. The West m::.gh’g..bave to do S0 in order to -

| rebain g credible NATO deterrent after opposixig strategic forces have been

brought into a condition of controlled murtusl dete_rrence. The extent to which
this would be necessary would depend on the e:&t:ent to which ‘a‘relaxa-bion .of inter--
national tensions > under the political settlements that would be necessary to -
achieve a SFSDA, had occurred. The assumptions as to the uée of tactical nucl zar
weapous which both sides might accept, then,_ would be:

(1) Neither would use tactical nuclear weapons against inferior

non-nuclesr nationsj:::

" (2) Both would be prepared to use such weapons against major.f ‘
non-nuclear powers - i.e., Communi st Chiﬁé;

-
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(3) BOue wouldd be prepsred to escalate to the use of such ueapons

if abtaciced, zepecially in Burope,- and perhaps in obther areas, dcpeidlﬂc upon the
nolitical and military situstion: obta ning.

Under these assumptions, the problem of control becomes one of work-

3. Control Considsrations - The complexities of this problem are

the ores on which meaningful Fﬂsa:mam.mt negotiations are most likely to
founder, ' ' = . ,

a. Delivery Vehie

The primary prodlem withvregerd to conventional delivefy
rroblen wes mentibned above - i.e., the fungibility of delivery meanea Yet,
the reed to retain some tactical miclear weapons capability requires that
ﬁhere‘be a meaningful agprcech to the control of tactical delivery vehicles.
Restated, the problem is. to preserve conventional dellvery means for the defense;
t0 handicap their use e Juclear delivery wvehicles in the offense, yet to
rebain the possibility of their use for delivery of tactical nuclear weapons 3‘
ir the defense. | | | |

As suggesne abOVe, each super power would need enouoh delivery

vekicles to remain superior to non-nuclesr rlvals and to deter super power

attack. For use against Cbmvnnﬂst China = lavd armies and other argets,

aircraft would eppear to be optimLm d»llvery vehlcles, Ideally bo ¢h sides

would retain sufficisnt tactical aireraft, configured for tactical nuclear

wezpons (say 500), deployed agsinst Chinav range-limited to prevent surprise

use agaiﬁst the epposing super power, to suit this need. - Ideally the tacticel'
| 33
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alrcralft reserved for ¢ ouventional air battle in Furope would be estoppad, by
corfiguration apa insp ction, from using taﬂtical nuclear wes ponsa In kespirg
with the concept that Eurcpe should be defensbuo ed, in addition to a border

-

£TM screen, each side mipght  be auvthorized sufficlent 500) wvery short
] , Bay > Ty

renge (sey 10 to 50 km) tactical missiles in hardened, imucbile positions %o
be used against an atﬁécier, bﬁt located far enough:behind the border *that
Shsy could ﬁét serve as offensive ‘tactical weapons., Both sides could be
alloved to determine for tr ~mse’v¢s tne accuracy and yield restraints they would
place on such missiles since their warheads would, of course, exvlode in own
serritory. |
This concept of irmobile positions for tactical missiles would

be o@timized By an agresment to provide céntrols over the deployment of
artillery of ranges larger than 30 miles. Roving inspectors could be used
to assure that all artillery of greater range remalned deployed behind lines

everal hundred miles either 81de of the Iron Curtain. This would provide
mexinmm utility in the use of immobile tactical nuclear m%ssiies against invasion
and, beyond that, artillery for defense in depth or for reinforcement of the
invadéd area;

Another real problem with regard to delivery vehicles 1s the

T

Lossipility of use of commercial vehicles with clandestine warheads for surprise
w\f
attack. The extent of this threat 1s a direct function of the degree of

ivzpsetion allowed.
b. Warheads
If the foregcing ideal situation with regard to delivery vehicles
could be negotiated, constraints on warheads would be less of a protlam,

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

. L
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produced so much material from which such weapons may be febrica uOd an d hﬁve

1

ocxpliled so many tactical nuclezr warheads that. it would be difi‘icult to

g

c‘l‘

E"

preclude clandestine as enbly end use, without controls over deliverv v vehicles.

'ﬂ

hig T"acu, in additioa tc those cited abcve, e.rgaes for the retention by both

©
e

des of a reserve of tacticel nuclear weapons, to denigrate the importance

o]

i clandestine stockpiling by the cther side. This reserve (of say 10CO
tactical weapons, in sddition to the 500 warheads retained for ?‘uromap ixed E
tactical missiles) would have to be deployed away from FEurope, in the vicinity
of the 500 aircraft devloyed by each side for Ppossible use against China.
If the idesl sf‘u:.tion with regard to a fixed BEuropean tactlcel

missile were not negotvab'* e, th\._- some form of phys:.cal separstion of
té,cti cal nuclear weapons from tactical aircraft in Burope would have to be
negotiated together with controls on the mumbers, range, and yield of mobile
tactical missiles in that theater. This is Vinherently less steble than the
ideal situstion.

¢, Fissile Materials

A significant aspect of assurance against clandestine stockpiling -
of tactical nueclear weapons would be the negotiation of & cutoff of product:.on
of figsionable materisls. This would hav> nther non-zero sum factors. It
would serve to inhibit the opportunity of'otherAna'cions to acquire nucle’ai"
WEapUGSs, if they signed the asgreement before they a’ctainéd a nuclear capability
and provided controls over peéceful uses of nuclear materisls were carefujq.y'
m-*nifored. It would also slaclm‘the strategic weapons race. This is an easily

..

policed control al’though the great quantities of fissile material a:!_ready

35
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produced would leave important loopholes for clandestine sto 1<‘o lv gf of war-

heads. One might 244 tna* ﬁn situatiouns Wherc AR is leg gitimate, a comtfeln’c

on Fissile materials (7“9““1;y plutcaium). would Tavor the US -- large mmb ers of

AR warheads consuming substantial amounts of Pu weuld be nscessary for an
efT

effective" ABM deployment > and here the asymmetry ian s‘qockpiles would favor us.

k., Possible Solutions

a. Low Ingpection Case

This might be the case invwhich the omly 'axms cors rol" informa-

tion on the tactical nuclear delivery vehicles of the other gide would_ be the

o

eclarztion of inventories of tactical weapons (and therefore of the te.c_tica.l
aircraft waich could Aserve as potentia.l tactical nucleer delivery vehicles)._ '
To this published accounting, there might be added the occasional informatiee |
&3 to the movement of pobtential nuclea._ dellvery vehicles, received from
ixed ground post observers. |
With this limited control, very li’ctle change in the status quo .

dn.r:g tact:.cal nuclear weapons would 'be fea.s:.ble - although the degree
of risk acceptable in this area would depend on the strategic force relation-
ship and other Torce relatlonshlps which had been negot:.ated.

b. Medium Inspection Cese

This might be the case in vhich, in addition to the elements of the
low inspection case, the following eontrols were achieved: inventories of all
Tectical delivery vehicles and warheads were declared; occas:.onal ra.ndom

spection of geographicel areas’ (Burope and portions of the US and USSR) were

allowed; resident inspection were permitted at factorles producing au'bhorl_zed

36
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replacement tactical nuclear missiles end aircreft.

In this case, some control over numbers and deployment, but not
over yield, would be feasible., The wncertainties would be such as tg reguire
substantial permitted forces. Reduction in mumbers might be on & percentage
basis (of tactical aircrafh p us tactical missiles) the extent of vhich (in
the range of 10% to 50%) would depend on the controls on and the relaticnship
of retained strategic anﬂ_conventional forces. Deployment constraints would
have to be such that NATO's preponderence of . tactical alrcraft in BEurope was
not destroyed. Removel of or reduction of numbers of tactical nuclear missiles.
Tron Europe could be feasible.

c. High Inspection Case .

In this case, to the elements of the other two cases, we might
add: cutoff of production of fissionable'materiai (which in eny event would
have to have been negotiated for strategic weapons to create the kind of
military relationship in which major comstreints on tactical nuclear Weapons e
would be fea51ble), controls on numbers of warheads in nroductlon and stock-
plles inspection of decIared inventories, re81dent 1nspectors at nuclear |
reactors; on-site inspection of suspectedzc_andestine productlon Pacilities;
"USMIM~type™ roving inspection, on a frequent basis, in all of Europ and’
large parts of the US and USSR and aerial inspection. | |

In thls case, some more significant “tactical nuclear arrangement
mﬂght be feasible. Thls could constitute the deployment and number conSuraintsf
discussed in III C3 To achieve the emplaced tactlcal missile 51tuat10n in
Europe in which tactical aﬂrctaft digd- not remain a nuclear threat in that area,

’ inspectors would have to have sufficient access tOJtactical aircraft to insure

- 37 -
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ctical nuclear vearons were not loaded- and sufficient geograpnical. access

to insure that nuclear bombs were not stored nearby or brovght in. In the main-

lands of the USSR (east of a Leningred, %olenck Go.essa line) and of the US,

- tactlcal airctaft would be subject to different rules. Here, storage of

actical nuclear bombs in the areas nesarby to tactical air bases should be

perpittad but subject to the comtrol that ob;erve*s would be able to note any

ynent of the bombs to the air c:a_c. Here again, & possible transitional
=i22

step might be to permit stockpiles of warheads sufficient to s\wply the permitted

systems with a reserve plus continually inspected additional siockpiles in some

state of remoteness -from delivery sySuems or in- some state of *ncomplﬁte

abrication so that there would be a t@me delay in their availability sufficient

to meke them useless for swyrise attack but short énough to make clandestine

withholding or concealwent of little value to the other side. : o

D. EEARTNG OF CONCURRENT POLITICAL DEVELOFMENTS

10

General.  Remenbering that the Commnist bloe is essentially an offensive
—— S . - .

alliance while the Fres World is a defensive one, the USG must insist on

certain political conditions in conjunction with any major arms controlﬁagree—

ment.

. agre

Moreover, the USG would have to proceed.on the basls that arms control

zents mpust not limit US cepability to rebulld to and surpass present

ermament levels 1f limited political settlements are violated. Within this

general parameter, the extent to which the US might reduce its arms through

negotiation would be directly related to: +the development of political depolar-

ization of the satellites; the threat and extent of the Sino-Soviet rift; de-

velopm

HW 49061

ent of effective domesticvpressures on ‘the Soviet
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regire for improved standard of living and frecdom from fear of war; the extent

ya

to which the offensiva glliance limits 1 eé ression to the sub=limited portion

. of the oxfehs1ve spectrum; aAd the degree of success whlch the Free Ub“ld

experlences_ln containi“g' at degree of sggressicn. Arms Control agrecments
should not be negotiated which would bermit the US to be *acea by supewfor
ns

ower of g re-gliied SinOmSoviet bloc or which made Possible cewtﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂv
communist vietory in perae wilitery COﬂTrOﬂta ion° In the present time frame,”
+hc*e are 3 ar areas of the world in vhich the pressures of the Coszaist - Free
Vorld are so eritical as to require specigl mention in comnection w1th arms
control agreements.v |
2. Southeast Asia ‘
Polifical developments here, espeC1ally in I=os and South Vietnam, have
an important relationship to the tactical el nuclear and conventional portlons
of the arms control spectrum. It is conceiveble that the U.S. and the USSR
right ccaieve an understandino on controls o? strategic wezpons without a
resolution of political Troblems in Southeast Asia. . However, it is difficult
to visualize controls at less than the present levels in tactlical nuc“ear_and
conventional forces if the Chinese Communistg are continuing their direct and
indirect para-military efforts in thege regions. One exceptlon could be that
reductions in tactical nuclear and conventional forces in the European afea
wight result in a net overall reduction for both the U.S. and the USSR rather -
then resulting in redeployment against the Chinese Communleﬁ.
Even the achievemen of strategic weepons agreements and ceftainly'the
achievement of egreements in the other two arms control categories would reqpire
Sdt~sfactlon on the part of the U.S. that the USSR was not coopez-atinb with tbe

Chlnese Commmunist in the latter's para-military effort in Southeast As*a.» The

SSHZ<€ZTE§HZ’ﬂ*
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winlmm political reouirement 'u:oon which the US should insist as a Prerequisite
£0 major arms conbrol agreenents with the USSR 1ne:y of t%e three categor ies,

‘then, would have to be the practical assurance that the USSR had accented the

D’l

Ttebus quo in Southeast Asis,
'f the day should come when the Chinese Comrunist were willing %o

urtall such bara-military e-xovto, conventional forces end tac*ical ruclear

.3

Torces uts on abroadsr basis could be conswd red.

5215}>EL

> W)
do

reements with the USSR in the strategic veapons category would have %o
incorporate a proh1b1+1on against the deployment of such weapons by the USSR

in Cuba, in order to hive any possibility of domestic US acceptance. More

impoertaent, the achievement of any major arms control reductions ia any cauegory '

of'forces, would certainly reouire greater disengagement from Cubs by Soviet
Torces than has taken Pplace to date. This is not +o say'thau Castro would havé.
had to be deposed or thatrthe regime returned to the Western Hemlsphere orbit
but Lerely that USSR forces with the exception of a few scores of military
advisers had been removed, On the other hand, greater 1ikelihood of significant
erme control arrangements would exist if the first major Soviet penetration

of the Western Hemisphere had been repulsed by the elimination of the Castro
regime ang severance éf the Cdbén ties to the USSR, Therefore, US politiecal
efforts to bring this situation about, Provided they are conducted with

sophis tication, are nob incomsistent with the arms control negotistions.

L, Berlin and Pu’”ne

This pressure point is the most significant of all. Without the agreemeht

between the two super Tovers es to the future of Berlin, and indeed, of Germany,

no mejor political detente is foreseeable and trerefore significant arms control,
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reductions would be wnlikely. The inﬁerrelationship of political settlemenﬁ}and 
crms eontrol agresments isAm_ readily epperent in this area than any other.'
It is pazticulafly irportant %o continue o explore fully wifh our NATO allies
and the USSR 211 combinatiqns ot pdlitical and arms.control agreements whlch
cculd reduce the daJOc* of confrontation in Furcpe. The achievement of a non
zero zum sevtlement, however, in this aree is mbre difficﬁlt to foresse
than in any other aspect of US-USSR relations. This means that thé break«

' tharough in fhe Eurcpzan zres way quite likely require a longer wai%wng per*od
than in any other aspec%, it is the long temm rcorlencatwon of political

relationships -- e.g., c¢eoer in® gration in Western Europe and closer -

[

OOPEY %ion within the ﬁv_a4uvc Communlty, greater dige-affiliation wit h_n the
Commuinist satellites, ete, == which offers the best hope for e zero sum
settlement which the USSR would accept. That is, it will require a certain

-sense of the inevitability of the devglbpﬁent of such political trends in
Burope to penetrate to the Soviet leadérship before there will be a willingness
to acéept a Furopean settlement also acceptable to the West. Cbﬁversely, for
the US to proceed too rapidly with arms control negotiations.cogld have a,’x;

disintegrative effect within the Atlantic communi ty and this in turn could

lead the USSR to exploit arms control negotlatlons primarily for their
uptive effect rather than for stabilization and detente.
5. Reflections _
The arms contro1 congiderations that have been sumarized in thisg entire :
discussion may be consmdered to be reduction -- control" at the strategic
end of, the forces spectrum, with.primarily "deployment -- use" controls of

one kind or another at the middle and lower-ends,of_the’spectrum,nu all
b1
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vending the tims vhen political tensions have been resolved encugh to meks

But in a larger perspective the very faet of being eble to nezotiate

and ezree on the rether elsborate erra emen“cs covered in this paper (on
S b

ot
1
[
[t

- stretegic "reduction"” level, and/ov the tacti cal nLcleJ' conventional
forea "de'_oloyment we JJse' leve ) would imply ‘The e.cbievement‘ of a stage where

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

g

us control egreemerts., Wnether great power riva".;fy'is yet quite this
\

usceptible to amsiicration and sublimsiicn -- even though the imculse

w

)

or common interest (non zero sum settleme uts) is cer‘ca":ﬂg 1ncreusiné in the
-k:znd of world we live in == rem.ains moo’c..

This paper attemts to raise the issues, decision on which is necessary
Tor the conduct of those nu.gouatlons required to determine whether that
rma]ry can be circumvented. Nothing in this paper ghould give great

optimism. But the problems deiineated should not be a cause for_ undue

s,

essimism or gbatement of our efforts. The 17T years of a'opa.rently

meaningless propaganda exchanges in the arms control field fina.lly gave birth

to two arms control sgreements. The fact that these agreemnnts came a.'bou't a:b

a time when political deten‘be suited the needs of the Sov:.e'b leadership

skould not obscure the fact that a great body of common la.nguage and dogma

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

wken the political circwmstences were apprbprié‘be. A future struggle te

succeed Khrushchev could well result in the seizure of arms control issuee _
by one of the aspzrmv lievtenants as a tool for the winning of possi‘ble support |

necessary to achieve power. Or inereasing problems in ’che alloccation of economic:' “
Sk
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resources or with the Chinese Commmist could drive the Soviet leadershin

toward the acceptance of such vackages. The detailed, painsteking jears

. _ e ’ =
leng £pelling out of the debails of 2 rutrally acceptable fivst etage agrecs
ment with the USSR, to which this docwment stiewnis to make a comtributicn,

should continue.
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