
2. Control Considcraitons 

a. For Tactical Air. As mentioned earlier, the 

hlO superpowers , if they arc to maintain their pmle r posi tions 

vis-a-vis Communist China, and other nations, require supe r­

iority over these nations in conventional tactical air forces . 

This superiority is one of the vi tal factors \-lhich "auld make 
it possible for both. the US and USSR to match the conventional 
land power of Communist China and for the US to meet commit­

ments in several areas of the world simultaneously with small 
land forces . First , the same vehicles us ed for conventional 

tac tical air support are susceptible of use as tactical nuclear 
delivery vehicles . This problem will be discusse d i n another 

section but the need of these vehicles for conventiona l power 
prevents their elimination as the solution to the nuclear 

threat . This dichotomy can be lessened by deployment con­

straints discussed in a l ater section . 

The tactical air force requirements for NATO 

l.n Europe are , as else,,,here , related to the Army levels neg­

otiated . If parity of NATO - lVarsaw forces in Europe, '"lest of 

the Bug, or if percentage reductions of current European 

force balance were negotiated , NATO would still require a 

superiority of tactical air to counterbalance the inferiority 
of exterior sea lines of reinforcement over Soviet landlines 
of communication. The protection against rapid redeployment 
of USSR tactical air forces from the USSR to Europe would have 

to rest on US capability to redeploy rapidly from the US f,lain­
land. This in turn would require approximate parity of tactical 
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air forces in the two heartlands. Beyond this, the us 

would require additional tactical a ir forces (perhaps naval 

air) to maintain a favorable balance of power against the 

Chinese Communist threat in the Pacific. This means that 

the overall balance of tactical airpmver would have to rest 

with the West: some superiority in Europe ; equality within 

the tl'lO mainlands (for this purpose the USSR mainland should 

be defined as USSR east of the line Leningrad-Smolensk­

Odessa) and superiority in the Pacific. This requirement 

for a f avorab l e balance of tactical air forces could be 

legitimized in several ways: (1) by insisting on percentage 

reductions in current levels of tactical air forces, including 

naval a ir, (2) by having the European powers provide a large 

portion of European NATO tactical air forces , while granting 

parity of US and Soviet tactical air forces excluding 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 l and armies . 

b. For Tactical Air Defense . The stabilizing 

aspects of tactical air defense forces , especially S~ls are: 

1) these expensive installations are a protection to the 

conventional forces of each large power against the crude 

nuclear assault of smaller Nth powers ; 2) they are stab­

ilizing to ~le defense , against surprise attack by air forces 

of the other superpower; 3) they I'lould, to some extent . 

reduce the advantage one superpower might gain by clandestine 
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retention of tactical nuclear weapons for use in tactical 

air assault . 

'rhe destabili zing aspects are: 1) the superpo',ver 

which builds heavy tactical air defenses is in a better pos­

ition to launch its own air attack with less concern for 

enemy retaliation in kind; 2) any allOlved superiority of 

tactical air is partially negated by opposing air defenses. 

In this case the s t abi li zing aspects appear to be controlling . 

If the US were able to negotiate an arrangement which permit­

ted tactical air superiority , substantial air defenses would 

still appear to be the desired situation. 

c. Nanpower . Notwithstandi ng the fact that the US 

might h ave to be prepared to grant higher manpower levels to 

the USSR to achieve the necessary preponderance in other 

conventional areas , sticky problems of control would remain . 

Hi thin any agreed forces levels there would 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. The us e of civilians by 

one side to increase the virtual effectiveness of the uniformed 

personnel could not be unilateral. Similarly , there '.vould 

have to be commonality of definition of r eserve forces although 

not necessarily parity. If force levels were defined in terms 

of divisional strength there Ivould have to be some agreed 

definition of what a division and division slice could be . 

In the manpm'ler area these problems would require 
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a high degree of inspection in order to achieve assurance 

against cheating. with lesser degrees of inspection , only 

very rough manpower controls ,-lould appear feasible . 

d . Mobility and Firepower. It is nec essary for both 

the US and USSR t o retain a high degree of mobility and fire ­

power in their conventional forces i f they are to r e tain 

their power superiority ove r othe r potential riva ls. Yet 

the equipment which makes this possible represents a threat 

to the opposing superpower by making it possible to overcome , 

suddenly , d ep loyment constraints . Furthermore , such equip­

ment is more eas ily produced clandestinely or cached than 

is the case with strategic weapons . The control over these 

categories of weapo ns whi ch is feasible is directly related 

to the amount of inspection permitted . And since it is mob­

iIi ty and firepmver which could be most dangerous during 

aggression in an arms control environment , the greater the 

limita tions at the nuclear end of the spectrum of \-leaponry, 

the greater the control we wou ld require over ,,,eapons providing 

conventional mobility and firepower to insure tha t negotiated 

balances are not overcome . 

e . Bases . Bases have correctly been identified 

by the USSR as the Achi l les heel of the US i n arms control 

negotiations, because of a two-fold, distinct asymmetry in 

the US-USSR relationship: 1 ) As a continental land power the 

USSR does not nee d overseas bases to protect vital national 

interests with conventional power ; 2) as an aggressive 
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ideology Cormnunism uses subve.rsion and indirect aggression 

rather than the overt forces and bases required by the more 

defensive free world. Elimination of US bases in any over­

seas area tends to sever that sea lane in the military sense . 

Under major reductions of conventional forces or thinning out 

in an area, some bases might be given up or reduced in strength 

but this would have to be the follow on of and not the sub­

stance of an arms control agreement . If , sub ject to the 

foregoi ng, the USSR i nsis t ed on a_listing of the bases to be 

liquidated , the US should insis t on a similar reckoning of 

bases within the satellite and Soviet areas which we re being 

rolled up and should require inspection ·to make sure that s uch 

areas remained , in effect , demilitarized . 

f. Deployment. The non- zero sum gains resulting 

from controls on dep l oyment are : 1) the hlo blocs could 

reduce the extent of the confronta tion in Europe , yet ; 2) 

this could be done without decreasing and even while increas­

ing conventional commitments else,,,here. As suggested earlier , 

overal l US security could be enhanced if a "thin- out " of 

conven tional forces in Europe , both NATO and l'Iarsavl Pact 

forces , resu l ted in a better relative ba l ance for the West 

in Europe, an increased strategic reserve of troops in the 

US , and/or some greater deployment into the Pacific. If 

disarmament negotiations developed In s uch fashion that an 

overall reduction in the armed forces were essential to get 

an otherwise intelligent agreement, deployment constraints 
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in Europe which permi tted s tabili ty at lmver levels there 

probably would be mandatory. Hhatever the approach, thin­

ning out in Europe would surely require the US to retain 

superiority of tactical air forces and naval forces, together 

with sufficient airlift and stockpiling of additional sets 

of protected division equipment , to provide rapid response 

to a major Soviet conventional thrust in Europe. 

Deployment constraints might be policed: by a 

border ADM field; by construction of a broad commercially 

useful canal along the border in the German plains; by 

stationing of fixed ground post observers at road and rail 

junctions and sea and air ports ; by exchange of mi litary 

missions between NATO and- Warsaw headquarters units , and by 

reciprocal aerial surveillance . 

Other vari ations of deployment constraints could 

be considered. It might be possible some day , if the satelli tes 

continue present political trends, to negotiate demilitarization 

of East Germany in exchange for an Austro- Hungary type "real­

union " of the two Germanies ,,,hich maintained bvo sovereign 

administrative systems and which kept FRG security forces out 

of the East German territory . Or a denuclearized zone extending 

a specified distance on either side of the iron curtain might 

improve the stability of the conventional force lineup , pro­

vided the zone were not so wide as to prevent stationing of 

tactical nuclear weapons in Europe for rapid re-entry into 

the zone if required. A variant which would appear to have 
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marked disadvantages would be to create a demilitarized zone­

shorn of conventional as well as nuclear forces -- on both 

sides of the present iron curtain border. In general, for 

the foreseeable future, the West VlQuld have greater difficulty 

in sweeping back into a demilitarized zone with conventional 

forces than would the USSR, particularly if there is a debil­

itating effect on the NATO allies of a withdrawal of forces 

to their homelands. 

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

controls on production \'lOuld be: halting the expense and 

destabilizing effect of the conventional arms race; while 

preserving the superiority of both superpOl,ers over other 

possible rivals. Curtailment of expenses and stabi lizati on 

of the race could be accomplished by: prohibition of produc ­

tion of all armaments except agreed categories (such as are 

in the US GCD Treaty Outline) in which inventories would have 

to be reduced by specified amounts; replacement of weapons on 

a one-far-one basis; prohibition o f testing and production 

of nel, types of armaments; prohibi tion of equipping or con­

struction of new production facilities or expansion of existing 

ones . Preserving the superiority of the big two requires: 

setting inventories for these two at a level superior to any 

combination of rivals in "'hich one superpower does not join; 

authorizing one- far-one replacement ",ithin category so that 

old production lines would not have to be restarted and so 

that each side could gradually improve the quality of its 
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force to the maximum state of the art at the time R&D "ere 

halted. 

A d i sadvantage to the liS i n any reduction of 

acti ve inventories is ·the superiority of t he reserve stocks 

of conventional Soviet equipment, especially tanks . To 

minimize this fact the US should try to negotiate a cor­

r elation bet"een personnel and inventories on a TO&E b asis . 

h . Budget Controls . The openness of the US 

society and the bas ic elements of the capi talis t ic system 

i nsure that budgetary control on US defense spending \vould 

be l argely effective. In the USSR, the extent of secrecy 

of its closed society would present very real inspection 

obstacles . More significantly , the artificiality of the USSR ' s 

pric ing system , in which unit prices may be set much lower 

than actual cost and the shortage made up by overpricing in 

other areas , and other "Socialist" strategems could result 

in grossly higher production or military hard",are than a 

true budget woul d permit. This control is therefore a zero 

sum disadvantage and should be avoided unless it can b e 

effecti vely coup l ed \·,i t h other controls .,hich are effective . 

3 . possible Solutions 

a . Lo", Inspection. A 10..., inspection case might 

consi s t of Soviet willingness to permit observers to witness 

bonfires of equipment , dec l a red but uninspected inventories 

and perhaps an eXChange o f fixed gro und observation points. 

Under such circumstances t he US could p lace reasonab le 
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assurance , using unilateral means, on USSR compliance with 

controls on: inventories of tactical air forces , tactical 

air defense and surface naval vessels, utilization of bases. 

Limited confidence could be placed on Soviet compliance \lith 

controls on deployment. Controls on total manpower, production, 

and budget \vould not be high confidence measures . This \;Quld 

make negotiated reductions in army strength dangerous. And 

in view of the need for the Free \~ord Corrununi ty to rely on 

superior air and sea strength, any reductions in these forces 

without inspected reductions in armi es , could be dangerous 

and destabilizing . 

b. Hedium Inspection . This case might include (in 

addition to those elements of the low inspection case ) inspec­

tion: of conventional production by stationing of resident 

inspectors in all plants declared to be engaged in final 

assembly of agreed armaments; plus a limited quota of inspec­

tions at plants not so declared, to check against clandestine 

production; plus some areas open to inspection by roving USIUH 

type patrols; plus aerial .inspection of all of Europe, Western 

USSR and Eastern US. Under such criteria , and coupled Vlith 

unilateral intelligence, the US could place reasonable con­

fidence in controls on tactical air forces , tactical air 

defenses, naval forces , utilization of bases, deployment , 

and fair confidence in inven'tories of conventional army weapons 

and equipment. This would make some reductions in army (and 

possible naval) s'trength acceptable and equivalent reductions 
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in tactical air forces could therefore be risked. 

c. High I nspection 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 producing sub-assemblies for finishe d 

agreed armaments; a large quota of random inspections at 

undeclared factories suspected of clandestine production; 

relatively unlimited areas open to roving USMIM type patrols; 

and unrestricted aerial inspection . Access to production and 

budget data might in this case be of additional assistance. 

Under this rigorous inspection system the US could safely 

afford to negotiate major reductions in and deployment con­

straints upon all aspects of its conventional force, subject 

to the caveats discussed concerning area and exterior IOC 

problems. 

C. Tactical Nuclear Weapons 

1. Context - Discussion of these weapons has to be 

treated in the light of a world ,"hich , in order to control 

the avlful aspects of its strategic weapons, must arbitrate 

controls over conventional forces and tactical nuclear weapons. 

Considera'tion of control over tactical nuclear weapons sub­

sumes that there has been a comprehensive test ban treaty, 

a non-diffusion pact , some degree of control over strategic 

we apons , and sufficient political settlement between the 

superpowers to reduce tension at such pressure points as 

Laos , Berlin and Cuba. 
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The problem o f Communist China would be i1 major 

factor in such considerations. 

2. General Considerations 

a. 11hat Can Contribute to Stability? 

The overriding complexity introduced into a SFSDA 

by the consideration of tactical nuclear weapons is that 

modern conventional delivery systems (tactical air , artille ry, 

rockets, mortars e tc.) are capable of being nuclearized. 

This fact presents the greatest difficulty in constructing 

suitable controls over tactical weapons sys tems except with 

relatively~intense inspection procedures . It seems neces­

sary to require some degree of control over both the range and 

impact area which would be affected by their surreptitious 

conversion to nuclear use. 

An important difficulty in the discuss i on of 

tactical nuclear weapons is the sematics prob lem as to wha t 

is meant by a "tactical nuclear system . " As we c onsider 

stringe nt controls over a reduction of \That are commonly 

accepted as strategic weapons, those deli very systems '''hich 

h ave commonly been considered tactical could increasingly 

become the logical instruments of clandestine strategic 

surprise attack . Moreover, weapons which mi ght not be con­

sidered , even after reduction in SDVs , to be strategic, by 

the US, might very "Tell be considered strategic by our 

European allies who would see a reduced s trategic umbrella 

in the US ma i nland and who also might see large numbers o f 
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delivery vehicles in the Eastern Europe capable of reaching 

\'12stern European targets. It may be necessary, 1n order to 

win allied support for arms control agreements limiting SDVs, 

to adopt as the definition of tactical nuclear delivery systems , 

those systems which are capable of attacking the urban­

industrial complexes of any Nato-l'iarsa\v nation from outside 

of its national boundaries . 

These factors require considerati on both under 

the strategic weapons ana l yses , dis c ussed earlier , and also 

i n this section . 

Whatever the resolu tion of the peculiar sema t ics 

question , it seems basic to t he consideration of the tact i cal 

n uclear weapons that the existence of nuclear warheads cap­

able of bei ng used by traditionally conventional de l ivery 

vehicles i s stabi l i zing i n two \'Iays : 

(1) Their existence dampens the temptation to 

initiate a conventi ona l attack ; 

(2 ) They reinforce the overa l l power of the nuclear 

nations as opposed to that of the non- nuclear nations . Here 

agaIn , the non-zero sum factors point to a retention of some 

tacti cal nuclear warheads. But the zero sum factors po i nt 

toward a control l ed situation i n which effort is made to limit 

the numbers of such warheads , and/or the numbers of conventional 

delivery vehicles capable of firing them , and/or surprise 

offensive opportunities . 

b . Rules or Assumptions of Engagement and Escalation . 
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The assumptions as to the use of tactical nuclear 
~Iarheads would vary wi th the numbers retained , and the deploy­

ment limitations, range limitations , etc. of the related 

delivery systems. Horking backwards from the assumptions 've 
would choose in seeking an intelligent SFSDA, the op"timum 

controls would be developed. First, for the foreseeable 

future , it would seem unnecessary and um-lise to plan to use 

nuclear weapons in an arms controlled world environment against 

the nations of Africa , Latin American and the Middle East . 

Second , both superpowers would undoubtedly want a reserve 

of tactical nuclear weapons for possible use against Communist 

China. Third , it \Vould appear to be to the advan tage of both 

superpowers to avoid the use of tactical nuclear \Veapons 

in any confrontation between thei r forces around the periphery, 
although , again, geography may make them essential to the West 

for defen sive purposes in certain a r eas . Fourth, in Europe 

there is a special case in "'hich it may be to the benefit of 

both superpo\Vers t o re tain the capability to us e short range 

t actical nuclear weapons . The West might have to do so in 

order to retain a credible NATO deterrent a fte r oppos i ng 

s trategic forces have been brought into a condition of con­

tro lled mutual deterrence. The extent to which this would 

be necessary \Vould depend on the extent to which a relaxation 

of international tensions, under the political settlements 

that Hould be necessary to ach i eve a SFSDA , had occurred . 'l'he 

assumptions as to the use of tacti cal nuclear weapons which 

both sides might accept , then, \Vould be: 
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(1) Neither vlOuld use tactical nuclear weapons 
against inferior non-nuclear nations; 

(2) Both would be prepared to use such weapons 

against major non-nuclear powers - i. e., Communis t China; 

(3) Both would be prepared to escalate to the 

use of such weapons if attacked, especially in Europe, and 

perhaps in other areas, depending upon the political and 

military situation obtaining . 

Under these assumptions , the problem of control becomes 

one of working out ways to minimize the opportunity for the 

attacker to use tactical nuclear weapons in an initial sur­

prise attack, while preserving for the defense the capability 
to use tactical nuclear weapons after the attack has begun. 

3. Control Considerations - The complexities of this 
problem are the ones on which meaningful disarmament negotia­
tions are mos"t likely to founder. 

a. Delivery Vehicles 

The primary problem with regard to conven­

tional del i very problem was mentioned above - i.e., the 

fungibility of delivery means. Yet, the need to retain some 

tactical nuclear weapons capability requires that there be a 

meaningful approach to the control of tactical delivery. 

vehicles . Restated, t he problem is to preserve conventional 

delivery means for the defense, to handicap their use as 

nuclear delivery vehicles in the offense, yet to retain the 

possibility of their use for delivery of tactical nuclear 
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weapons in t he defense . 

As suggested abov e , each super pm"er ",ould need 

enough delivery vehicles to remain superior to non-nuclear 

rivals ar.d to deter super pO".·1er attack . For use against 

Communist China ' s l and armi e s and other targets , aircraf t 

would appear to be optimum d e livery vehicles. I deally b o th 

sides would retain sufficient tactical aircraft , configured 

for tactical nuclear weapons (say 500) , de ployed against 

China , range-limited to prevent surprise use against the 

opposing super pm"er , to suit this need . Ideally the tactical 

aircraft reserved for conventional air battle in Europe wou l d 
be estopped , by configuration and inspection , from using tac~ 

tical nuclear ,,,eapons. In keeping ",ith the conc~pt that 

Europe should be defense-orien~ed, in addition to a border 

ADM screen , each side might be authorized sufficient (s ay 

500) very short range (say 10 to 50 km) tactical missiles 

in hardened , immobile positions to be used against an attacker , 

but located far enough behind the border th a t they could not 

serve as offens i ve tactical ",eapons . Bo th sides could be 

allowed to determine for themselves the accuracy and yield 

restraints the y ",ould p l ace on such missile~ since their "'ar­
heads would , of course , explode in own territory. 

This concept of immobile posi tions for tactical 
missiles would be optimized by an agreement to provide con­

trols over the deployment of artillery of ranges larger than 

30 miles . Roving inspectors cou l d be used to assure that a ll 
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artillery of greater range remained deployed behind lines 

several hundred miles either si<le of the Iron Curtain . This 

would provide maximum utility in the usc of immobil e t actical 

nuclear missiles against invas ion and , beyond that, artillery 

for defense in depth or for reinforcement of the invaded area . 

Another real problem with r egard to delivery 

vehicles is the possibility of us e of commercial vehicles 

with clandestine warheads for surprise attack . The extent 

of this threat is a direct function of the degree o f inspec­
tion allowed. 

b. I'larheads 

If the foregoing ideal situation with regard to 

delivery vehicles could be negotiated , constraints on war­

h eads would be l ess of a problem. I'larhead controls , as a 

sole constraint, a re infeasible. Both superpowers have 

produced so much material from which such weapons may be 

fabricated and have stockpiled so many tactical nuc l ear \"ar­

heads that it would be difficult to preclude clandestine 

assembly and use, without controls over delivery vehicles. 

This fact, in addition to those c ited above, argues for the 

retention by both sides of a reserve of tactical nuc l ear 

weapons, to denigrate the importance of clandestine stock­

piling by the other side . This reserve (of say 1000 tactical 

.,eapons , in addition to the 500 \olarheads retained for European 

fi xed tactical missiles) \olould have to b e deployed away from 

Europe , in the vicinity of the 500 a ircraft deployed by each 
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side for possible use against China . 

If the ideal situation with regard to a fixed 

Luropean tactical missile were not negotiable , then some form 

of physical separation of tactical nuclear weapons from tac­

tical airc r aft in Europe would have to be negotiated together 

with controls on the numbers, range, and yield of mobile 

tactical missiles in that theater . This i s inherently les s 
stable than the ideal situation. 

c. Fissile Materials 

A significant aspect of assurance against 

clandestine stockpiling of tactical nuclear weapons would 

be the negotiation of a cutoff of production of fissionable 

materials. This would have othe r non-zero sum factors . It 

lvould serve to inhibit the opportunity of other nations to 

acquire nuclear weapons , if they signed the agreement before 

they attained a nuclear capability and provided controls over 

peaceful uses of nuclear materials I"ere carefully monitored . 

It would also s l acken the strategic weapons race . This is an 

easily policed control although the great quantities of fissile 

material already produced I"ould leave important loopholes for 

clandestine stockpiling of warheads . One might add that in 

situations where ABM is legitimate , a constraint on fissile 

materials (mainly plutonium) would favor the US -- large num­
bers of ABH warheads c onsuming substantial amounts of Pu 

vlould be necessary for an "effective " ABI1 deployment , and 

here t..he asyrmnetry in stockpiles ,<QuId favor us. 
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4 . Possible Solutions 

a. Low Inspection Case 

This might be the case In which the only "arms 

control" information on the tactical nuclear delivery vehicles 

o f the other side would be the declaration of inventories of 

tactical weapons (and therefore of tile tactical a ircraft which 
could serve as potential tactical nuclear delivery vehicles) . 
To this published accounting, there might be added the oc­

casional information as to the movement of potential nuclear 

delivery vehicles, received from fi xed ground post observers . 

\vith this limited control , v ery little change in 
the status quo regarding tactical nuclear weapons wou ld be 

feasible - although the degree of risk acceptable in this 

area would depend on the strategic force relationship and 

other force relationships which had b een negotiated. 

b. Medium Inspection Case 

This might be the case in which , in addition to 

the elements of the low inspecti on case , the following controls 

were achieved : inventories of all tactical delivery vehicles 
and ,,·arheads were declared; occasional random inspection of 

geographical areas (Europe and portions of the US and USSR) 

Here a llm"ed ; resident inspection were permitted at factories 
producing authorized replacement tactical nuc l ear missiles and 
aircraft . 

In this case , some control over numbers and deploy­
ment, but not over yield , Hould be feasibl e . The uncertainties 
would be such as to require substantial permitted forces. 
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Reduction in numbers might be on a percentage basis (of 

tactical aircraft plus tactical missiles) the extent of which 

(in the range of 10% to 50%) would depend on the contro l s 

on and the relationship of retained strategic and conventional 
forces . Deployment constraints ,'lQuld have to be such that 

NATO's preponderance of tactical aircraft in Europe was not 

destroyed. Removal of or reduction of numbers of tactical 

nuclear missiles from Europe could be feasible . 

c . Iligh Inspection Case 

In this case , to the elements of the other two 
cases, we might add: cutoff of production of fissionable 

materi al (which in any event would have to have been negoti­

ated for strategic weapons to create the kind of military 

relationship in which major constrain ts on tactical nuclear 

weapons ;,lOuld be feasib l e) ; controls on numbers of warheads 

in production and stockpiles; inspec tion of declared inven­

tories; resident inspectors at nuclear reactors; on-site 

inspection of suspected clandestine production facilities ; 

" USMLH-type" roving inspection , on a frequent basis, in all 

of Europe , and large parts of the US and USSR; and aerial 

inspection. 

In this case, some more significant tactical 

nuclear arrangement might be feasible . This could constitute 

the deployment and number constraints discussed in III C 3 . 

To achieve the emplaced tac,tical miss ile situation in Europe 

in which tactical aircraft did not remain a nuclear threat in 
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that area, inspectors would have to have sufficient access 

to tactical aircraft to insure that tactical nuclear weapons 

were not loaded and sufficient geosraphical access to insure 
that nuclear bombs were not stored nearby or brought in. In 

the mainlands of the USSR (east of Leningrad, Smolensk , Odessa 

line) and of the US, tactical aircraft would be subject to 

different rules. Here, storage of tacticaJ nuclear bombs in 

the areas nearby to tactical air bases should be permitted 

but subject to the control that observers would be able to 

note any deployment of the bombs to the aircraft . Here again , 

a possible transitional step might be to permit stockpiles of 

warheads sufficient to supply the permitted systems with a 

reserve plus continually inspected additional stockpiles in 

some state of remoteness from delivery systems or in some state 
of incomplete fabrication so that there vlOuld be a time delay 
in their availability sufficient to make them useless for 

surprise attack but short enough to make clandestine Hith­

holding or concealment of little value to the other side. 

D. BEARING OF CONCURRENT POLITICAL DEVELOPNENTS 

1. General. Remembering that the Communist bloc is 

essentially an offensive alliance while the Free World is a 

defensive one, the USG must insist on certain political con­

ditions in conjunction with any major arms control agreement. 
Horeover, the USG would have to proceed on the basis that arms 
control agreements must not limit US capability to rebuild to 

and surpass present armament levels if limited political 
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settlements are violated. l"!i thin this general po.rameter, 

the extent to Ivhich the US might reduce its arms through 
negotiation would be directly related to: the development 
of political depolarization of the satellites; the threat and 

extent of the Sino-Soviet rift; development of effective do­

mestic pressures on the Soviet regime for improved standard 

of living and freedom from fear of war; the extent to which 

the offensive a l liance l imits its aggression to the sub­

limited portion of the offensive spectrum; and the degree 

of success Ivhich the Free World experiences in containing 

that degree of aggression . Arms Control agreements should 

not be negotiated which would permit the US to be faced by 

superior pm.,er of a re-allied Sino-Soviet bloc or which made 

possible continuing communist victory in par-military con-

frontation. I n the present time frame, there are 3 areas of 

the world in which the pressures of the Communist-Free \vorld 

are so critical as to require special mention in connection 

with arms control agreements . 

2 . Southeast Asia 

Political developme nts here, especially in Laos and 

South Vietnam , have an important relationship to the tactical 
nuclear and conventional portions o f the arms control spectrum . 

It is conceivab l e that the U.S . and the USSR might achieve an 

understanding on controls of strategic vleapons without a 

resolution of political problems in Southeast Asia . However, 

it is difficult to visualize controls at less than the present 
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levels in tactical nuclear and conventional forces if the 

Chinese Communists are continuing their direct and indirect 

para-mi litary efforts i n these regions. One exception could 

be that reductions in tacti ca l nuclear and conventiona l 

forces in the European area might result in a net overall 

reduction for both the u.s. and the USSR rather tha n 

reSUlting in redeployment against the Chinese Corrununis"t. 

Even the achievement of strategic weapons agreements 

and certainly the achievement of agreements in t he other 

t\oJO arms control categories would require satisfaction on 

the part of the U.S. that the USSR was not cooperating with 

the Chinese Corrununist in the latter ' s para-military effort 

in Southeast Asia. The minimum political requirement upon 

which the US should insist as a prerequisite to major arms 

control agreements with the USSR in any of the three categories , 

then, would have to be the practical assurance that the USSR 

had a c cepted the status quo in Southeast Asia . 

If the day should come whe n the Chinese Corrununist 

were wil ling to curtail such para-military effort , conve n­

tional forces and tactical nuclear forces cuts on a broader 

basis could be considered. 

3. Cuba 

Agreements with the USSR in the strate gic ~leapons 

category would have to incorporate a prohibition against the 

dep loyment of such weapons by the USSR in Cub a , in order to 

have any possibility of domestic US acceptance . Hore import­

ant , the achievement of any major arms control reductions in 
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any category of forces, would certainly require greater 

disengagement from Cuba by Soviet forces than has taken place 

to date. This is not to say that Castro ",ould have had to be 

deposed or that the regime returned to the 11estern Hemisphere 

orbi t but merely that USSR forces with the exception of a fel'l 
scores of military advisers had been removed . On the other 

hand, greater likelihood of significant arms control arrange­

ments would exist if the first major Soviet penetration of 

the Western Hemisphere had been repulsed by the eliminati on 

of the Castro regime and severance of the Cuban ties to the 

USSR . Therefore , US political efforts to bring this situation 

about , provided they are conducted with sophistication , are 

not inconsistent with the arms c ontrol negotiations. 

4. Berlin and Europe 

This pressure point is the most significant of all . 

wi thout the agreement between the t"lO super pmvers as to the 

future of Berlin , and indeed , of Germany , no major political 

detente is foreseeable and therefore significant arms control 

reductions would be unlikely . The interrelationship of pol­

i tical set·tlement and arms control agreements is more readily 

apparent in this area than any other. It is particularly 

important to continue to explore fully Hith our NATO a l lies 

and the USSR all combinations of political and arms control 

agreements which could reduce the dangers of confrontation 

in Europe. 7he achievement of a non-zero sum settlement, 
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however, in this area is more difficult to foresee than in 

any other aspect of US-USSR relations. This means that the 

breakthrough in the European area may quite likely require 

It is the 
a longer waiting period than in any other aspect . 

long term reorientation of political relationships e . g . , 

closer integration in Western Europe and closer cooperation 

within the Atlantic Commlinity ; greater dis-affiliation with i n 

the Communist satellites; etc . -- \'Ihich offers the best hope 

for a zero sum settlement which the USSR \vould accept . That 

is , it will require a certain sense of the inevitability of 

the Soviet leadership before there will be a ,,,illingness to 

accept a European settlement also acceptab l e to the West. 

Conversely, for the US to proceed too rapidly with arms con­

trol negotiations could have a disintegrative effect within 

the Atlantic community and this in turn could lead the USSR 

to exploit arms control negotiations primarily for their dis­

ruptive effect rather than for staDilization and detente. 

5. Reflections 

The arms control considerations that have been sum­

marized in this entire discussion may be considered to be 

"reduction -- control" at the strategic end of the f orces 

spectrum, with primarily "deployment -- use" controls of one 

kind or another at ·the middle and lower ends of the spectrum 

all pending the time when political tensions have resolved 

enough to make fuller disarmament possible . 

But in a l arger persp'.::c ti va t:,e very fact of being 
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able to negotiate and agree on the rather elaborate arrangements 

covered in this paper (on the strategic " reduction" level, andl 

or the tactical nuclear conventional force "deployment - -use " 

level) would imply the achievement of a stage <,here political 

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

c ontrol agreements. Whether great pm,er rivalry is yet quite 

this susceptible to amelioration and sublimation even 

though the impulse for common i nterest (non zero settlements) 

is certainly increasing in the kind of world we live in -­

remains moot . 

This paper attempts to raise the issues, decision on 

which i s necessary for the conduct of those negotiations 

required to determine whether that rivalry can be circumvented . 

Nothing in this paper should give great optimism. But the 

problems delineated should not be a cause for undue peSSimism 

or aba"tement of our efforts. The 17 years of apparently mean ­

ingless propaganda exchanges in the arms control field finally 
gave birth to two arms control agreements . The fact that 

these agreements came about at a time "'hen political detente 

suited the needs of the Soviet leadership should not obscure 

the fact that a great body of common language and dogma in 

the arms contro l field made it possible for relative ly quick 

agreement when the political circumstances "'ere appropriate . 

A future struggle to succeed Khrushchev could ",ell result 1n 

the seizure of arms control issues by one of the aspiring 

lieutenants as a tool for the winning of possible support 
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necessary to achieve power. Or increasing problems in the 

allocation of economic resources or with the Chinese Com-

munis t could drive the Soviet leadership toward the accept­

ance of such packages. The detailed, painstaking, years -

long spelling out of the details of a mutually acceptable 

first stage agreement with the USSR, to which this document 

attempts to make a contribution , should continue. 
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