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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

TOP SECRET I-SE NSI TIVE URGENT ACTION 
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MEMORANDUM FOR DR. KISSINGER 
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?(Jrl 
FROM: K. Wayne Smith/Hal Sonnenfeldt 

SUBJECT: How to Proceed with a Unilateral Declaration 

Introduction 

You asked for a game plan for some "arr.angement" based on 
a Unilateral Declaration or tacit agreement as outlined i n our 
memorandum of January 12 (see Tab A). 

In this mernorandum we have formulated a unilateral U.S. 
d e claration and specified some of its political and 
strategic implications . 

The Conditions of the Declaration 

The following formulation is the one that could be presented 
pri vate l y to the Soviets as the first step in the process. This 
is not necessarily the way we would handle the public announce ­
ment nor is it the final word in the provisions upon which we 
would insist. Considerations of various ways of handling certain 
aspects are discussed later . 

We might tell the Soviets that the U.S. is prepared to make a 
public announcement wh ich: 

halts further construction of the Safeguard system; and, 

guarantees no increase in the number of our offensive 
systems, except for partial modernization programs for offensive 
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forces already underway, e.g., Minuteman III and Poseidon; 

- - guarante es that we will not develop a new MIRV warhead 
and will limit our deployments to only one-half the Minuteman 
f o rce and about three-quarters of our submarine-based missiles)/ 

- - announces the reduction of hea vy bombers (i.e. 1 B- 5 2) 
inacti ve status;]) 

-- announces the phase-out of heavy Titan missiles.l/ 

We do this in direct response to the apparent leveling-off of 
their SS -11 and SS- 9 missile deployments. We inf er that their 
actions indicate a basic political decision to stabilize our 
strategic r e lationship. 

We still seek to negotiate a comprehensive and formal strategic 
arrns limitations agreement and take these actions in order to 
further that end. We will continue to negotiate such agreement 
in the St rate gic Arms Limitations T a lks also. 

Our decisions, while unilateral, are dependent upon unambi guous, 
reciprocal Soviet actions that indicate an equal interest in an 
agr eeme nt. 

Accordingly, our actions depend on whether the USSR exercises 
equi va lent restraint by: 

l) This is the current MIRV program. 

'!:._/ These reductions would take place in any event. This 
provision could be withheld at first and used later for bargaining. 
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completing only those ICBM groups and SSBNs "o n which 
t here is now on-going construction'' (or "currently under 

construction' 1
) -- considering that the U.S. is foregoing a missile 

defense to further the cause of arms control. 

- - starting construction of new SSBNs only if the completion 
of such new construction is marked by a retirement of a number 
of land-based ICBMs equal to the SLBM launche rs and producin g I 
aryd deploying new bombers only in exchange for existing heavy bombers ;1 

- - neither adding to nor improving in any way the .existing 
ABM defenses; 

-- taking no other actions which will tend to upset the strategic 
nuclear balance. In this connection, the U.S. would view with concern: 

-- indications (e.g., testing)of any deployrne nt of SAMs 
with ABM capability or upgrade of existing SAMs; 

- - de velopment of advanced multiple independently 
tar geta ble warhead systems involving systems other than the 
three re- entry vehicle warhead already tested by the USSR. 

Having halted our ballistic missile defense the U.S. would.-v_iew 
continued testing of mult~ple warheads with more than three 
re-entry vehicles as unacceptable . 

The U . S. would continue research and development on defensive 
systems, but production and deployment of such systems would 
be dependent on the continuing' restraint on Soviet offens ive systems . 

]_/ As an alternative we could insist on a simple freeze and go into 
questions of replacements later. Although, the Soviets could be faced with 
a decision to start a new submarine within a couple of months . We could 
also hold on this at first but use it in discussion with the Soviets. Hal 
Sonnenfeldt feels strongly that we should make the declaration a simple 
freeze and worry about the freedom to mix as iCcomes up. He also notes . 
that there are serious verification problems associated w ith freedom to m1x. 

TOP SEGRE_]' 
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Tactical Considerations 

In working out the details of the declaration, we think there are 
certain things which should be kept i n mind: 

- - Whatever the details of the declaration, we rna y want to 
go over them informally with the Soviets before making a public 
statement but not get into long negotiations or ha ggling. If the 
USSR doesn't accept the terms we postulate, we can decide either 
to .. go ahead with a public announcement or negotiate some of the issues. 

-- The provisions should be as si_mple as possible. If we get 
invol ved in a long list of collateral constraints, indicators, and the 
like, we will d efeat one of the purpbses of the declaration, i. e,, 
freezing strategic deployments and hopefully facilitating negotiations . 

-- The timing of the declaration should be resolved. While we 
have said that this option is open any time -- in fact, that may 
not be true: 

( 1) It m ight be preferable to wait for the opening round 
of SALT IV, and use the declaration to break an expected deadlock. 
The longer we wait, the greater is the chance that the Soviets will 
do something which weakens the rationale for the declaration. 

(2) 1£ we wait until this sumrner there is the chance that 
Administration opponents in the Senate will defeat or cut back on 
Safeguard, thereby sharply reducing our bargaining leverage. 

(3) In any case, the closer we get to 1972, the more the 
Soviets will consider the effect of SALT on the U.S. Presidential 
election. On one hand, if they want to oppose the President, they 
can deadlock SALT if they assume that this will count against him 
in the campaign. On the other hand, they could calculate that by 
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waitin g until late 1971 the pressure on the President for an 

a greement will increase and lead to greater concessions 

by the U.S. 

The level of presentation is another issue: 
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( 1) The announcement could be made by the President. 

This would be the most dramatic and politically effective way of 
presenting the U.S. decision. It would give the President the 
greatest credit and make the declaration more important 
more substantial. 

(2) At a lower level, DOD dr the SALT Delegation could 
announce with mild fanfare a temporary slow-down in Safeguard 
activity. The net result for U.S. programs would be the same, 
but such an announcement would be less formal and less binding. 
This would permit our programs to be revised with less difficulty, 
but would also allow the Soviets to break the agreement with 
greater political ease. Hence, this would be less a contribution 
to a serious limit on strategic arms. 

We believe that the interests of the President (and the future of 
SALT) are best served by a Presidential announcement, for the 
following reasons: 

(1) Such announcement gives the President a personal role 
in Strategic Arms Limitation. It makes those who are clamoring 
for an NGA-only agreement appear to have very narrow vision. 
In its scope and lack of a time limit it is a far inore significant 
act of statesmanship than the limited moratoria currently proposed 

by Senator Hurn.phrey, et al. 

(2) A Presidential announcement is not as susceptible to 
ambiguous inter pr eta tion or diploma tic haggling. ·---'.T--he -Soviets 

<TOP SECRET ., 
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are less likely to question what the U .S. policy is when it is 
declared by the Pres i dent . Thus, a clear Soviet response and , 
more likely, a favorable one would seem required. 

-- The tone of the declaration is a ls o important. It would be 
important to give full credit to the Soviets for the ICBM l eveling- off 
so that i t doesn 1 t appear that the entire move is politically motivated. 

- - Another important aspect is the degree of consultation 
withi n the Government before a declaration . 

We believe that it would be a mistake to try to design the U .S. 
declaration in an inter..:. agency forUITI . The re sult would inevitably 

.be a myriad of added constraints, and a ·variety of agency caveats 
and r eservations which preserve the right of various agencies 
to d is associate themselves from the decision, a ll of which would 
di lute the impact of the idea and reduce the chances of Soviet 
acceptance. Moreover, the added time required for consultation 
and the additional people involved increases the chances for 
extensive press leaks and public discussion - - thereby robbing 
from the President the credit which should accrue. 

We think the President (or you) should discus s the President1s decision 
at an NSC or Verification Panel meeting limited to principals only 
pointing out that he is proposing to give up very little whi le our 
position is stronger for having made a serious effort to deal with 
arms limitation if the Soviets fail to meet the conditions announced. 
Moreover, there should probably be a session with key Congressional 
l eaders which sets for th the same basic arguments and reasons for 
this effort. 

'I 0 P -s-BCJ.3.E T 
---=:::::::: 
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Implications of the Above Formulation 

There are a number of substantive issues involved in this 
formulation aside from the matters of timing, emphasis 
and consultation. 

ABM 
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By this formulation we would stop the actual construction 
wqrk on Safeguard sites but not necessarily stop all production and 
procurement of long lead-time hardware. The latter decision can 
be made separately. 

Since Safeguard provides only a limited Minuteman defense and. we 
have decreasing interest in NCA, Safeguard is not relevant unless 
SALT collapses and we could, in theory; get an area defense. 

Note that we are leaving ABM testing open in order to test for Hard­
Site Defense. This, of course, means that the Soviets can also test 
ABMs and we will worry about SAM upgrade, SA-X and clandestine 
improvements on the 1V1oscow system. The point to remember, 
however, is that we are no worse off than we would be without some 
arrangement and, to the extent we limit the Soviets, we are better off . 

We could consider an AP.M test prohibition or moratorium in the 
declaration since we will not need to test Hard- Site Defense for 
several years and, indeed, may not need to do testing for many 
y-e·ars i{ the potential threat to Minuteman doesn 1 t materialize. 

On balance, however, we believe that it is better to allow ABM 
testing. If the Soviets are going to cheat they can probably do so . 
As long as we have MIRVs, we shouldn 1 t be too concerned about 

_..-'.FOP SECRET ~ 
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the is sue . If we first banned testing and then decided we need 
to test Hard - Site Defense based on probably an1biguous indicati on 
of offensive thr eats , we might find ourselves in a difficult situation. 

Nuff1e rical Lin1i ts 

If we allow the Soviets to co1nplete systems und e r 
construction we are accepting numerica l inferiority in delivery 
veh icles. (See tab le on the next page.) However, if we constrain 
their MIRV /MR. Vs to tri let warheads we will be rnaintainin g far 
mor e HVs 3.3(bl(4), 3.3(b)(5) · althou gh it is 
possible fort e, o viets to nearly equal that number after several 
years with three IZ Vs for .ill missiles . Of cou~se, we could add 
about!!. mo re RVs with full MIRV deployment on Minuteman 
a nd P~1. 

If we s h ould ask for a 1:fr ee ze 11 on lan d-based missiles with no 
further cons truction w hi le allowing them to co1nple te SLBMs 
u nde r construction , the number of delivery vehicles would be 
a bout equal at around 2, 200 . This is more complicated but not 
ridiculous approach since we have continued to express our 
concern over l and- based missiles. 

Freedom to Mix 

A simple limitation to only those systems currently und e r 
construction might meet serious Soviet resistance since it eventually 
stops the submarine pro gram and th e Ka.z-A bomber program . Ho;v:t­
ever, H a l Sonnenfeldt feels that the simplicity of a limitation which 
bans new construction outweighs such considerations . He points out 
that we would be faced with in evi tabl e ambiguities in ascertaining that 
sixteen silos ba d in fact been destroyed to com.pensate for a new SSBN. 

TOP ~~Cli'li~ T 
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ICBMs 
SS - 9 
SS - l l 
SS- 13 
Other 

Total 

SSBs /SLBl\.1s 
·SSBs ~/ 

-- Y - class 
- - H - class 
- - C - class 

TABLE 1 
DELIVERY VEHICLES 

U. S . 

Op e rationa l 
1 Jan 71 

1, 054 
l , 054 

41 

Opera tiona l 

on 1 Jan 71 

258 
930 ~/ 

40 
209 

1, 437 

.. ~. -·-
10 

9 
22 ~_/ 

9 

SOVIETS 

Under 
Con s tru ction 

48 :::_/ 

40 £/ 
40 :::1. 

128 

12 ~ 13 

Tota l a 

(expected 
mid - 72) 

306 ::._/ 

970 b/ 

80 ::_/ 
209 

1, 565 

2.8 - . 29 
9 

22 ~/ 

1-

SLBl'v1s 656 352. 556 -7 2~/ 

HEAVY BOMB ERS 5 09 f._/ 1 95 d/ 195 d/ 

TOTAL DELIVERY 
VEHICLES 2 , 219 1, 984 2 , 316 - 3Z 

a/ The number if all presentl y identified ICBM groups are c01npleted. Could be 
done by rnid-72 . 

E_/ foclud es 90 launche rs at MR/IHBM sites fo r 1 Jan 7 1, 30 unde r construction 
and l 20 total. Does not count t est and training la unchers. · 

cl Counts the two SS - 9 g roups (6 launchers each ) and the one SS - 13 group) 

53_/ 
e l 

( 1 O laun c hers) whe r e cons truction has been suspended . If work i s not r esun1ed 
on the se groups , there would be a total of 1, 542 launchers in inid - 72 . 

About 50 are tankers . 

I"=-------= :-::::-=--:----~3.3(b-:--:----::-::)(1) ~~1 -
f I Present DOD plans are a decline to 49 1 by end FY 7 1. 

TOP SECHET 
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As written, the d e claration would allow the Soviets to sta rt 
construction on new SSBNs if they are willing to frad e in 
appropriate numbers of ICB:tvis and to deploy new bornbers 
in exchange for old . This provision is designed to avoid 
serious Soviet resistance to: 

- - Stopping their SSBN prog ram which they have vigorously 
pur sued even when slowing down ICB:M deployments , (The 28 
or 29 Y-class SSBNs already lau n ched or under construction 
fall sbo r t of the 41 U .S. Polaris/Poseidon boats.) Since a new 
SSBN is launched every few rnonths , a freeze on starting new 
c on s truction would require an ea rly Soviet decision whether to 
proceed with new construction and ·thereby violate the provisions 
of the declarati on . 

3.3(b)(1) 

Wayne Smith feels t hat not allowing this freedom to mix seriously 
prejudices both th e likelibood of Soviet acceptance and the public 
credibility of the declaration whi le not affecting si gnificantly the 
strategic ba l ance, although we might reserve freedom to mix 
for negotiations . 

MIH.Vs 

Th e proposal to limit Soviet warheads to three RVs each 
is an attempt to slow down possible Soviet MIRV developments and 

TOP SECRET 
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to show good -faith efforts to lirnit the proliferation of RVs, a 
rnatter of considerable public concern . Assun1ing the Soviets 
accept the condition and put onl y three RVs on all missiles 
(for son1e i t woul d take a nuinber of years) , they would have 
a total of about 695 0 - 7000 RVs . In contrast~ent U . S . 
programs envision a nu1ne rical edge -- aboutL_Jwarhcads 3

•
3

(b) (S) 

(see Table II) . By putting three RVs on all Minutemen or 
11 RVs on Pose i don SLBMs, the U . S . cou ld g o even higher . 
However, for reasons of effectiveness and co st, DOD has 
d ecided not to pursue these ad di ti on al programs .ii We could 
allay Soviet fears and give a publi c appea rance of self- constraint 
by limiting ourselves to present plans as part of the proposal. 

Even with the const r aint , the U . S. would maintain a potentia l 
edge of a bout 500 RVs and a conside r ably g r eater edge for a t 
l east the next five yea r s since our M IRV prograrns are 
considerably rnore advanced than the Sovie t s . This w ould be 
justified to the Soviets and the public by the fact tha t: 

-- the r est of our proposal gives the Soviets a slight edge 
i n deli ve r y vehicles, and 

-- rnost of the Soviet ICBMs carry much greater payload 
than our m i ss iles , and, conseque ntly, can carry larger RVs . 

In short, ou r nurne r ical e d ge in RVs i s o ff set by Soviet 
advantages e l sewhere .'21 

ii We now plan to put Minuteman III warheads (3 RVs) on only 500 
Minuteman and to convert only 31 of 41 SSBNs to carry Poseidons. 

s; I 3.3(b)(4), 3.3(b)(5) 

3.3(b)(4), 3.3(b)(5) 

'IOf2 SECR:E'f 
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Unit e d State s 

Tita n 
lviinuten1an II 
Minut e1n an III 

Polaris A- 3 SLBMs 
Poseido n SLBM s 

Tota l H Vs 
(B on1bers) 

USSR 

I CBMs & SU3M.s 

T otal RV s 
(Bombers) 

TOP ?:ECfLET 

T A BLE II 

Launch 
RV s Vehicl es 

1 54 
1 500 
3 500 

3 160 
496 

3 2316 - 32 

12 

Re - e ntr y Vehi cl es rn. V s ) 

3.3(b)(4), 3.3(b)(S) 

54 
500 

15 00 

480 

3.3(b)(4). 3.3(b)(5) 

6948 6996 

6948 - 699 6 
( 1 95 ) 

54 
500 

1500 

480 

., 
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Since the rest of our proposal stops Soviet ABM deployments 
(th e main rationale for MIR Vs) and we could relatively quickly 
add MIRVs to Minuteman and SSBNs if necessary, we might 
even b.e willing to sweeten our declaration and postpone some 
of our program.s so that our planned RV number would be about 
equal to the Soviets 1 theoretical total. This would not be 
difficult. For instance, we would simply not convert to carry 
Poseidons 4 of the 31 SSBNs now planned for conversion and 
re~ire 54 Ti tans as planned. (Again, it would be many years 
before the Soviets could actually deploy three RVs on all 
missiles and we would have an actual lead in RVs.) 

This proposal to lirnit RVs does have its problems. It is 
unlikely that we could be totally certain that the · Soviets were 
not developing a warhead with more RVs. However, at some 
point t11ey would have to test an improved warhead and we 
should be able to detect this testing. By cheating, the Soviets 
might start deploy i ng a six-MIRV for the SS- 9 by 1973. And, 
unless this part of the proposal ripened into a permanent ban 
(e.g., as part of a SALT agreement), the Soviets could decide 
not to cheat and still could have a MIRV with more than three 
RVs within a few years after expiration of the deal. 

Hal Sonnenfeldt thinks the three-RV limit is an absolute essential 
aspect of the declaration. Wayne Smith feels that sinre it might 
slow Soviet MIRV development and would have obvious attractiveness 
to the public, we should include the ban at least in our initial proposal. 
However, he would not feel strongly about dropping if it appeared 
nee es s aryto do so, considering the possibility for Soviet cheating. 

There are alternative ways to limit the Soviets. We could ask 
that there be no additional MIRV testing at all since we are 

--TOP SECRET· 
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probably well ahead of the Soviets . However, it is unlikely 
that they will accept such a constraint since we are so 
far ahead . . 

The Soviets would, of course, be interested i n any proposal 
that stopped our deployment of MIRVs (and possibly even 
removes existing MIR Vs). However , we could have no feeling 

of assurance that they had not deployed a tripl et MIRV on the 
SS - 9 for use against Minuteman. Of course, unless the Sovi ets 
upgraded thei r SAMs or clandestinely deployed an ABM system, 
our' SLBMs, surviving Minutemen, and bombers would still 
guarantee us considerabl e retaliatory capability. (And, at 
the fir st sign of ch ea ting, we could resume MIRV deployments. 
This would be little satisfaction, tho u gh, to man y in the .U .S. 
and seems untenab l e for the President . 

The Domestic Reaction 

Such a declaration will be received \vith enthusiasm 
in most quarters . Within the bureaucracy all but the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have in one way or another indicated an interest. 
I doubt that you would get as m uch opposition from the Chiefs 
themselves as we would get from their staff who are conditioned 
on this subject. 

As for potential problems in the Congress, we, unfortunately, 
may be faced with problem1? with our supporters. _ And, _ t_he 
Congressional problem is compounded by the fact that the 
Administration's friends in Congress have i nvested a l ot of 
politi cal coin in the Safeguard system w hich we would now so 
blithely g i ve up. 

- ··--- ·- - ·--- - ·· ·-···-- ···- -- -----··-·---------·---- --- -- -· -- ·-- ·- ·- ·- - ··-·- -- -- .. - - ·-- . . -- - - -- --- ·--------·-- ··- - ···--·- - - - -- ··-- --- -·-·· ---
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Thus, our rationale for the move must be very clearly drawn. 

With regard to Safeguard, we must point to Safeguard as having 
done the job we wanted, i. e., it convinced the Soviets that we 
would deploy the necessary systems to counter their build-up 
and that they must give evidence of serious intentions with 

respect to arm.s control. We would give full credit to Safeguard 
and its supporters in Congress who made this equilibrium possible. 

As for our strategic posture, it should be made clear that we are 
no worse off, if not better off, than we would be i n the absence of 
a declaration. 

We are stopping Soviet ICBM and ABM deployments and putting 
limits on their MIRV development and the total number of delivery 
vehicles . While the declaration also constrains the U . S . from 
deploying new offensive systems, we do not plan to deploy any 
in the near future anyway, Minuteman III and the Poseidon 
program can continue as planned. We do stop Safeguard, but 

we Will continue R&D on ABM systems to defend Minuteman 
to make sure we have the kind of system consistent with the 
technology of any future threat . Moreove r , we wi ll for the 
immediate future maintain a base for deploying the Safeguard defense . 

This halt in the arms race is undertaken to a llow us time to negoti ate 
at SALT without the pressure of on-go i ng dep l oyments. Such a 
declaration- seizes an important i ssue f r om those who are now p r essing 
the President for an ABM-only agreement o r some form of moratori um . 
By gaining the political initiative i t woul d be d i fficult for the President's 
opponents to turn even a termination of SALT against him . 

TOP SECRET 
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Will the S o vi e t s B ite? 

Yi~ don't know . . _If they have a real concern over Safeguard, 
a nd ii_ t he ir SS - 9 slo w -down is a si g nal, and unless they have 
s orne ve r y a 111 bitious ideas ab out a first strike, th e re is much 
to a ttr ac t thern .~-9:. th ey do n ot stand to lose a great deal either. 

If they h ave rough pa rity in num bers and c a n plan on exchan gin g 
older land - based missiles for subrnarines and building a replace -
1nent bon1ber thi s rnay be an acceptable formulation . 

True, it doesn't deal with our nuclear - capable tactical a ircraft. 
How e ver, if they a.re at a ll seri.ous about reaching an agreement, 
t hey m a y be attracted to the sirnple halt in major systems while 
ne g ot ia tions continue on n1ore difficult issues . 

T h e ele1nent rnost likely to cause problen1s is the RV limitation. 
Th e So vi e ts ma y balk at the idea of lirniting their system s to 
tbr_ee RV s j 3.3(b)(5) I Wayne Srn ith 
t h inks th at w e could probably give on this point sinc e it migh t 
complicate new .MIRV d evelopm ent, but it won't prevent it if 
they choose to cheat . Without the.RV limitation , we r:nay still 
be in no wors e position than we would be without an arrangernent. 
We are l o o k in g into the details of a limit on testing more than 
tbree RVs to see if there is any real value . Hal Sonnenfeldt 
b e lieves that this limitation is absolutely essential to the declaration. 

Resource Irnplica tions 

While the re source in1plications do not dominate the is sue 
they should be considered. 

TOP eECRET 

I 



--J"OF SECRET 17 

If w e slow down Safeguard to the minimal l evel which maintains 
a re asonabl e capabilit y to r esume work we would save about 
$750 m illion in FY 1972 while incurr i ng a yea r 1 s dela y in 
competition and nearly $ 1 billion increase in tota l cost. 

We have, to da te , invested about $3 billion in the Safeguard 
pro g r am and, if we decided to cancel the program completely, 
it woul d cost us about $600 million more in termination costs. 
Howeve r, if we compl ete just the 4 - site defense we face about 
$5 billion in completion costs (FY 72-77) for a system which 
provid es no real defense of Minuteman . 

Our Obj ecti ves and the Price 

It is impo rtant to keep in mind our objectives: 

W e want to limit Soviet l and -based ICBMs, particularly SS - 9s . 

We want to limit the USSR ABM program to the present 
system, if possible. 

-- W e would like to lim it the threat posed by qualitative 
improvements. 

- - We would like a rationale to shift to a dedicated Minuteman 
defense i nstead of the relati vely ineffective 4-site Safeguard if it 
appears necessary to defend Minuteman. (An area Safeguard doe sn 1t 
seem to be in the cards unle ss there is some dramatic event, e.g., 
a major Soviet arms build-up, in which case our position with the 
Congress should be stronger for having made a temporary halt.) 

JOP SECRET ,. 
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- - We want to reach some SALT accomodation this year. 
If the a rr angen1ent rip ens into an agreement before November, 1972 
well and good . If, however, SALT drags on or the Soviets decide 
to play U.S. politics to defeat the President through SALT, this 
declaration is an effective defense . We would be in a far better 
position to point to Soviet intransigence as the basic obstacle, 
since we responded imaginatively to their onl y action which might 
have been a token of good faith, the SS - 9 dow-down . 

It .. seems to us that the plan outlined above accomplishes a number 
of our SALT objectives at the cost of a Safeguard ABM system 
which i_n its full deployment we are unlikely to get fron1 the Congress 
and which we don 1treally want in any other form, e.g., NCA 
or 4"- site defense . 

. I . 

--- ·- --- . - - -- - -- -- -- --- --- ---· ---- --- ~ ---- --- ------- - - - --
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MEl\10RANDUil'f 

NATIONA.L SECURITY COUNCIL 

~lET /SENSIJ'IVE 
~ 

January 12, 1 971 

MEMORANDUM FOR DR . KISSL\JGER 

j(},o~/ J~:P 
FROM: K. Wayne Smith/flal Son_rienfelclt 1,:.) 

SUBJECT : SALT - - Vienna Phase IV 

The l atest Helsinki round of SALT has l eft most people with great 
misgivings about : 

the future of the Talks, or 

th e implications 0£ U. S 0 Option E, or 

both. 

V ery clearly '.Ve are fac ed with some fundarn.ental d ecisions before 
we return to Vienna in March for SALT IV. As you put it in the 
December 8 Verification Panel, 11 my instinct tells me 11-iat this 
tirn.e we better h ave it right. 11 However, with col.u1ter\·ailing 
argum.ents , instituhon a J positions, norrn.al uncertainties,~.!.·~., 
it isn't a sirnple rnatter to detennine what i s "right" -- o r even 
what is possible. 

Analysis of where we are and how we got there can be both confused 

and confus in g . 

Where Are \Ve? (In Relation to the Soviets) 

In th e negoiiation context (i.e. , w ith respect to the Soviets), it 

scerns to us that we 11 ave made relatively l ittl e progress. To be 
sure , so1ne progress has been rnacle, but we re1nain in the position 

where : 
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The Soviets continue to press us on our FoT\varcl B a s cd 

. Sys t e ms (rBS) in a way that is even less encouraging than their 
earlier discussion s , 

The Soviets have again proposed a non-verifiable MIRV 
ban. 

The re is no indication to date that we can expect the 

Soviet s to agree to most of the detailed constraints we have 
included in our proposals. 

There is no indication that the Sovi.ets will accept a 
specific limitation on the SS-9. 

On the other hand 1 the Soviets have: 

2 

'offered an ABM-only a greement (a pparently because they 
are. concerned about Safeguard) . 

Offered to agree on a joint co1rnnission but with functions 

inu~h rn.o re li1nited than we en vis ion ed. 

·. - - Acknowledged that the re should be no interference with . 
11 n ational means" of ver ifi cation . 

b1 addition, there are some other encouraging signs, c. g., we 
can probably agree on accidental and unauthorized l aunch notifi­

cation, but the net P_!~gress, while important, leaves us a long 

way from a SALT a__;,~rce1nent . 

We think it was fairly clear at Helsinki that the Soviets are 

not now interested in the sort of co1nprehensive agreen1ent 

we have proposed v;il:h its cornplicated collateral provisions 

to assist in verification. (This probably reflects their much 
different situation in verifying our actions and , perhaps, their 

uncertainties with respect to SALT .) Indeed, they rn.ay not be 
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interesi.:ed in any formal agrecn1ent ex~on ABM and rnay well 

be sati s fied to negotiate nothing n1ore than an inforrnal agree1nent 
i11 any area . l / 

Exactly ho\v. far the Soviets are prepared to go in negotiations is 
n ot clear . lf the price were rig11t, they might negotiate both 
offensive and defensive systcrns in a forrnal agree1ncnt -- but that 
p 1ice may be the withdrav.,ral of O\J.r tactical air from Europe or 
allowing the1n com.pensatory nunl.bers of strategic systems . 

lt may b 'e, how ever , tha t an infornl.al agreement imi-ol ving significant 
constr aints on both offensive and defensive systems would be of 
intere st to them. It isn't clear exactly how far the Sov_iets might 
go in an inforrnal agreen1ent - - but the slowdown of strategic missile 
deployments may be an indication that they are prepared to limit 
offensive systern.s as well as defensive syste1ns . The key question is 
whether the slowdown (or, perhaps stoppage) is (1) a ploy to get a 
better AB1vI agreernent , confuse the U . S . bureaucracy, etc.; or, 
(2) a nonnal event in the cyclical process of developing and deploying 
the SS-9; or , (3) a delay to wait for sorne qu2,litative improve1nent ; or, 
(4) a serious rnessage to the U . S . that the Soviets want sorne sort of 
understandin g on offensive systems; or , (5 ) an indication that the 
current number of Soviet land-based nl.issi l es i s aclequa.te for their 

· · · . . _ pu r poses . 

Where Are 1Ne? (In the U . S . Bureaucracy) 

The events in SALT of the past year (and, par ti cular l y, during the 
l ast phase in Helsinki) have had an interesting i mpact on the various 

-- i nterested constituencies i n the gove r nments . A ll a r e , "<',1 theory, 
supporting Option E . Howeve r~ 

- - Option Eis constrai ning some potential military programs 
which the JCS want; 

- - Option E l ea vc s open certain opportunitic s for Soviet cheat ­
:ing - - most (reasonab ly) believe tha t the U . S . won ' t / can 1 t cheat and 
that we must close all the openings for the Sovi ets; 

l / Our relationship with European a.llies who have nuclear forces 
may conflict with even an inforrnal agrecrn.ent . Hal Sonnenfcldt is doing 
a s cp2 :r a tc pap c r on t he Sll bj c ct of Enr ope an nuclc ;i r for cc s, 

_,. ,/: .. 
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-- Option E leave s Minuternan vulnerable in that Soviet forces , 

''lithout chc2.tinC'. or abror:; 2. tion , can be impr oved qualitatively enough 
to seriously threaten lviinutern_an; 

-- The NCA alte rnc.tive in Option E provides great opportunity 

ior Soviet ABM cheating/abrogation; 

-- Option E (nevertheless) is not eas ily negotiable because : 
(1) it is cornplex; (2) from the Soviet view, imposes a nurn.ber of 
asyrnrnctrical constraints; and , (3) i t does not take into account the 
strategic implications of our tactical aircraft . 

Dne Source of Our Problem 

At least part of the problem in the U.S . (and probably in the USSR) 
is that the prospect of a cornplete, cornprehens i ve , 11 legalistic 11 

agreerncnt is a frightening one . Such an agreen:1e nt demands we 
make force dccisio;1s now which norrnally would not be n1ade until 
later . Moreover, decisions rr.,---D.e in a formal SALT agreement would 
be irr evocable while our program decisions are always subject to 
review. For exam.ple, it rneans that we a r e having to make such 
decisi o:cls as to \'vhether or not \Ve rnight ever -...vant to deploy rnobile 

- ICBl'vfs or a hard-site ABM defense _or wheth er we consider Minute .-_ -. . . . .. ·. . . . 

man pr ese rvation to be essential at a ll costs -long before we would 
norrnally mak~ these decisio ·1s . 

These are difficult decisions even under the best of circumstances . 

W e have approached SALT from the view that 'Ne would be bound (by 
C ongress and the public) by any form of agreement and, therefore , 
we should bind the So·.;iets as much as possible using a detailed and 
f ormal treaty. T his forces us t o mor e and more detailed sys tem 
descriptions to insure that we have c ut off every possible route for 
th e Soviets to circumvent the intent of an agreernent . And, we must 
do our strategic planning even further into the future (fighting 
u nnecessary preir1ature internal bureaucratic battles) to avoid 
constr aining our own forces. 

.:r'OP .SECRIST 
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Inevitabl y , we l eave ourselves with the uncomfortable feeling 

tha t we haven't thought of everything . And , of course , we haven't. 

In Option E the fear is that, \vith determined effoi't, the Soviets 

can put thcrriselvcs in a position to threaten our lv1in'uternan. by 
making a first str i ke , particularly in a crisi s s i tuat ion, an 

attractive option . 

But, we think this situation is not unique to Option E. If the Soviets 
were. considering our MIRV ban/on-site inspection proposal, we 
woulcl · be just as concerned that vie had not adequately protected 
aga inst SA1'v1 upgrade which would negate our more restrict ed 
ability to penetrate Soviet d efenses . If we were to propose 
Albert \\'oh l stettcr's Option F -- permitting unlimited ABMs 
west of the l\hssissippi and in Siberia -- we would continually 
be troubled by the spectre of Soviet ABl\,fs being transported 
quickly to the west a.nd negating our penetration capability . 

Th~b_as ic oroblem is that we are in the position of considering 
th e iinnact of a ri~id ag reem.ent on a nurnber of detail ed issues 
without either country being ready for it . 

. . . . . 
. . . . 

• • '. I •" ' ,-.' • / • 
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We doubt seriously th a t \\'C can des i gn a reasonably negotiable , 
ri sk - free agreement. This i s pa rticula rl y true since much 
of th e measure of risk has to do with t he confidence we a r e 
willing to place in the other party . 

ABM the Crux. of the Is sue 

As i t now stands, the A BM quest i on i s centra l to a 11 of our 
considerations of SALT and a central problem for the 
government with or without SA LT . 

As you put it at the l ast Ver i fication Pane l meeting , we are: 

- - buil ding an ABM system designed for an area defense ; 

_.'.;fQP SECF,ET 
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- - ju st i f ying this sy s t e m o n t h e b a si s of a h a rd p o i n t 
d e fe ns e and it s ut i l ity a s a b a r gain i n g chip ; a nd , 

- - p r opo s in g a n NCA System i n SA L T . 

6 

Th e r e i s r e a so n a bl e j ustific a ti on for pursuing a pro g r a m dur i ng 
n e g ot ialion t hat w e p l an on s t oppi n g a s a re s u lt of ne g otia t ions 
tha t i s i n p a rt w ha t th e negot i a tion i s a ll a bout. B ut, we do ha v e 
prolJ, l e m s s inc e \Ve rn a y fac e Cong r ess i on a l opposit ion to the c urr e n t 
S afe gu a r d p r o g ram whil e we propose N CA in SA LT . (Un do u bte dl y 
the So v i e t s will mount a serious effo r t t o encou r age t h e C ong r es s 
t o do \vha t the y were unabl e to do at H e l sinki b y proposi n g a n NCA 
ABM only agr ee ment .) Perh a ps t h e most i mpo r ta n t poin t i s th a t 
if we l ose Safcgna r d t o th e Corigre s s "\Ve w ill h ave lo s t a gr ea t 
d ea l o f l e ver ag e i n SALT . 

In orde r t o g et p a st t h i s i ssue and , a l s o, t o de a l w ith c oncerns 
ove r lvf inutc n-1a n su r v i vabili t y , Secr e ta r y Laird and Packar d have 
pr opos ed that we r e - def i ne our N CA i n a w a y t o p e r m it th e 4 -site 
d efons e o f :t\1 inuteman. 

· ' · · Others ._w ill .argue t h at , wi t h th e ' a: p pd. r e pt"h a lt in SS-: _9 _d e plpymen;t, ·• · · .... · 
we should b ri ng o u r A B M p l a n s in li ne with our SA LT di scuss i on s 
by S'.'.'it ch i !i.g to an NCA . 

In b oth c ases we thin k we a r e c ourti ng a s tr a t eg i c a n d poli t i cal di saste r. 

A unilate r a l ccs sat i on o f Sa fe g u a rd or re d ir e ction to an NCA 
D e f e n se would : 

- - Lirn it o ur prirna r y o n- goi ng p rog r am whi ch i n t e r es t s th e 
Soviets w ith out exc..c ting fr om th e m a n y s o rt o f p ri ce ; 

- - Al i e n ate rne1n be rs of th e Con g r e s s who, h a ving s upport e d 
S afegu a rd , w oul d see th e ir e ff o rts s acrific ed fo r no g ain . 

TOP SECD E T 
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On th e othe r 11 a n cl , continui ng th e 4 -s itc S afegua rd a nd trying to 
r e - s h a p e ou r SA L T p r o p osal t o fit i t p os e s s irnil a r proble ms: 

- - Th e 4 - s itc Sa fe g uard i s s irnp ly not th e s y s tc n 1 to d efend 
1v1i nut:ci-nzrn , aga inst the threats of inte r es t s ; that La s k r equire s 
a cl c clic atc d har d po i n t d efens e . On a fa irly con se r va ti ve ba s is 
it. i s csti r:na tccl th a t t h e 4 - s ite S a fe g uar d ·wil.l s ave only a b out 10 
1\1inutc rn<:::n rnorc tha n no ·d efcn s e at a ll aga inst th e .h i gh 19 79 
threa.t SS- 9s w ith 10 l<. V s and l 3.3(b)(S) lcI~P ; SS ·- ll s w i th 3 R Vs a nd 

3.3(b)(s) CEP -- all agai n s t l\·Iinuiearn n; It doe s bette r against l es s 

7 

seri ous thr ea t s , but t h o s e thre a t s don ' t r e du ce 1viinutern a n b e l ow 
the ass u re d d estruc tion leve l a nd are, ther e fore , n o t a s much 
c on cern ) . . 

-- If w e \Vere t o d ecicl e a t thi s t ime to d eploy a true h a rd- s ite 
d efens e a.lo n g v:ith 'thc. ·1· ·· s i te S a. fc gua r d. w e rnA y ri sk a b a nci o.nin g 
a n y h op e f o1· SALT. Vic h a ve y e t t o devi s e a wo r kable wa y for u s 
t o d e fin e e qli i v a l c nt s y s tcrns ih2. t wouldn 't g i ve the Sovi ets the 
c ap a b iJity .fo r n1a s s ivc upgrade of t he ir d efens ive cap2b ili t y. (W e 

<n e c on ti nui n g to l ook a t such id ea s as g e ogr a phi c lin1ita ti ons . ) 
And i t i s hi g hly 1mlikel y th c:, t w e; c ould ge t ag r e ement on a n a r ra n gc ­
rn e nt s uffi c i e nt l y asyn 1n1ctri ca l t o prot e ct b o th Minu te rna n and our 
concerns ove r S ovie t ABM . 

.'::_._The appa r ent p ause. in s o·\~ict.SS~9 del)lo yr:ne·1~t s (a l o i1 g "vith" 
th e l a ck o f a real c apa bili t y t o defend 1Vf.inu tcrn a n ) w ill b ols te r 
S afegu'1 rd c r iti cs in u11d e rmi ning th e b a r3aini n g chip 2.r gume nt. 

We h ;:i v c n 1 t mention e d the oth e r obvious A IH,1 op tion, i . e ., con tinue 
to pr e ss fo r ih c full a re a d e fe nse . The recent Chines~rn.i ss ile 

• " ·,I : ' 

te s t is a rcrn ind er that they are serious about a strategic capability. 
Howeve r, d e ployment of a n ar ea sys t e m ., g i ve n a nyt hin g lik e syrn metr ical 
tr catrne nt for th~ Sovi e t s , e ffec t i v e ly clo s es the <lo o ::: on a n1eaningful 
SALT a g rcenl.c nt. Th e jud g rn c nt was rnad e b e for e the first se s sion in 
Vi e n n a t h a t the st r a teg i c g a in s from lirn.itin.g Sov i e t s y s t e ms were mor e 
irnp o rtan t tha n gua rdin g aga inst the early Chinese threat - - we don't 
think th e re cent t es ts inv a lidate that judgment. 

TOP CECH.CT 
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Perhap s of equa l i mpor t a nce i s the stark rea li ty that i t i s high l y 
unlikc: ly we will get approva l f or an a rea d ef ens e fro rn the Cong r ess . 
If we \vc rc to atlcrnnl to nc£Tot i atc an area defense or to aba ndo n 

' ~' 

SAL T f or Safeg uard we rnight \ve ll find our se l ves with neithe r an 
ABl\11 defens e nor limitations on the Sovie ts . 

\Vb c r c Do We C o ~ow? - -··--- ------ ·-··-·--··- - -- -·-·------

Th e r e is no very cJc a r or ea s y way out of this dile rr1rn a . Whateve r the 
solu tion s one postulates there a re inevitable difficulties . T h e choic e 
of adhe rin g stea dfas tly to Option E i s the l ogical fir st c andidate . 

_Qpti on E 

Vic c o uld g o to Vi.cnn a in I\·larch w ith the vi ew that we w ould n egot i ate 
on Option E or not ncgoti.a tc <1 t a ll. 

Ar gurnc n t:s s uch a s those ad vance d by 'v\Tohlst e tter th a t Option E i s 

a con1p1etc disa ste r ancl \Vors e ll1an no agr ee rnent at a ll are over­
stated in n1y vi ew. 

. . ~ · '"" · . The Sovie t ca p ab iiity to th reatGn Minutema n . in upgraded 3.3(b)(4), 3.3(b)(S) 

silos,· \~hilenot l.r:: possible, i s b~~~d on" son~e p; ctty"fa,ric y a~~urac1c:s an 
ad vance d wa1·hea d designs, The Soviets rYlay_ push to get a counterforce 
cap a bility - - but they may not. (W obl s t ettc1· 1 s po i nt that r estr i cting 
nuni. b c r s a u tornat i cally forces co1npetition into the tecl:rn o l ogical area is 
a g ood one and probably true . But the d i rection and size of the cornpetition 
i s n ot cornplctcly fore gone . Mo r eover , there i s sor:n e reason to bel ieve that 
t he wh ole ac cura cy i ssue is disto r te d. We may be o ve r sta ti ng both cur own 
accur a ci es a s w e ll as t )1 e i r s. The problern of b i~~--~_!~ rors , i. e ., systernah c 
e r ror s such as gravitational effects, weatl-1c 1· a nd the l ike , i s not t ho:rou g \11y 
u nder s tood, but Lhcre a:ce in a ny who b e l ieve tbat neither we nor the Soviet:; 
h ave very good accuracies . It should a l so be noted t hat bia s errors are ;10t 

of grea t s i gnificance unti l you ge t cl own aroun d thel jcEP.} 

- - E v e n if Minu teman becon1cs vulne r able we can r eplace then: 
wi th othe r syst21ns o r l e<1ve t hcn1 i n a vuln erabl e state forcing t he 

TO P S:L C ll I= T 
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Sovie t s to expend .:1 s i g nifi cctnt nurnb e r of the ir ovm I\. Vs t o de s t r 0y 
!v1inu!: c m a n . The true in s t abi lity of th is s i tua tio n i s not a for e gone 

con cl 1_1 ~3 ion_2s _ _!~tig clS we c o nb n u e to h a ve a. signi fica.nt c aj)abili~ 
i_n o t11 e r a r eas . --- -- -----

-- If cJccrnc d in the n a tion a l intere s t, we could abrogate the 
agrc c 1ncnt if w e judge d the S o vi e t threat i'lnd the irn p o rtanc e of 
:tvfinul cn1an t o b e sufficien lly grea t . Obvious ly, t11i s is an 
uncle ~; i r ab l e c our se -- indicatin g w e negotiated p oo rly -- but i t 
is a s a f e t y v a lve . 

On th e other h a nd , it will take ti r n e to negotiate Optio n E; it i s not 
t11 a t a ttracti ve to the Sovie t s . You will .recall in P a ul Nitze'-s view 

th c.t th e R u ss i 2. n s cu rre::.--:~:ly h a v e n o jJ1 t ention of accepting any 
a.g rc n ·ncn t \v- ith c~ n yn1 ing l ik e H i e corripi e x pi-ovisions o f Optio n E . 
{O f cou r se , i.f you acc ept U1i s pre1nise then you a r e forc e d to 
d i s c a rd a ll but the v e ry si n c.p l es t o f alterna tive s for n o w . ) 

As fo r 1.h e rH·irn.a ry provi s ions of O ption E we rnight b e able to 
g et fo e ;.-;ovi c t s t o 11v1.ke such an ag r cerncnt -- but w e wo uld be 

v e ry uneas y ove r the advant a g e s accorded to the Soviets in the 
abs e nc e o f corolla ry constraint s . 

If we as s ume tha t we can evcJ~tuaUy negotiate a det a iled Op~~on , _ 
there are so~--ie v~~-~ i ants v/l~ich ~1.ight 'api)eal· fo u ~ . " · .. 

As lnenti.onecl , we rnay fi gure son1e way to include a h ard-point 
defense in the agr ee1nent. 

We inight include a provision for each side to have e itl~- mobile 
ICB Ms or mod e r n l arge missiles totalling 250. This v ar i a tion 
gives us th e opportunity to irnprove Minuteman s u rvivability 
throu g h m obi lity a n d forces the Sovie t s t o pay for Inobil e s , 
should they r c a lly v1ant thc rn, with a d e e re as c in .SS - 9s . 

. .. .. . . 

The Survivability Study shows that 2 5 0 rnobil e Minuternan rnissilcs 
(as p a rt of a 10 00 l\'iinuternan force) could give u s 191 survivo rs 

again s t the most c:drcme t hr e at. (SS - 9 with 10 RVs amll I 3 . 3(b) (5) 

C EP; SS - 11 with 3 RVs anclj jcEP -- all agains t l'vlinutcman.) 

'-
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Again s t a mod erat e th reat (SS - 9 with 6 RVs and .... l ___ __.lcEP, SS -11 
with a sin g le warh ead an dl ~EP a ll against lviinutcrnan) , 250 
rnobilc ::; could a llow 300 survivo r s . 

O f cour s e, the fall-back position: in Option E i s t o p e rmit r:nobile 
ICB1'v1 miss ile s as p art of the aggrega te force . This is a seriou s 
con sidc r Zt t ion in view of our concern ove r .i'v[j11u t e rnan survivability 
since a co1nbination of 500 rnobil e s and 500 fix e d 1v1inutcrnan will 
JHOvidc for about 400 s urvivor s against the rnost c xtr en-1c thre a t. 
Fro n1 the standpo int of ncgotia.bon, t he situa tion is ripe for us to 
offe r a 11 conce ss i o 111

' on n1obilcs in return for a Soviet fall - b ack 
on t h e sh ~ p -b as cd s ysterns ban , should we d een1 it appropriate to 
do so after reviewing t he cons i derab l e v e r i fication p r obl crns . 

Other Detailed Options 

A s fo r o~·he r opticn s v.'h i ch Jnight be of in t ere st , n-10st have been 
d.i spo s cc1. of i11 on. e v1 t t y or a.r.1otl1er ,, 

We can sec n o po s sibility for a .i\·iIR V b a n i n which we fee l we have 
r easonRble protec tio n f ron1 cheating . Thi s i s even n10re the case 
n ow th a t we h a v e obs e r vecl v1hat i s a l n10s t certainly a n SS - 9 ivilR V 
t est. 

!." ... . •. • . . . . . . • . . . • . .• " .. : .... '. ' .... ·. ; ~ • - . . . "·~: . 
.. 

Rec.1u c lions such as i n Option D do not seern to be of much interest 
aJ.thc,u gh Options C a nc.1 D arc still on the t able i~ the Sovi e ts want 
t o express so 1n c i nterest . T o b e su r e , r educ ti on s a n d rnob iles 
<l o a l ot for our M.inuten1an survivabili t y. 

A s for different Al3l'v1 level s , w e h ave a lready d isc u ssed tha t i ssue 
a b o v e . 

S i rnplc r Ag re e1nents 

W e m i ght be ab l e t o negot iate a s i m pl e r a g r eement t h an any of 
those we h a v e b een cons i<l e r jng if we arc willing to for ego the 

'f'OP Cif:GRET 
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protectio n and verific ation contribution afforded by a number of the 
constraint s in our option . For exan1p l e , we rnight g e t ag r ecn"lent to 

an NCA ABM defen se , without racial' lirnit a tions , and an aggregate 
li rnit on offen s iv e sys terns . If we were willing to cons train ourse l ves 
with respect to s hip -ba s ed r:niss il e~ we rnight also get a ban on 
mobiles but the re are few other constraints which appear negotiabl e . 

T he prob l en1 with a simple agreen1.ent , again , i s that t he Soviets 
h ave the advantage i...r1 being able to cheat whil e ou r co rnp liance 
i s as.sured by t h e Congress and the open nature o f our soc i e ty . 

(Even in a s.i1np l e agreen"lent , we h ave th e i ssue o f Fo r wa rd Base d 
Sys t erns . T he Sovi e ts may be unp r epared to negot i ate a ny fo rn"la l 
agreen1ent which docs not i n-ipose r eal li rnitation·s on our d e ployrn.ents . ) 

Re g ardless of the sort of final ag r eement we rnight be able t o 
negoti a t e , we n1i ght consider inte rin1 action s which could r ernove 
some of the press of ti1ne and so l ve some o f our i mrne diate 
pr ob l e ms . An interim ar r angernent woul d not be an a l te r native 
t o a forrna l ag r een1cnt , rat her i t w ould a llow tirn.e for th e Soviet s 
and us to -v<.·o r k out the . t oughc r p r obl e1ns i_n n egotiation . . . On_e __ o f .. 
:the clear messages f i·6r:rl H e l s .i nki/ :ac.co i.:dirig to ·the a ·e l c g a tion , · · · 

i s t hat the Soviet s believe it \.vill t ake time to r each ag r ee n1ent. 

M oreover , i t woul cl give us ti1ne to r econcil e t he a n ... x i e ty of those 
who want an agrecrnc:'.n'c \vith th e di sn1ay of t hose who f ea r w e are 
giv ing t he S ovie t s a s t rat egi c a dvantage . 

A s we h ave suggested ear l ie r i n thi s m crno r andu rn , a l a r ge pa r t 
of o ur pr oble1n l ies in ove r rating our ab ility for end- stat e 
pr e di c tion and underrating t h e i m p or t ance o f n ego tia ti o n s . 

~ET 
------~ 

L .. ·-

..... 
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One solution is to approach the negotiations in a gradual way and 
settle for something l e ss th an a co1nprehensive agreement . This, 

after all, is the first tin1e bvo nations ever attempted a serious 
ag r eernent on such a compl ex issue . A gradual approach to the negotia-
!i.ons rnay help us to avoid pitfalls in a longer tcrn1 cornplete agreern.enL 

By i-naking a series of arrangcn1ents '\vhich are not 11 p e rmanent 11 \Ve may 
be able to in2.ke the n~cessary mutual accornodations to set the stage 
for a rnore con-:tprehensi\re and permanent agreement . 

· There a r e obvi ous dangers to such an approach . The most s i gnificant 
Is that we n:1ight not'be able to count on Coagressional support; that we 
night delay certain deployn1ents and then be denied the bi_1dgetary 
support if the Soviets should continue or resume their deployments. 

2/ 
lnte rim Agre crn.en ts -

\Vhile an 11 i nteri1n 2.gi-een1ent 11 ff1ight take aln1ost any form to accon1plish 
its principal purpose (to allow more con1ple:x negotiations) it rnust be 
simpl e and '\Ve suppose the principal element would be a 11 fr eeze 11 or 
rnoratoriu1n of son-1e sort . 

. in the eyes. o{-rn~ny, an i.nt~rirri agree~ent is· oil.ly s·ome\vhat rnO.re· . .. _:. 

flexible than a sirn.ple agreernent would be i n so far as the U.S. is 
concerned . The argument is that in any agreernent the U.S. i s not 
goin g to be the first to terminate except in the most extreme 
circu1nstanccs and that insufficient safeguards would not exist to 
protect our interests . 

. ~h· 

2 / We use Interim Agreement t o r efer here to a formal , negotiated 
but t emporary <crrangement on th e order of a moratorium. 

I ... 

. " .. : 
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On the oth e r hand, w e mi ght b e able to cir cum.vent the FBS i s s ue in 
a sim.pl e m o ratoriurr1 on strate gic sys te n1s . This would allow the 
Sovie t l e ad e rship t o finesse the obj e ction s ins i de their government on the 
gr otmd s th a t the arran gc 1nc nt i s 11 ad i ntcri1n . 11 

Unilate ra l Decla r ati on or Tacit A g r e em.ent J! 

Siniilar to an i nterirn agrcernent but rnuch more flexible would be 
a u n ilater a. l declar a tion \vhich took ad vanta ge of the a_E>parcnt 
slow,,dov,:n of Soviet dcployn1e n ts. The advantage of unilateral action 
i s that we \vould have n1uch n-iore flexibility in what form the 
arrangernent woul d take since we stipulat e the conditions for both sides . 

In many ways, gi vcn suppor t of the Congress, this is the safest 
arrange rnent possible. It allows us to cletern1ine the future of the 
~re ~n1e nt sol~~n _9-~lr own criteria. For exan1ple, vie can stipulate 

. b oth the 2.ctions we e xp e ct oi the Soviets and the action s \Ve are willing 
to t a ke i n r e turn -- moreover, we detcrrnine when the conditions a re 
not be ing met. 

If we don 1 t really know what a fin a l agree1nent should l ook like , 
star tin g off w ith tern.porary arrangernents may permit the sort of 
adjustrncnts that would r ip en into a solid agreement . 

-. · . . . . .. .. .. . '. . ... 
Iri. th{s. r ega1~d ; our expe·1~ience · vvith nutl.ea1; t eEit bar{ rnorato·r·i~ may:· 

· be instructive . 

In March 19 58 the Sovi et Union ordered a suspension of nuclear tests, 
re serving its freccl on1 to r csmne t estin g if other states continued . The 

··- Unite d States was then in the rniddl e of a t es t se ries and did n ot respond. 
In Au gus t, however, the U . S . proposed n ego tiation s for a tre a ty and 
offered to snsp encl testin g for one year if the U. K . and USSR did lik ewi se . 
The Soviet Union did not r ep ly, but jus t after the l a st U.S . te s t was com­
pl e t e d on Octobe r 31, the Soviet Uni on te sted on November 1 and 3 . The 

3 / Jn t heory th ese would b e i-v.ro different alternatives . Howeve r, since w e 
would undoubtedly talk privately with the Sovi ets prior to a 11 unilatc r a l 
dcclara t ion 11 the diHci·cncc between th a t and a tacit agr e ement i s s imply 
a n-iatler of degree . 

l .. 

.. : . 
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U . S, then annoi..rnced that it was relieved of any obligation not t o t est , 
but th a t it wo uld continue the suspension for the tin1c being and hope d 

.the Soviet Union would again suspend t est ing . There then followe d 
a period of nearly three y ea rs i n which the U . S . did not te st and <lid 
n ot detect Soviet testing . The Soviets , during thi s p e ri od , armounc e d 
that th e y wou l d not be the first to r esmne t esting . They r esu1nc d in 
August 1961 , b efore the U . S . but after a nrnnb e r of French tests , 
In 19(13 , 2.fter furL11cr te s ting by both s i des , the U . S . announced a 
mor a toriurn on atmospheric tests in order to help achieve a treaty; 
thi s continue d for several rnonths unti l it v;as r e place d by the Test 
Ban Treaty . 

Thi s is far fr o1n being a hi sto ry of ord e rly progress t oward a 
specific goal. It i s full of deceit and n ear -dec e it by the Soviets 
and attcn.1.pts by t hea1 t o use our political process to thei r a dvan­
t age . But then we hacl r.n.ore flexibility too, and ·.;; e exercised it , 

The situation n ow roay be s in gul ar ly a ppropriat e for o ur taking 
son1e unilateral actions . Th e Soviets h ave n1ad e it pretty clear 
th a t th ey are open t o an infonnal a g r een1ent. Th e problem i s to 
m ake certain that we tre at both offense _and de fense e q ua lly . A 

· .forma l agreement on ABM an d a:n infor~na l ·agrcc~ent o;n offens ive 
systcrns sfrnp~y woul d not do . (There may be some suppo rt for 
an agreernent on AB1v1 a l one mad e contingent on an offensive 
fr eeze and subse q ncnt agrec1nent . H a rold Brovm s ug gests this 
pos sibility (see T 2.b A ). Hov.revc r, we think this i s too accomrno ­
d atin.g t o the Soviets . ) 

C onsidering our position : (1) with r es p ect to Safeg'uard; (Z) w ith 
r espect t o the Soviets i n SALT; (3) with r es p ect t o counterva iling 
for ces on th e clorn.cstic scene in regards t o SALT, we think there 
are actions \ve c an take whi ch offer so1ne solution to our dilemma. 

_'.J;'Qp SECRET 
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.. Y{E .... ~~:._t i.lcl -~-s:lL~.h c. -~'.-' v i~-~-~'. .. ~:· .. ~- - <::-~ : -~-g_~j:.i:: .. ~ !: o s tcp __ work on S a f.s::__g<1a rd 

( e :;~ c-.s~ P!_ll_i::'._1J~~:'_l1 s f or l irn i~1:_~~-~ i t_c~ w o 1· k ) . sJ:.~ r ~_J22i_L ia l pla 1.rn !:2~~ 

a 12__.-N ~-~-- - ~]_?:.f.£2.?.!~S: .'..._J~~1__<:y_}' now w c h a v <::.......'.::.~~_:~- o I {ens iv e sys t cm s 
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S'::.:'.. cc F' ~ r OJ rn ':?_C}.£...1-.:l~ i :r . ..'..'...0~~_12...EL:'.JY}" a~'..:12.;'_; __ _J_:_ e ._ , -~ 0 s e i c!.9.2~ ' Mi.2~~-c rn~ III) 
a s __ L?.....'.~g __ ~2.....~!:: ~.~~~--':l--E_~ ncl __ i_~r the r .Soviet ICBJ\·~ ~~1d Fl\_:_~ de p l ~_l'ln cnts L 

~)!:.12i~~'?~~~ 1 !:~~1J'._0_J_~1:_-~l;-~ __ _!\ I?~--~:_ys t s:_~~~-9 n5~-~~) in<:_~ ea s_ c ~~::J i cad 
RV ~2 b o ve 3 _j)(: r \ \;:t r hc~H.1. 

Mc_<'I 1~ ~'.-liJ:l:::. t.. ..... ':'.::.£ ..... ~:.9~'.l~_pl ~__u s 5.b l L-~~J~-~~-i_~ubli c tha t_ Safe g u a rd was 
r c.:~_p_<":'..}..!._:'._ib l e_i~0t~2_pinr:~ !:he Sovi c; t ICB;:vf programs •. 

\Ye wou ld also continue a full l\&D prog-ram 011 an effective h a rd 
sit e ddc21sc a.s a. hedge aga in s t: continu ing Soviet dep1oyrncnts . 
A ctua ll)' , thi s H&~ D efio:rt rna ' be c:v e n rnore rocludive s i nce 
tb cre a r c sornc 3.3(b)(4), 3.3(b)(5) 

3.3(b)(4). 3.3(b)(5) Such sys l crns w o uld b e use ful 
in dc:.: s :!gnin ~; a fin a l agn~~:r:i·1cnf:. \·"l icre we had cont inuin g con c e rns 
a b ou l 1'.·:inu t cn-1~1 n s urvi v;:, bi l i t y . 

We think i t i s irnpo rtant to note so1ne aspects of such a tact i c 
which rnakc i t att r active : 

·i·t 'g i vcs ~~- rriaxirnu;--r1 flexib ility· iii dc'sigriing 'fh/iiinilatio.ri's 
and the critc x ia for cletcrn.1ining Soviet vio lations (clc.pencli.ng upon 
to what cz:tc nt we discu ss thi s \.Vilh !:he Soviets) ; consequently, 

we give up very littl e s ince ( 1) we h ave n o on-going offensive 
d epl oyrnents , and (2 ) Saf e gua r d is 11ol effective for Minute1nan 

d cfcns c; 

it gives us a re s pectable r a tion a l e for abandoning the 
S a f eguard 4 - site defense ; 

it f inesses for lhc l im.e the Forwar d Based Systc1n problem 
which 1na y be a11 effect i ve b an to any f onnal agrcern.ent for son~e 

time. 

.. 
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Of course , there w i ll he risks i n such an approach . Th e rna i n one , 

we believe , i s that we n1ay be lim i ted in our ability to exploit the 

fl exibility of such an a n·angement because of o rpo sing in Le r -
pretettions of evidence of violations and consequent proble1ns in 

getting the supporl of the bureauc r acy, t he Congress and the public . 

Morco\'er , o u r r ecent expe r iences in the M i ddle East a n d in Cuba 
do not inspi r e us to place confidence in any sort of i nforma l 
ag re cn1ents w i th th e Soviets, And the foregoin g discuss i on does n 1 t 

full y l;:i.ke i 1~lo accOlcnt the cornpl ex i ty o f designi ng an a r rangen1ent 

whi c h protects our interes t s . Ho\vever , v.-ebelieve that the very 

n a t (l.re of the 2.r r ar.g«2rnent gives us a goo d d ea l o f protect i o n. R a th e r 

t han ineding l ega l cri.ter i.a of proof l o pe 1-i-.n it our response t o 

viol<. Lions v:e_ c1c ~0_~<: __ Llwse cr i 1er i~~~j::._~ cl:'.°~..'. ( Exac tly how d etail ed 
our cl~clarc-Ltion should be r ccui r es rnorc thouoht ; i t seerns that a 

~ . 0 . 

gener2.~ declara tion subj ect to ou r l ate r int e rp retation has g r ea t es t 
val ue . ) 4 / 

It sccn1:; to us t hat we are i ust as \'-' e ll o ff after havin~ made a --·-----·--·--- --------- -- --- - ---- . . 
uni l ;ctc:ra l dec i 2.r2..t~o:1 2.S we \·:oul.d be in i n its ab.scnce . 

'\Ve a r e n o t curr e n tly b u ilding a n y n ew sys t e 1ns anyh ow . 

" . 
. . ··:· . . ... . . 

4/ By a b out 1974 u s i ng SS - 9s with 3 RV s and SS -ll s w ith o n e 
R V the Sov i ets co ul d th reaten 5 0 0 to 7 0 0 o f ou r l'viinu t e m e n . 
A ssurni ng t he Soviets a l so MIHVcd th e SS-lls ( whic h t hey \\•o ul d d o 
o n l y i f they cou l d s i gni ficant l y i ncrease a ccu r acy·) they could, by 
19 7 9 , t.. h r eaten 9 00 of o ur Minut e m e n. ;,,,. 

H oweve r, the r e i s a r eason a bl e ex p ec t a t ion tha t we would 
d etect extensive testing n ecessa ry t o SS- 1 1 wa r head d eve l o p ment 
and warhea d acc u rac y . 

On th e o th e r lnnd, it i s co nc e ivable tha t t he S S - 9 co u l d b e 
e q uipred w i th n1ore than 3 v1a rhca ds i n c landestine in1p r oveme nt s 
a nd a l esse r l ikelihoo d that th e SS - 11 d e vel o prnc n ts co uld b e 

concc;i l cdo '\\fc a r c h aving CIA l ook a t th e d etectabilit y o f thes e 

i rnprovements, 

If v,1c arc conc:crncd over conce:2. l cd i n1provcn1cnts \V e m i g ht 

be rn.orc i :1cl. i :i~d to 1-.:: ~1.vc the 3 n. v :rc~s triction oul of any public 

s t ::clc"i:lC'.:tt , c:o;·1·u ·:nt n :c;:.,~in~'. iL on l y l o t:lc Soviet~, lo c;,void i: h c poss i­

b i lity of lvl\rin g t o pro'>·icl-::.: dcmcms tr .1.bl.c proof o f a viohbon . 



TOP 8ECRET , 16A 

'Nhi l e the S ov i e t s want to get ri d of Safeguard it has very 

liLll e ca pability to defend Min1.1Lcrnan against the threats of concern 
' tons , 

\Ve are no n-1ore or no l ess capable of detecting Soviet 
activity. 

The nattue of the situation i s such as t o irnposc n1inirnun1 
constraint on our future actions , 

Another aspect a lready 1n cnt: i oned is that il is n o t in a r ea l sense 
an alternative to a f ormal agreen1ent but , instead 1 it is a pre l frnini­
naxy step . \V e \'Voulcl continue to negotiate as our analyses and 
d evclop1nents dictated , 

Finally, it \\'·ould give the President something to show for the 
extensive Si\LT ncgoli::tlions and would avoid th e interna l agony 
tha t will occur if the negotiations produce nothing . Of couxsc, 
it rn'1.y be that \Ve arc gross ly misinterpreting the Soviets 1 intentions 
\Vilh respect t o SS - 9s , ~.! aL (You are familiar \·vith the evidence 
we have gotten . Additionally, we understand Dobrynin told 
Sena.tor Muskie that the Sov i e ts had 11 stopped 11 deploying offensive 

.. . weapons . ) In 2.ny event, an i nterpretation such as we have, rnad.e 
rnay be us.eful in it.self _ .:. what~'ver ' th~ir i~ten!:, . ~ur i1i.l~rpr'e't:a't j o'~ 
and public offer rnay be attractive or rnay coerce them to respond 
as we vv anL 

TOP SECRET 
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There are several reasons for moving quickly if we e l ect to 

pursue this course . If we could agree to do so we could: 
I 

-- save ourselves sorne prob1en1s by allowing us to n1ake 
Safeguard decisions now instead of announcing Safeguard 
continuation in the budget and Foreign Policy address k.."1owing 
we inted to change the approach later ; 

i mpact on the Soviet force and econon1 i c decisions; 

- - m.ake sure we caught the Sovi ets before th2y could get 
deployrnents going again . 

- - prevent the hardening of agency positions on various 
alternatives . 

On the othe1· hand , w2 n1ay \Vant to await Soviet early discussions 
at Vienna banking on the Sovie ts to res erve any n1ajor decision 
to change until they get to Vienna. 

In addition to the question of tirni ng, there are numerous questions 
as to how we _go about n-1aking a unilateral _declar at_ion.: 

.. •.. . . . . ·. . ' . . . . . . . . : . , . . ' . .. ·. . . . . . . ~ . . .. 

-- i n what ways would we want to "feel out " likel y Soviet 
respon se before rna.king a unilateral declaration; 

- - how n1uch shoul d we i nvo l ve the bureaucracy in the 
f ormulation of any tacit agreement o r unilateral action? [We 
are satisfied we could _\vork out the provisions i n the NSC staff. ] 

- - how much irnportance should it be accorded (i.e., 
Pr es idential address? Pentagon statement? ) 

_:;i::.ep SEC RE 1 

L -



Our Plan for Vienna 

A separa t e issue is our style of negotiation a t V i enna . 

At the first Helsinki round we were on l y dea ling with.the 
prel i min3.rics ; c..t Vienna l ast yea r we we r e busy l aying 

out our proposa l; at the l c..st Hels i nki r ound we li stened 

t o the Russians - - we n ee d t o de t e r n1i ne ou r p l an 
f or 'Vienna . 

In t his c onnection , we n1ay now b e a t t h e poin t whe r e we 
n eed to be follo\ving Ha r old Brown' s suggesti o~ t hat we 
t ry l·o identi fy "condit i onal offe r s " w he r e \ Ve wo uld offe r 

18 

t o give on one point i f th ey woul d g i ve on another . D eveloping 
t hes.c: t r ades wi ll be difficult and t ake ti m ,e , b ut we thi n k t h i s 
i s all t he rnore reason to try t o l ook at the p r ob l ern . 

In any event , whether we g8t to detai l e d negotiat i ons o r n ot , we 
n eed a " game p l an" f o r Vie n n a . 

We probab l y v,'ant to open a t Vi en n a o n t he sa m e tr a ck as H e l s ink i , 
. . i. e .. ·' : l et th e Russi2.ns conti m.i e to fi ll .i n t}1Ci i p r oposal. A ft e r . ;: ' · 
· tha t, h owever , i t i sn ' t cl e ar h ow w e s h ou l d p r o c ee d . 

What \Vo:rk Needs to be D one? 

There a r e c e r tain obviou s things th a t ne e d do i ng to ' ' clea r u p " 
o ptions , e . g ., d e f ine NCA D efense a n d th e l ike . Th e Wo r ki ng 
Gr ou p pr e: tt y we ll u nder stand s wh e re to go o n th ese m a tt e 1· s . 

W e n ee cl you r gui cla.nc e , h oweve r , on i s s u es w hi c h ha ve b ee n 

br ought u p i n t h i s pape r . 

- - On b a l ance , we thi nk t h e idea of a u n ilateral d e cl a r a tion 

i s a goo d o ne a nd t hat i t o ff e r s a s o l ution to some of th e pro bl ems , 

---­T~CRET --~--·· :;:____.-~- ---
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p articularly the Safcguc..rcl problem and the need for tin1e in the 
n egolia·bons . We a rc inclined not to i nvolve t!1c bureaucracy i n 
su ch a n1ovc , although there is r eason to believe we c ou l d convince 
all agenc i es , including the JCS . 

Plea s c p r ov i de your guidance 

Yes, devel op a plan for Uni l ateral 
.Declaration i n the NSC staff. 

Ye s , de velop a plan for Unil ate r a l 
Declaration, but do it \'.-ith 2 .. ·gcncy 
p arti cipation . 

No, do not develop a Unilateral 
D e c l ar2. h o:c, . 

- - Vlhilc we believe: that an AB1vi only agreen1ent i s a rni stake , 
you m.a y want it studied in the inter- agency e nvironment. 

Yes , .do a study of AB1vi onl y 
· . .. 

agre eincnts . 

No, d o n ot s tudy , 

~ - 'N e i ntend to have the ·w o rking Group do a paper on how to 
proceed at Vienna . The maj or que s tion is whether or not we initia te 
a study o f " conc1ilional offers" a la Harold Brown? We think, 
r egardless o f the l ike ly difficulties, we s hould start this e ff o rt. 

Yes , start tb e:: study . 

No, l et 1 s n ot get into these i ssue s 
until it i s clea r we ne e d to do so , 

. .. 
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