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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibil-
ity for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of
the General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, com-
piles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stan-
dards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the se-
ries through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of PL. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy de-
cisions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes
of the series should include all records needed to provide comprehen-
sive documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editors are
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Rela-
tions series that documents the most important issues in the foreign pol-
icy of Presidents Richard M. Nixon and Gerald R. Ford. The subseries
presents in multiple volumes a comprehensive documentary record of
major foreign policy decisions and actions of the administrations of
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Presidents Nixon and Ford. This specific volume documents the U.S.
policy on Strategic Arms Limitation Talks from January 1969 until Oc-
tober 1972. While the editor believes this volume and its annotation
stand on its own, it is best read in conjunction with several other vol-
umes: Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January
1969-October 1970; volume XIII, Soviet Union, October 1970-October
1971; volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972; and volume
XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, Volume XXXII

This volume is organized chronologically and divided into eight
chapters. The first chapter documents the nine-month period of prepa-
ration before SALT began and documents the obstacles created by the
Soviet S5-9 and MIRV controversy, as well as the potential conflict be-
tween SALT and ABM. A preponderance of the documents printed
were generated in the National Security Council, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, and the White House. The first chapter also doc-
uments the first meetings of NSC Verification Panel, created in July
1969, to evaluate the feasibility of monitoring Soviet military activity
under any agreement. In time, the Verification Panel’s mandate broad-
ened to become the principal forum for reviewing all technical aspects
of SALT.

The subsequent chapters coincide with the numerous SALT rounds
that alternated among Helsinki, Geneva and Vienna and document in-
ternal U.S. policy discussions as well as breakthroughs in the talks. Be-
cause there were nearly fifty Verification Panel meetings (with the meet-
ing minutes averaging between 12-20 pages) during the period covered
by this volume, the editor chose to account for all the meetings by print-
ing either extracts in editorial notes or by printing only the summary
of conclusions. The seventeen National Security Decision Memoranda
(NSDMs) on instructions for the SALT delegation, which contained the
results of the interagency deliberative process documented by the Ver-
ification Panel, Review Group, and NSC, are printed in full.

Throughout the volume, the editor included extracts from memo-
randa of conversation between Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs Henry Kissinger and Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Do-
brynin that pertain to SALT, demonstrating not only how heavily Pres-
ident Nixon relied on Kissinger to move the negotiations forward but
also how Nixon and Kissinger viewed SALT as a détente tool for achiev-
ing policy linkage, or diplomatic and political leverage with the Sovi-
ets. Chapters four through eight are enriched by a unique source—the
White House tapes—and the twenty-five transcripts included in the
volume reinforce the view that Nixon and Kissinger sought to control
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SALT. In many respects, however, the White House transcripts reveal
as much about the personalities and bureaucratic politics of SALT as
they do about the substance of the negotiations.

To offset the NSC and White House-based perspective on the SALT
negotiations, the editor made a conscientious effort to include as many
relevant ACDA records as possible. Chapters two through eight con-
tain numerous telephone transcripts and meeting memoranda pre-
pared by chief SALT negotiator, Gerard Smith, as well as backchannel
messages between Smith and Kissinger. These exchanges often show
a dialogue of miscommunication, if not outright misunderstanding.

Much of the documentation for chapters seven and eight on the
period covering Kissinger’s secret trip to Moscow in April 1972, cul-
minating with the Moscow Summit at the end of May 1972, is printed
in extract in this volume and printed in full in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972. This
volume ends with the Nixon administration’s securing congressional
approval of the SALT agreement and ratification of the ABM treaty.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memoran-
dum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Re-
lations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guid-
ance from the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The docu-
ments are reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or
other notations, which are described in the footnotes. Texts are tran-
scribed and printed according to accepted conventions for the publi-
cation of historical documents within the limitations of modern ty-
pography. A heading has been supplied by the editors for each
document included in the volume. Spelling, capitalization, and punc-
tuation are retained as found in the original text, except that obvious
typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and omis-
sions in the documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a cor-
rection is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words repeated
in telegrams to avoid garbling or provide emphasis are silently cor-
rected. Words or phrases underlined in the source text are printed in
italics. Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the
original text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter
of each volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and, where
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possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been noted by
indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omitted. En-
tire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been ac-
counted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number of
pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that ap-
pear in the original text are so identified in footnotes.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and elu-
cidate the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepa-
ration and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes, as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Presidential Recordings and Materials Preservation Act Review

Under the terms of the Presidential Recordings and Materials
Preservation Act (PRMPA) of 1974 (44 USC 2111 note), the National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) has custody of the
Nixon Presidential historical materials. The requirements of the
PRMPA and implementing regulations govern access to the Nixon Pres-
idential historical materials. The PRMPA and implementing public ac-
cess regulations require NARA to review for additional restrictions in
order to ensure the protection of the privacy rights of former Nixon
White House officials, since these officials were not given the oppor-
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tunity to separate their personal materials from public papers. Thus,
the PRMPA and implementing public access regulations require NARA
formally to notify the Nixon Estate and former Nixon White House
staff members that the agency is scheduling for public release Nixon
White House historical materials. The Nixon Estate and former White
House staff members have 30 days to contest the release of Nixon his-
torical materials in which they were a participant or are mentioned.
Further, the PRMPA and implementing regulations require NARA to
segregate and return to the creator of files private and personal mate-
rials. All Foreign Relations volumes that include materials from NARA’s
Nixon Presidential Materials Staff are processed and released in ac-
cordance with the PRMPA.

Nixon White House Tapes

Access to the Nixon White House tape recordings is governed by
the terms of the PRMPA and an access agreement with the Office of
Presidential Libraries of the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration and the Nixon Estate. In February 1971, President Nixon initi-
ated a voice activated taping system in the Oval Office of the White
House and, subsequently, in the President’s Office in the Executive Of-
fice Building, Camp David, the Cabinet Room, and White House and
Camp David telephones. The audiotapes include conversations of Pres-
ident Nixon with his Assistant for National Security Affairs, Henry
Kissinger, other White House aides, Secretary of State Rogers, other
Cabinet officers, members of Congress, and key foreign officials. The
clarity of the voices on the tape recordings is often very poor, but the
editor has made every effort to verify the accuracy of the transcripts
produced here. Readers are advised that the tape recording is the offi-
cial document; the transcript represents an interpretation of that doc-
ument. Through the use of digital audio and other advances in tech-
nology, the Office of the Historian has been able to enhance the tape
recordings and over time produce more accurate transcripts. The re-
sult is that some transcripts printed here may differ from transcripts
of the same conversations printed in previous Foreign Relations vol-
umes. The most accurate transcripts possible, however, cannot substi-
tute for listening to the recordings. Readers are urged to consult the
recordings themselves for a full appreciation of those aspects of the
conversations that cannot be captured in a transcript, such as the speak-
ers’ inflections and emphases that may convey nuances of meaning, as
well as the larger context of the discussion.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
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of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive Or-
der 12958, as amended, on Classified National Security Information
and applicable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all in-
formation, subject only to the current requirements of national secu-
rity as embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions en-
tailed concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional
bureaus in the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the
U.S. Government, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding
specific documents of those governments. The declassification review
of this volume, which began in 2004 and was completed in 2010 re-
sulted in the decision to withhold 1 document in full, excisions of a
paragraph or more in 9 documents, and minor excisions of less than a
paragraph in 60 documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifi-
cation review process described above, that the record presented in this
volume presented here provides an accurate and comprehensive ac-
count of the U.S. foreign policy on SALT.
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Sources

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It requires that government agen-
cies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government engaged
in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate with the
Department of State Historian by providing full and complete access
to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and by pro-
viding copies of selected records.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the cen-
tral files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”)
of the Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of
the Department’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of
international conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence
with foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and mem-
oranda of conversations between the President and Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All the
Department’s indexed central files through July 1973 have been per-
manently transferred to the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration at College Park, Maryland (Archives II). Many of the Depart-
ment’s decentralized office (or lot) files covering the 1969-1976 period,
which the National Archives deems worthy of permanent retention,
have been transferred or are in the process of being transferred from
the Department’s custody to Archives II.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have full access to the
papers of President Nixon and White House foreign policy records, in-
cluding tape recordings of conversations with key U.S. and foreign of-
ficials. Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Presiden-
tial libraries and the Nixon Presidential Materials Project housed at the
National Archives and Records Administration include some of the
most significant foreign affairs-related documentation from the De-
partment of State and other Federal agencies, including the National
Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Department of
Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Research for this volume was completed through special access to
restricted documents at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project, the Li-
brary of Congress, and other U.S. Government agencies. Although all
the material printed in Foreign Relations volumes have been declassified,

XIII
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some of it is extracted from still-classified documents. The Nixon Pres-
idential Materials Staff is processing and declassifying many of the doc-
uments used in this volume, but they may not be available in their en-
tirety at the time of publication.

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1969-1972, Volume XXXII, Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks, January 1969-October 1972

In compiling this volume, the editor relied heavily on the Nixon
Presidential Materials Project housed at the National Archives and
Records Administration in College Park, Maryland (Archives II). The
collection of most value within the Nixon materials is the National Se-
curity Council Institutional Files (H-Files), a collection within the Na-
tional Security Council (NSC) Files. The National Security Council In-
stitutional Files (H-Files) contain the minutes of the meetings of the
NSC and its various subgroups, such as the Senior Review Group,
which reviewed major foreign policy decisions, and the Verification
Panel, created in July 1969 specifically to deliberate SALT issues. In ad-
dition to the minutes of these meetings, the memoranda, studies, and
correspondence prepared in advance of, and in response to the meet-
ings, provide the skeleton of this volume. Most crucial were the Na-
tional Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs) and National Security De-
cision Memoranda (NSDMs). Given page constraints, the full minutes
of many of the Verification Panel meetings could not be included; in-
stead, the summary of conclusions are printed. All of the aforemen-
tioned records are in the National Security Council Institutional Files
(H-Files), which are part of the NSC Files but are not to be confused
with the NSC Institutional Matters File.

The editor also made extensive use of other Collections within the
NSC Files at the Nixon Presidential Materials Project. A full list of rele-
vant files is provided below, but among the most valuable are the SALT
files, which contain memoranda generated by the NSC staff and various
executive agencies charged with handling SALT-related questions, as
well as telegrams sent to and from the SALT delegation in Vienna and
Geneva. The ABM-MIRYV files document the Nixon administration’s de-
cision to pursue an anti-ballistic missile defense system amidst congres-
sional controversy, and the issue of multiple independently targeted war-
head capability (MIRV). The Backchannel Files provide a comprehensive
record of exchanges between the President’s Assistant for National Se-
curity Affairs Henry Kissinger and the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Gerard Smith. The Agency and Subject files in-
clude messages between the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
and the White House, as well as documents touching on all aspects of
SALT. Other useful records within the NSC Files include the Trips File,
containing memoranda of Kissinger’s conversations with Soviet Am-
bassador Anatoly Dobrynin, and the Haig Chronological File, which in-
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cludes telegrams sent from Moscow during Kissinger’s secret trip in April
1972 and telephone conversation transcripts between Kissinger and Haig.

Nixon presidential recordings, housed in the Nixon Presidential
Materials Project, are used extensively in this compilation.

The records of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, housed
at the Washington National Record Center, provides a unique docu-
mentary perspective on SALT. In particular, the Director and Deputy
Director files of Gerard Smith and Philip Farley, as well as the Chrono-
logical File are used here. Although these two files are used most ex-
tensively, a host of additional ACDA records were consulted and are
listed below.

The Department of State, the Department of Defense, the Central
Intelligence Agency, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, were strong bureau-
cratic players in the SALT deliberations but were not the key voices.
Many of these records were therefore of secondary importance for the
preparation of this volume. The Central File of the Department of State
contains records of discussions between the United States and Soviet
SALT delegations and a list is provided below. The records of Chair-
men of the Joint Chief of Staff, General Earle Wheeler and Admiral
Thomas Moorer, located in the National Archives, Record Group 218,
Records of the JCS, provide valuable documentation on the military’s
involvement in the preparation of the Nixon administration’s SALT po-
sition and on verification issues. The Melvin Laird Papers at the Ger-
ald Ford Library in Ann Arbor, Michigan contain select copies of De-
partment of Defense papers and correspondence with other
government agencies. Laird kept copious SALT records and his papers
are rich source for this volume. The records of the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs at the Washington National Records Center contain the
original copies of the SALT documents found in the Laird papers, as
well as many other SALT-related materials. The Central Intelligence
Agency records are valuable for intelligence on Soviet policy generally,
but the CIA collections most relevant for this volume—the DCI Helms
and DCI Executive Registry files—contain primarily duplicate memo-
randa and papers found in other collections, especially the NSC Files
in the Nixon Presidential Materials Project and the ADCA records. The
editor found the National Intelligence Council (NIC) Files productive
for national intelligence estimates and special estimates.

The Eliot Richardson Papers contain a handful of documents re-
lating to the ABM-MIRV controversy of the spring of 1969. The Henry
A. Kissinger Papers in the Manuscript Division at the Library of Con-
gress largely replicate documentation found in other collections, espe-
cially the NSC files already declassified in the Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials. Copies of the most important source—the Kissinger Telephone
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Conversations Transcripts—have been deposited at the Nixon Presi-
dential Materials Project at the National Archives.

The following list of unpublished and published sources identifies
files and collections used in the preparation of this volume. The de-
classification and transfer to the National Archives of Department of
State records is underway and some of these collections and files are
available for public review at the National Archives in College Park,
Maryland. The declassification review of other records is proceeding
in accordance with the provisions of Executive Orders 12958 and 13142,
under which all records over 25 years, except files series exemptions
requested by agencies and approved by the President.

Unpublished Sources
Department of State
Central Files. See National Archives and Records Administration below

Lot Files. For other lot files already transferred to the National Archives and Records
Administration at College Park, Maryland, Record Group 59, see National Archives
and Records Administration below

INR/IL Historical Files

Files of the Office of Intelligence Coordination, containing records from the 1940s
through the 1980s, maintained by the Office of Intelligence Liaison, Bureau of
Intelligence and Research

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland
Record Group 59, Records of the Department of State
Central Files

DEF 1 US, U.S. defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness

DEF 1 US-USSR, U.S.—USSR defense affairs, policy, plans, readiness
POL 1 US-USSR, U.S.-USSR political affairs and relations

POL 1 US, U.S. political affairs and relations, general policy

Record Group 218, Records of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Records of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Moorer
Records of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Wheeler

Nixon Presidential Materials Project

National Security Council Files

ABM MIRV

Agency Files
Backchannel Files
Country Files, Europe
Haig Chronological File
Haig Special File
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Kissinger Office Files

Name Files

NSC Secretariat, Unfiled Materials
President’s Daily Briefings

President/HAK Memoranda of Conversation
Staff Files

SALT

Subject Files

National Security Council Institutional Files (H-Files)

National Security Council Meetings

National Security Council Minutes

Senior Review Group Meetings

Senior Review Group Minutes

Verification Panel Meetings

Verification Panel Minutes

Study Memoranda (National Security Study Memoranda)
Policy Papers (National Security Decision Memoranda)

White House Central Files
Staff Members and Office Files: President’s Daily Diary

White House Tapes
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

See Washington National Records Center at Suitland, Maryland

Central Intelligence Agency

DCI Files: Job 80-BO1285A, files of Directors of Central Intelligence John McCone and
Richard Helms

DCI Executive Registry: Jobs 80B01086A, 80M00165A, 80M01048A 80R01284A,
80R01580R, 86B00269R, executive files of the Director of Central Intelligence

Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Washington, D.C.

Papers of Henry Kissinger
Chronological File
Geopolitical File
Memoranda of Conversations
Memoranda to the President
National Security Council Meetings
Senior Review Group Meetings
Telephone Records

Elliot Richardson Papers
Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland
RG 330, Records of the Office of the Secretary of Defense

OSD Files: FRC 330-75-0089 FRC 330-75-0103

Top secret and secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Under Secretary of Defense and their assistants, 1969
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OSD Files: FRC 330-76-0067 and FRC 330-76-0076

Top secret and secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Under Secretary of Defense and their assistants, 1970

OSD Files: FRC 330-76-0207 and FRC 330-76-0197

Top secret and secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Under Secretary of Defense and their assistants, 1971

OSD Files: FRC 330-77-0095 and FRC 330-77-0094

Top secret and secret subject decimal files of the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Under Secretary of Defense and their assistants, 1972

RG 383, Records of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

FRC 383-98-003, Office of the Director, Subject Files, 1969-1977

FRC 383-97-010, Office of the Director, Smith/Farley Chronological Files, 1962-1977
FRC 383-97-031, Office of the Director, Executive Director Subject Files, 1962-1969
FRC 383-97-054, Office of the Director, Congressional Correspondence, 1969-1971

FRC 383-98-004, Office of the Director, Executive Director Subject Files, December
1969-December 1970

FRC 383-98-005, Office of the Director, Executive Director Subject Files, 1971
FRC 383-98-009, Office of the Director, Executive Director Subject Files, 1970
FRC 383-98-016, Office of the Director, Executive Director Subject Files, 1972
FRC 383-98-060, Office of the Director, Gerard Smith’s Files, 1969-1972

FRC 383-98-096, Office of the Director, Farley Subject Files, 1969-1973

FRC 383-98-162, ACDA Central Depository of TS, 1955-1983

Published Sources
Documentary Collections

Allen, John, Jr., John Carver, and Tom Elmore, editors. Tracking the Dragon: National In-
telligence Estimates on China During the Era of Mao, 1948-1976. Washington, D.C.: Ex-
ecutive Office of the President, Central Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director,
National Intelligence Council, 2004.

Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 1969-1972.

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Documents on Disarmament, 1969-1972.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

U.S. Department of State, Department of State Bulletin, 1969-1972.

U.S. National Archives and Records Administration. Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Richard M. Nixon, 1969-1972. Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1969-1972.

U.S. Treaties.

Congressional Quarterly

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Volume 8.
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Memoirs

Haig, Alexander M., Jr. Inner Circles: How America Changed the World, A Memoir. New
York: Warner Books, 1992

Halderman, H.R. The Haldeman Diaries, Inside the Nixon White House: The Complete Mul-
timedia Edition. Santa Monica, CA: Sony Electronic Publishing Co., 1994.

Helms, Richard, with William Hood, A Look Over My Shoulder (New York: Random
House, 2003).

Kissinger, Henry. White House Years. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1979.

Nixon, Richard M., RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1978.

Smith, Gerard. Disarming Diplomat: The Memoirs of Ambassador Gerard C. Smith, Arms Con-
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Abbreviations and Terms

AAM, air-to-air missile

ABM, anti-ballistic missile

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ACDA/D, Office of the Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
ACDA/DD, Office of the Deputy Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
ACDA/IR International Relations Bureau, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
AD, assured destruction

AEC, Atomic Energy Commission

AG, Attorney General

AP, Associated Press

ARA, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, Department of State

ASA, anti-submarine aircraft

ASD (A), Assistant Secretary of Defense (Administration)

ASD (I), Assistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence)

ASD (SA), Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis)

ASM, air-to-surface missile

ASW, antisubmarine warfare

backchannel, a method of communication outside normal bureaucratic procedure; the
White House, for instance, used “backchannel” messages to bypass the Department
of State

BOB, Bureau of the Budget

BMD, ballistic missile defense

BMEWS, ballistic missile early warning system

BNSP, basic national security policy

BR, biological (bacteriological) research

BRDP, Blue Ribbon Defense Panel

BW, biological (bacteriological) warfare

CASP, Country Analysis and Strategy Paper

CBW, chemical and biological (bacteriological) warfare
CC-CPSU, Central Committee, Communist Party of the Soviet Union
CCD, Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
CCP, Consolidated Cryptologic Program
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D/DCI/IC, Deputy to the Director of Central Intelligence for the Intelligence
Community
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atmospheric range.

ER., Federal Register
FBA, forward based aircraft
FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information Service



Abbreviations and Terms XXIII

FOBS, fractional orbital bombardment missile systems
FonMin, Foreign Ministry
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H, Office of the Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations
HAK, Henry A. Kissinger

Henhouse, Soviet large phased-array, early warning radars

HSD, hard site defense

HUMINT, human intelligence

IAEA, International Atomic Energy Agency

ICBM, inter-continental ballistic missile

ICC, International Control Commission

IC]J, International Court of Justice
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P.L., public law



Abbreviations and Terms XXV

PAR, perimeter acquisition radar

Para, paragraph

PDB, President’s Daily Brief

Pen aids, penetration aids

PFIAB, President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board

PHOTINT, photo intelligence
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Affairs, Department of State

PMG, Politico-Military Group

PNE, peaceful nuclear explosion

Polad, political adviser

Poseidon C-3, submarine launched ballistic missile designed to carry twice the payload
of the Polaris A-3 with improved accuracy

PPBS, Planning-Programming-Budgeting System
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US, United States
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SALT I, 1969-1972

Preparations for SALT, January 27—
November 12, 1969

1. Editorial Note

During President Richard M. Nixon’s first press conference on Jan-
uary 27, 1969, he was asked about the possibility of starting strategic
arms limitation talks (SALT) with the Soviet Union. The President
replied that he preferred “to steer a course between those two extremes”
of waiting until there was “progress on political settlements” and mov-
ing forward without such progress. He declared that “what I want to
do is see to it that we have strategic arms talks in a way and at a time
that will promote, if possible, progress on outstanding political prob-
lems at the same time—for example, on the problem of the Mideast and
on other outstanding problems in which the United States and the
Soviet Union, acting together can serve the peace.” The full text of the
press conference is printed in Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pages 15-23.

Despite his unwillingness to rush into SALT, on January 31 the
President not only submitted Gerard Smith’s name to the United States
Senate for confirmation as Director of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency but also designated him as the future chief negotiator for
SALT. Smith was confirmed on February 7.

On February 4 the President reiterated his concerns about “link-
age” and strategic arms control in identical letters to Secretary of State
William Rogers and Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird:

“I am convinced that the great issues are fundamentally interre-
lated. I do not mean by this to establish artificial linkages between
specific elements of one or another issue or between tactical steps that
we may elect to take. But I do believe that crisis or confrontation in
one place and real cooperation in another cannot long be sustained
simultaneously.”

The President’s letter concludes: “Without attempting to lay down
inflexible prescriptions about how various matters at issue between
ourselves and the USSR should be connected, I would like to illustrate
what I have in mind in one case of immediate and widespread inter-
est—the proposed talks on strategic weapons. I believe our decision
on when and how to proceed does not depend exclusively on our re-
view of the purely military and technical issues, although these are of

1
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key importance. This decision should also be taken in the light of the
prevailing political context and, in particular, in light of progress to-
ward stabilizing the explosive Middle East situation, and in light of
the Paris talks. I believe I should retain the freedom to ensure, to the
extent that we have control over it, that the timing of talks with the So-
viet Union on strategic weapons is optimal.”

For the full text of Nixon’s letter to Rogers, see Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Doc-
ument 10. For the full text of the letter to Laird, see ibid., volume I,
Foundations of Foreign Policy, 1969-1972, Document 10.

2. Paper Prepared in the Department of Defense'

Washington, undated.

Military Consequences of a Delay in Opening Strategic Talks

This paper evaluates the military effect of a delay of six months
in starting strategic talks with the Soviets and the impact of such a de-
lay in our FY 70 strategic force options. Based on this examination the
following major points emerge:

(1) The trend in relative military postures between the United
States and the Soviet Union argues the desirability to the United States
of a freeze on strategic nuclear forces at current levels, in preference to
a freeze at levels programmed for the US and projected for the USSR
six months later, if there is to be an agreement to limit arms. This is
principally due to the projected deployment of new Soviet launchers
compared to our program which keeps US launchers constant. The
United States is judged to be ahead of the Soviets in qualitative aspects
of missile technology.

(2) Our capability to inflict damage on the Soviet population is es-
sentially unchanged during the time period. The trend in US damage

! Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 22, SALT, Chronological File. Top Secret.
Laird transmitted this paper to Kissinger under cover of a February 13 memorandum
for discussion at an NSC meeting scheduled for February 14. Laird also attached a JCS
paper of the same title, which he noted contained a few modifications from the Depart-
ment of Defense paper. Another copy of this paper indicates that it was drafted in ISA
and SA with the Joint Staff in response to a request at the February 6 NSC Review Group
meeting. (Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-75-0103,
USSR, 388.3) See footnote 2, Document 12.
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limiting capabilities is adverse to us because of the projected growth
in the Soviet missile force during the period of the delay.

(3) If we delay initiating talks, the Soviets could cross certain
thresholds (land mobile missiles, MIRVs) in their strategic programs
which might foreclose certain options for limitations and create com-
plications for verification.

(4) The longer the delay in initiating talks and arriving at an agree-
ment, the greater the pressures are likely to be for both sides to make
decisions to increase or improve their strategic forces. Anticipation of
an agreement could pressure us to defer or cancel programs pending
outcome of negotiations.

(5) A six-month delay in initiating talks would not impact on
events scheduled under the current US strategic program. Even if FY
70 budget decisions were made to modify the current strategic pro-
gram, a difference of six months in initiating talks would not affect cost
or technical milestones in implementing alternative programs.

I. Background

US strategic offensive nuclear forces are stabilized quantitatively at
the present time. There are currently 1054 ICBMs, 656 SLBMs, and 576
bombers. The Sentinel thin ballistic missile defensive system has been
programmed for deployment to be operational starting in 1973 with 672
interceptors by 1975. Improvements involving MIRV in the Minuteman
and Poseidon forces are programmed for incorporation starting in 1970,
increasing the number of US missile warheads substantially by the mid-
70s; test programs started in the latter part of 1968.

Soviet forces are projected to continue the numerical buildup of
ICBMs, SLBMs and SA-5 (Tallinn) defensive systems. Operational
ICBMs have increased by 110 from 1 July 1968 to 20 January 1969 and
are estimated to increase another 70-154 before 1 July 1969. Three Po-
laris type submarines have been added in the last half of 1968 and an
additional one is forecast by mid-1969. SA-5 launchers have increased
by 72-252 from July 1968 to January 1969, with 108-288 more forecast
during the period from January 1969 to July 1969. Construction of the
operational Moscow BMD launch system has been arrested, but de-
velopmental work and the construction of associated radars (longest
lead time construction item) continues. Table I, Soviet Offensive and
Defensive Strategic Forces, is enclosed.? The USSR initiated MRV test-
ing in the latter part of 1968; it is not yet known whether these multi-
ple warhead tests are a precursor to MIRV development.

Since the current US force is fixed in numbers of launchers, our
position relative to the increasing number of Soviet launchers is di-

2 Not printed.
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minishing over time. The current US program calls for increased num-
bers of missile warheads, but there are no approved plans for deploy-
ment of additional numbers of Minuteman/Poseidon launchers or new
systems presently in developmental stages. The effectiveness of the
currently programmed US offensive missile force, which is pay load lim-
ited relative to that of the Soviets, is dependent upon the planned ap-
plication of technology. The United States is judged to be ahead in the
qualitative aspects of missile technology, notably MIRV and accuracy.

II. Force and Effectiveness Implications of a 6-Month Delay

If it is assumed that we make the decision now to proceed with
talks, they could be initiated on 1 March 1969; a six-month delay would
therefore lead to talks being initiated on 1 September 1969. For the mil-
itary analysis it is assumed that there would be a six-month delay af-
ter initiation before an agreement took effect in freezing deployed forces
and construction starts. Thus, 1 September 1969 and 1 March 1970 were
chosen as representative of the cutoff dates when the forces might be
limited.

Table II° makes a static comparison of our forces with DIA esti-
mates of Soviet forces for the two alternative cutoff dates. As shown,
the US force posture does not change, while there is an increase of up
to 80 in numbers of Soviet missiles between the two cutoff dates. It
should be noted that the last six-month incremental increase of Soviet
offensive missile systems is larger than that which was projected in last
year’s intelligence estimate (110 vs 53) and should be taken into con-
sideration with regard to current projections.

Under the current program, the US capability for retaliatory as-
sured destruction changes little between the two cutoff dates, remain-
ing at about the 40 percent Soviet fatality level under conservative as-
sumptions of a Soviet first strike; however, there would be a decrease
in the damage limiting capabilities of US forces commensurate with
the buildup of Soviet forces. Their additional missile deployments dur-
ing the 6-month delay would increase Soviet strategic capabilities
against the United States by expanding the number of offensive sys-
tems which must be considered in US targeting plans. The Soviet abil-
ity to inflict retaliatory assured destruction on the United States would
remain approximately comparable to our capability.

If it can be assumed that there will be an agreement which limits
launchers at programmed and projected levels so that the United States
cannot increase its forces beyond this level, each month’s delay puts
the United States in a relatively poorer position. If there is a possibil-

3 Not printed.
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ity that the current review of US strategic posture may determine the
need for modification of basic strategy with a resultant ultimate up-
ward adjustment of strategic force levels, early talks might foreclose
these options. On the other hand, early talks could improve our un-
derstanding of Soviet strategic intentions and prove beneficial to a US
posture review.

A major military objective of an arms limitation agreement would
be to minimize the effects of Soviet efforts in the development and de-
ployment of a significant BMD system, production of mobile land-
based offensive missiles and increases in the SLBM fleet. As delays in
an agreement develop, these Soviet programs pose an increasing and
more complex threat to US security and make attainment of a viable
agreement more difficult.

An important issue related to delaying talks is the increased chance
that with the passage of time the Soviets might deploy land-mobile
ICBMs and MIRVs earlier than now estimated, as well as resume the
deployment of ABM launchers. These actions would represent thresh-
olds, which if crossed, would be for all practical purposes irreversible,
and would have to be taken into account in formulating agreements.
In particular, a total ban on land-mobile systems would be easier to
verify than a limit on numbers. Under a total ban, detection of only
one Soviet mobile ICBM would be a violation, but accurate assessments
of agreed levels would be more difficult to attain.

III. Impact of 6-Month Delay on US FY 70 Programs

At this time or even after talks had been initiated, the specific terms
of a final agreement would be difficult to predict. However, as a result
of analyses, there are several considerations that we could expect to af-
fect the constraints which an agreement would impose and which can
be used as a basis for estimating the likely impact of initiating talks on
our force posture:

(1) No constraints on R&D and production.

(2) Freeze on number of launchers and construction starts as of
cutoff date.

(3) Prohibition on land or ship mobile missiles or mobile ABMs.

(4) ABM launchers (and reloads) and possible radars would be
limited.

(5) Possible limit on bombers and air defenses.

(6) No constraints on bomber or missile penaids (chaff, decoys,
SCAD, SRAM, etc).

(7) Possible provisions for transfer of missiles to new harder silos
or hard point defense.

(8) Possible limits on flight testing or deploying MIRVs.

During the 6-month time-period between 1 March 1969 (possible
early initiation of talks) and 1 September 1969 (possible delayed date
of initiation), there would be no impact by the above constraints on
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milestones scheduled under the current US strategic force program,
with the exception of possible constraints on MIRV testing. If early talks
resulted in a MIRV test ban, we would not complete the test program.
If talks were delayed, the fact that considerable MIRV flight testing (for
both sides) had occurred might make agreement on a verifiable MIRV
ban less likely.

The ongoing FY 70 budget and strategic posture review might
modify the current program and early talks could foreclose options that
might be developed. Early initiation of talks would not necessarily pre-
clude us from proceeding more rapidly with development of new sys-
tems or improving currently programmed systems. However, given the
constraints of likely agreements and recognizing that new systems
could not reach the deployment phase or probably even the produc-
tion phase over the six-month interval a delay of this length would
have little significance in terms of cost or technical milestones.

The longer the delay in initiating talks and the more protracted
the period of negotiations once talks begin, the greater would be the
pressures to make decisions for improvements in and additions to the
strategic forces. There also would be opposite pressures to delay force
decisions pending an outcome of negotiations. In the event of a pro-
tracted delay, controversial force additions and qualitative improve-
ments to systems which may ultimately be affected by an agreement
could be jeopardized.

The initiation of strategic talks could influence our decisions on
strategic programs in two ways: (1) There may be less interest in tak-
ing steps towards deployments of systems which eventually might be
limited by an agreement. (2) There could be more emphasis on systems
which would not be expected to be constrained and which could be
used as hedges or safeguards under an agreement.

Initiation of talks could result in near term reprogramming of So-
viet resources. Current indications suggest the likelihood of continued
acceleration in Soviet strategic force buildup. The incremental additions
to the current forces during this time period, however, would probably
not be significant in terms of current relative strategic capabilities.
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3. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, undated.

Summary of Paper

[Omitted here is material unrelated to SALT.]

Arms Limitation Talks

Recent interest in pursuing strategic arms limitation talks is moti-
vated not only by the present state of the strategic balance but also by
the likely outcome of attempts by either side to increase its relative ca-
pabilities in the absence of an agreement.

1. Both the U.S. and the Soviet Union can launch a massively de-
structive attack on the other after absorbing an all-out attack on its
strategic forces.

2. Neither side in the foreseeable future can hope to be able to al-
ter significantly this ability to damage the other.

3. The present costs of strategic forces are large and will get sig-
nificantly larger if additional programs go unchecked.

Therefore, negotiating a strategic arms limitations agreement can
have at least three objectives in terms of the strategic balance:

1. By reducing the strategic arms competition, an agreement could
reduce many of the uncertainties which now influence our programs.

2. Just by talking, we might gain valuable information and im-
proved understanding with the Soviet Union on how each side sees
nuclear forces and strategy.

3. In the long run, the costs of our strategic forces will probably
be lower with an agreement than without one.

The primary question on strategic grounds is, should we go for-
ward with strategic arms limitation talks in the near future or delay a
decision pending completion of the military posture review (in six
months or, if the strategic portion is accelerated, in two months)? Re-
garding this issue, there are two questions:

1. What would be the consequences of waiting six months in terms
of the strategic balance?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-020, NSC Meeting Biafra, Strategic Policy Issues 2/14/69.
Top Secret. This summary of a 21-page paper, entitled “Strategic Policy Issues” was in-
cluded in the President’s briefing book for the February 14 NSC meeting. The full text
of the summary is printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Se-
curity Policy, 1969-1972, Document 6.
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2. What might the conclusions of the military posture review sug-
gest concerning the U.S. position for possible talks with the Soviets?
How soon could enough of the review be completed to reach these
conclusions?

Attachment

Sentinel ABM System

The approved program calls for the deployment of a system de-
signed to protect the U.S. against a light ICBM attack from China in
1975. The system has been called “anti-Chinese” because (a) most of
its radars face only in the direction from which Chinese ICBMs would
be launched, (b) the area defense is vulnerable to effective penetration
aids which the Soviets, but not the Chinese, could develop by 1975,
and (c) the system emphasizes area defense; an anti-Soviet system of
this size would emphasize terminal defense of cities. On the other hand,
the system can save 10-20 million U.S. lives in a Soviet attack if the So-
viets do not install penetration aids on their missiles, and it can be ex-
panded for defense of our ICBMs, defenses for our cities against So-
viet attacks, or both.

The system is funded at $1.8 billion in FY 70, and the total cost
is estimated at $8.5 billion. The Defense Department has delayed all
Sentinel construction activity pending a review of the program. The
options include: (a) proceeding with the approved program, (b) fur-
ther delaying the program or stretching it out for FY 70 savings of
$340-550 million, (c) redirecting the deployment to the defense of
Minuteman sites and continuing Research and Development for a to-
tal cost of $4.7 billion (FY 69-70 savings of $1 billion, $3.8 billion over-
all), (d) cancelling the Sentinel deployment and continuing research
and development.

Continuing Sentinel would be consistent with three options—
Dominance, Improving the Balance, and Maintaining the Balance. Fur-
ther delaying or cancelling Sentinel might be consistent with a policy
of Maintaining the Balance, Stable, or Minimum Deterrence. However,
the overall implications depend largely on whether an ABM defense
of Minuteman or an anti-Soviet ABM defense of our cities or both are
chosen instead, either now or later.

a. The arguments for proceeding with the approved program are:

(1) The planned deployment schedule would provide virtually
complete protection in the early 1970s when the intelligence commu-
nity estimates that the Chinese could have as many as 10 ICBMs. With-
out Sentinel U.S. fatalities could be as high as seven million in a Chi-
nese first strike with 10 ICBMs.
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(2) The planned deployment provides a basis for a larger anti-
Soviet system. If the Soviets do not react to Sentinel, the thin defense
might reduce U.S. casualties in a nuclear war with Russia by 10-20
million, or about 8-15 percent.

(38) Moving ahead on schedule would increase Soviet incentives
to engage in negotiations on strategic arms limitations.

(4) Moving ahead would also provide early protection against ac-
cidental or irrational launch of ICBMs against the U.S.

(5) The Soviets could have a Sentinel-like system deployed by the
mid-1970s.

b. The arguments for further delay or cancellation are:

(1) We have an effective deterrent against China in our strategic
offensive forces for the foreseeable future. Since Sentinel would con-
tribute only marginally to increasing the credibility of our deterrent, a
delay would not endanger our security.

(2) Few believe that an anti-Chinese system justifies the current
cost of Sentinel; currently estimated cost is significantly higher than
when the decision was made and costs are rising.

(3) The Chinese ICBM program appears to be slipping. We now
estimate that the Chinese will have 12-21 ICBMs in 1975.

(4) Delay would permit a careful evaluation of the real issue:
should we look on Sentinel as a down payment in a defense of Min-
uteman (in which case we could save $3.8 billion), on a larger anti-
Soviet ABM system (in which case we would need to spend $10-20
billion more), or both?

(5) Work on the Soviet Moscow ABM system has slowed down
considerably and the Soviet system is a primitive one. Thus, we have
no reason to believe that the Soviets may get very far ahead of us in
ABM capability.

4, Editorial Note

On February 14, 1969, the National Security Council met to dis-
cuss the ongoing review of U.S. strategic policy pursuant to the is-
suance on January 23 of NSSM 3, “U.S. Military Posture and Balance
of Power.” After a detailed discussion of force levels and research and

development issues, the meeting turned to strategic arms limitation
talks (SALT):
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“[Secretary of State] Rogers: On SALT, delay can be made 2-3
months, beyond that we will be hard pressed to resist pressures.

“[President] Nixon: We should get our ducks in a row. Three
months from now we should be ready. In the meantime maybe we can
make progress in other fields.

“[President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger]
HAK: Option that we may not have talks should be left open.

“Nixon: We would be foolish not to explain possibility of getting
something going in other fields. Shouldn’t just react.

“Rogers: Isn’t easy to find out what other admin[istration] repre-
sented to the other side. [Former President’s Special Assistant Walt W.]
Rostow gave them a paper, but we can’t get a copy of it.

“Nixon: Not content.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC
Minutes, Originals, 1969) Documentation on NSSM 3, including the full
text of the notes of the NSC meetingis printed in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972, Docu-
ment 7.

On February 17 Nixon raised the question of timing for opening
strategic arms limitation talks during his first meeting with Soviet Am-
bassador Anatoliy Dobrynin. Nixon stated: “It was not his view that
the initiation of such talks must be conditioned on the settlement of
larger political issues. We both recognize that the principal purpose of
strategic arms talks is peace, but there is no guarantee that freezing
strategic weapons at the present level alone would bring about peace.
[. . .] It is incumbent upon us, therefore, when we begin strategic arms
talks to do what we can in a parallel way to de-fuse critical political
situations such as the Middle East and Viet-Nam.”

Dobrynin replied that “he was not pressing the President to set
the exact time for beginning arms talks. He wanted simply to clarify
his own understanding of the linkage between arms talks and negoti-
ations on political issues. His government, of course, would be inter-
ested in having a more precise idea as to when the President would be
prepared to begin an exchange of views on the missile problem, even
if preliminary and at the level of experts.”

Nixon explained that his administration would soon decide but
would first review the issue. He also reminded Dobrynin that Gerard
Smith had been appointed Director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency. The full text of the memorandum of conversation be-
tween Nixon and Dobrynin is printed ibid., volume XII, Soviet Union,
January 1969—-October 1970, Document 14.
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5. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting’

Washington, February 19, 1969.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

Nixon asks Packard for types of things you are looking at.

Packard:

Purposes and choices of ABM.

Neither side has dominance.

Soviets deploying additional missiles. They will be superior in
number of missiles. We are now superior in SLBMs but they want par-
ity. We have substantial superiority in manned bombers.

Two extremes: What is required for Dominance?

a. Destroy enemy’s offensive force so he can’t strike back.

Tough, can’t destroy subs. We would need more accurate, heavier
missiles; bombers can’t be used in timely way.

b. Other side: Provide very good protection of targets.

Problems with ABM.

1. New substantial amount of protection—very efficient; but Sovi-
ets can keep up by proliferating, MIRVs. They can counter at low cost.
ABM is ineffective protection. HAK: against full-scale Soviet attack.

2. Use of tactics effective against ABM; Soviets can concentrate
and overwhelm parts. ABM not attractive at this time.

What is required for deterrence?

1. Protect second strike capability.

Situation is fairly good now. Land-based missiles in hardened sites,
vulnerable to bigger more accurate missiles.

Bombers are vulnerable except those on alert. SLBMs bring our
bombers under attack.

Our own SLBMs are excellent deterrent.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. Ac-
cording to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting was held in the Cabinet Room of the
White House from 10:26 a.m. to 12:26 p.m. and was attended by: President Nixon,
Kissinger, Agnew, Rogers, Laird, David Kennedy, Lincoln, Wheeler, Helms, Packard, Ger-
ard Smith, and Ellis H. Veatch, Director of the Bureau of the Budget’s National Security
Programs Division. (Ibid., White House Central Files) The participants were continuing
the discussion of strategic policy issues initiated during the February 14 NSC meeting;
see Document 4. The full text of the minutes of this meeting is printed in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972, Document 8.
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2. We can use ABM to protect missile & bomber forces. Fact ABM
isn’t perfect isn’t so troublesome; you complicate Soviet problem, aren’t
losing people.

You could increase deterrence by building up offensive forces. But
you don’t need this for second strike capability.

Not sound to say we will protect cities; is sound to say we will
protect second strike capability.

This deployment doesn’t threaten Soviets.

Nixon: Neither one does or does cities” protection threaten them
psychologically?

Packard: They would see cities” defense as prelude to other offen-
sive build-up.

Nixon: Suppose you could defend cities. Really means credible
threat of first strike would be much greater if they are screwing with
Alljes.

Packard: Wouldn't really give you first strike.

Smith: Population protection is historically a signal of going for
first strike. Would be more threatening.

Nixon: We say glibly we will fire on warning. Who’s sure. As soon
as you do, you are risking great destruction.

Laird: Issue is that we can’t move toward defense of cities. Im-
possible to solve this equation. We shouldn’t assure our people of this.
We can handle other threats, adding to our deterrence. Shouldn’t care
about what Soviets think, but what’s best for our security, security of
our nation.

Nixon: It is important to game plan it from their point of view. Im-
portant for arms control discussions.

Laird: They have ABM, but they may be protecting other targets.

Packard: We don’t know why their ABM. Use of ABM to protect
our offensive forces would be stabilizing, would help with strategic
arms limitation talks.

Nixon asks Smith what he thinks.

Smith: Doesn’t make much difference one way or other as far as
talks. Ongoing program isn’t decisive on talks issue.

Rogers: Isn’t having option good negotiating point?

Smith: Best posture is ABM connected with signs of progress on
SALT and with signal they aren’t going for first strike capability.

Parochially I am against ABM. I would urge at same time as ABM
decision, say we have reviewed last proposal—approved by Chiefs—
we are now in position to begin talks. Announce we will
limit number to say Moscow’s number, not deploy them in first strike
mode.



January 27-November 12, 1969 13

Wheeler: If I thought technically, fiscally feasible to ABM defense
which gave first strike capability, I would advocate it, destabilizing or
not. Wouldn't bother me.

Nixon: Wouldn’t bother me either. Nuclear umbrella in NATO a
lot of crap. Don’t have it.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

Lincoln: Proposition: by starting but not stating how far we will
go will aid Gerry.

Smith: No, would prefer number. We could increase it if we
had to.

Rogers: Art[icle] VI of NPT>—says parties will enter into arms lim-
itation agreement. Important to non-nuclear powers. With NPT noti-
fied, we should proceed in good faith. I was asked this yesterday. We
are obligated to go ahead with talks, in good faith, language of treaty
is clear.

Nixon: But not what and when. We’re not tied down.

Rogers: Of course, but we must proceed in good faith. If Soviets
say let’s talk, we have to. We're under the gun.

Wheeler: Haven't we been under that obligation for a long time
in representations to U.N.?

Rogers: This is treaty obligation.

Smith: We are already in negotiations. Public statements have a
meaning. Gore® thinks we should start just on ABM. I think Soviets
want talks both on offensive and defensive missiles.

Laird: Soviets don’t want to negotiate defense.
Rogers: We should have total offensive/defensive.

Nixon: For trip,* I want to be kept as flexible as possible. Same
with decision on ABM. It would be unhelpful to make it appear that
we are leaning (don't debrief Depts and have it appear in papers)
though arguments appear convincing. Then if we decided to move,
that could be important gesture in arms control problem. We're not
sure what affects them; then let’s not appear too precise until we get
some leverage.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

2On July 1, 1968, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons was
opened for signature in Washington, London, and Moscow. Ratified by the U.S. Senate
in March 1969, it entered into force on March 5, 1970 after 81 other nations signed the
treaty. (21 UST 483)

8 Senator Albert Gore, Sr. (D-TN).

* On February 23 Nixon left for an 8-day visit to Europe on his first foreign trip as
President.
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6. Editorial Note

In a March 10, 1969, memorandum, President’s Assistant for Con-
gressional Relations Bryce Harlow informed President Nixon of the
Congressional status of an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense system.
Harlow stated: “Careful analysis of the immediate situation in the Sen-
ate strongly indicates: 1) the ABM system advanced by LBJ [President
Lyndon B. Johnson] has no chance whatsoever; 2) even a modified sys-
tem can now be passed only with maximum effort, including all-out
Presidential participation.” Harlow speculated that a modified ABM
plan would lose by a vote of 58—42 in the Senate with a third of the Re-
publican Senators in opposition. Harlow stated that a modified ABM
system would likely pass in the House of Representatives. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 843, ABM-
MIRV, ABM—Memoranda)

In a March 11 diary entry, Assistant to the President H.R. Halde-
man described the atmosphere at the White House:

“Well, the first crisis appears to be building. ABM decision will be
tough. P felt that the construction of an anti-ballistic missile defense
system was a crucial bargaining chip in the forthcoming Soviet arms
control talks. The doves hated it though, and many moderates were
disturbed by the cost. It was shaping up to be a real donnybrook. He
has to go ahead from defense viewpoint but pressure against is enor-
mous and growing under great pressure, i.e., DuBridge was in today
to argue scientist’s viewpoint that small increase in defense doesn’t jus-
tify huge expenditure and popular and political risk. Harlow has ad-
vised P that Congressional passage is in real doubt, and will require
all-out battle on part of P. Question whether he’s really willing and
ready to fight.” (Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)

On March 14 the President announced his decision to approve
an ABM program that included a Safeguard system, a modified ver-
sion of Lyndon Johnson’s Sentinel system, designed to provide area
defense against a relatively small nuclear attack by China and an ac-
cidental, irrational, or unsophisticated attack by the Soviet Union.
Safeguard called for 12 separate sites for area missile defense, 19
radars, and several hundred interceptor missiles. Nixon’s stated ob-
jectives were similar to Johnson’s: “protection of our land-based re-
taliatory forces against a direct attack by the Soviet Union”; “defense
of the American people against the kind of nuclear attack which Com-
munist China is likely to be able to mount within the decade”; and
“protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any
source.” Nixon also decided to continue testing for multiple inde-
pendently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs). On March 14 the de-
cisions about ABM and MIRV testing were announced in a White
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House press release. The text is printed in Public Papers: Nixon, 1969,
pages 216-219.

In nationally televised hearings on March 20 and 21, Secretary of
Defense Laird testified before the Disarmament Subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and explained part of the rationale
behind the administration’s decision to pursue an ABM system. He de-
clared that the Soviet Union had initiated a nuclear forces build-up
aimed at eliminating U.S. defenses in a single blow. Laird supported
his assertion with information about the SS-9, which was a Soviet in-
tercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). He stated that the SS-9 threat
could be countered only with an ABM system. Extracts of Laird’s tes-
timony are printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pages 125-131.

On March 27 Secretary of State Rogers testified before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee. Extracts of his testimony concerning U.S.
preparations for strategic arms limitation talks are ibid., pages 138-139.
The following statements from Rogers’s testimony concerning the rela-
tionship between the ABM decision and strategic arms talks disturbed
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger:

“Suppose we start our talks in a few months and the first thing
that is said by the Soviet Union ‘let’s do away with you (sic) defensive
missiles.” We would have no problem. We would be delighted. [. . .]

“I can imagine that we might be able to say, ‘If you have no in-
terest in defensive missiles and you want to take your ABM out around

7

from Moscow, why, we will stop our Safeguard development’.

In Kissinger’s view, the Secretary’s statements contradicted the ad-
ministration’s line on an ABM. As Kissinger pointed out to Nixon: “You
said that we would proceed with subsequent phases of Safeguard in
the light of the threat, the state of technology, and diplomatic consid-
erations, including talks. You also said we hope to talk to the Soviets
about both offensive and defensive systems, but said nothing specific
about whether we would give up the ABM.” There is no indication that
the President saw Kissinger’s memorandum analyzing Rogers’s testi-
mony. (Memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon, April 3; National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 279, Agency
Files, Department of State, Vol. II)

On March 28 Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency Gerard Smith prepared a memorandum for the file about his
conversation with Rogers concerning the Secretary’s testimony:

“I talked to the Secretary today. He said there had been no change
in the SALT situation. He gave me to believe that he was thinking that
the linkage question was more related to the carrying out of the SALT
negotiations and less related to the starting of the negotiations. He is
thinking in terms of June for starting the SALT talks. He stressed the
importance of talking first with our allies. He said that he had said
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nothing new in his testimony except that he had not said it in a bel-
ligerent voice. He said he felt that we should say that we hope that the
climate will be good, that the total climate will affect the outcome. He
asked me when we could be ready, and I told him I thought between
May 15th and June 1st. That seemed to suit him fine. He said that he
had gotten a very good reaction on the Hill, that a number of the Sen-
ators had congratulated him. I told him that I thought from our point
of view, what he had said had come out just first-rate.” (Washington
National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-97-0010, Di-
rector’s Files, Smith/Farley Chronological File, 1962-1977, Smith tel-
cons with US officials, February—October 1969)

7. Memorandum From the Director of Defense Research and
Engineering (Foster) to the Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Packard)

Washington, March 15, 1969.

[Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD
Files: FRC 330-75-0103, Box 16, USSR, 388.3. Top Secret. 3 pages not
declassified.]

8. Memorandum From President Nixon to Acting Secretary of
State Richardson'

Washington, May 21, 1969.

SUBJECT

SALT Talks:
(1) Procedural Approach to Soviets
(2) NATO Consultations

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 873,
SALT, Volume I, January-May 1969. Secret; Nodis.
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At the NSC meeting on NSSM 28,2 now scheduled for June 18, I
also wish to consider the approach to be taken with the Soviets on the
timing of the talks. Any proposal we make for a date must take ac-
count of (1) the likelihood that several NSC meetings will be required
before I will be able to approve a substantive position, and (2) my com-
mitment to have a full round of consultations with our NATO allies
before substantive negotiations begin with the USSR. An appropriate
scenario should be available on June 18 for my consideration and ap-
proval. This will serve as guidance for the Secretary’s further proce-
dural discussions with the Soviet Ambassador.

In view of public speculation about our intention to propose a date
in July and the concern that has been expressed at NATO about ade-
quate time for substantive consultation, would you please prepare for
my approval an instruction to Ambassador Cleveland, for early use in
the NAC, including the following points:

—that no date for opening SALT talks has been fixed with the
Soviets;

—that NSC consideration of our substantive position is scheduled
for mid-June;

—that any opening date arranged with the Soviets will allow am-
ple time for NATO consultations.

RN

2 NSSM 28, issued March 6, “directed the preparation of a U.S. position for possi-
ble strategic arms limitation talks with the Soviet Union.” It asked that a study be for-
warded to the NSC Review Group by May 15. (Ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H-139, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 28)
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9. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Richardson to
President Nixon'

Washington, May 22, 1969.

SUBJECT
MIRV Testing

The Problem

Our MIRYV flight testing program is reaching a crucial stage. Fifty-
two flight tests in all are scheduled, with the first Minuteman III mis-
siles scheduled to be operational at the end of FY 1970, and the first
Poseidon in January 1971, with actual deployment to be spread out
over several years. Only 11 of these tests had been conducted in the
nine months from the beginning of the test program in August 1968
through April of this year. From now through November, the tests are
scheduled to run at a rate of three a month. Even before the comple-
tion of these tests, MIRVs could on a crash basis be introduced into our
missiles—or the Soviets may think so.

If, by the time SALT talks begin, we already have—or the Soviets
think we have—substantially completed MIRV testing, any limitation
of MIRVs will be difficult to achieve: While MIRV testing is observable
by national means, the only way you can tell whether or not a missile
is a MIRV is through on-site inspection.

The delay in initiation of SALT talks combined with entry into a
period of sustained and even accelerated MIRV testing, could there-
fore operate to reduce significantly the options, flexibility and lever-
age you have to make these talks productive.

Discussion

One of the major options under study in NSSM 28" is a reciprocal
leveling off in additional missiles, with introduction of MIRVs excluded

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 845,
ABM-MIRV, MIRV Test Program, Vol. I, Closed June 30, 1969. Secret. The date is hand-
written at the bottom of the last page. The memorandum was forwarded to Nixon on
May 27 under a covering memorandum from Kissinger explaining that it outlined the
relationship of the MIRV program to the forthcoming SALT negotiations. Kissinger also
sent Richardson’s memorandum to Laird with a request for comment by May 30. (Ibid.)

2In a June 17 memorandum to Kissinger, Haig summarized the political aspects
of the problem: “The MIRV issue surfaced on April 16 through a letter from Senator Ed-
ward Brooke to the President in which Brooke indicated that he might support the Safe-
guard if the President were to reciprocate by supporting Brooke’s resolution for a US
moratorium on the testing of MIRV’s. No definite reply was given to Senator Brooke; in-
stead, Sonnenfeldt and Lynn briefed Dr. Fry, Senator Brooke’s legislative assistant, on
the difficulties and disadvantages of a MIRV test moratorium.” (Ibid.)

3 See footnote 2, Document 8.
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on both sides. This is a complicated option, but it may be a key one. If
the Soviets are to forego construction of more land based hard-site
ICBMs and SLBMs and any mobile land based ICBMs, they could un-
derstandably ask for some quid pro quo from us. It is hard to see any-
thing in our current programs but the MIRVs which we could offer.

If we press ahead in this period with an aggressive program of
MIRYV flight testing, we may appear to the Soviets to have passed the
point of no return. To the Soviets as well as to our Congressional crit-
ics, we may then seem vulnerable to the charge of having deliberately
stalled on the negotiations to permit us to prove out our MIRVs and
thus put them beyond the realm of negotiability.

The simplest way of preserving our options would be to stretch
out U.S. MIRV flight testing. For example, the Services might be di-
rected to conduct not more than one more Minuteman IIl and one more
Poseidon flight test between now and the establishment of the U.S. po-
sition on SALT, with whatever guidance that decision may contain re-
garding subsequent testing. The action would have the advantage of
leaving us maximum freedom of maneuver. By not actually suspend-
ing tests in advance, we would avoid playing our trump card prema-
turely and keep it for the best moment in the negotiations.

A second possibility would be to propose an immediate morato-
rium on all multiple warhead testing—both of U.S. MIRVs and Soviet
MRVs. This would be dramatic, require a quid pro quo from the Sovi-
ets, and place the U.S. in a favorable position before world opinion.
However, this course could in itself complicate the negotiations and
might risk limiting our flexibility of choice.

Recommendation

My purpose, however, is not to urge any particular course. It is,
rather, to make the point that our decision on whether or not to stretch
out or propose a moratorium on MIRV testing should not await the
conclusion of discussion on NSSM 28.

If you agree that a decision on the issue of MIRV testing should
be separately considered and reached, I suggest that:

(@) You ask Mel Laird to prepare urgently a memorandum for you
setting forth the facts regarding our program of MIRV flight testing,
the schedule in coming months, and the effects of a suspension or a
major stretch out of testing in this area where we have a significant
lead over the Soviets.

(b) You then meet with Mel Laird, Bus Wheeler, Gerry Smith,
Henry Kissinger, and myself to consider our course of action.

ELR
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10. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, May 24, 1969.

SUBJECT

Chronology of Recent Developments on Strategic Arms Talks with the Soviets

Attached (Tab A)? is a chronology of recent developments relating
to Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) with the Soviets. From this
compilation I believe it is fair to conclude that

—the Soviets and the public remain under the impression that we
will shortly be prepared to agree to and announce an opening date for
the talks and that this will be some time in July;

—our allies, on the other hand, have been told that no date has
been set and that we will allow ample time for consultation;

—the allies are showing mounting concern that sufficient time will
indeed be provided before talks open with the Soviets; and

—the allies, notably the British, French and Germans, are begin-
ning to sense that SALT talks could have far-reaching securit%/ impli-
cations for themselves and that consultations must therefore be more
than a formality.

The memorandum to the Acting Secretary of State which you
signed on May 21° will enable you to examine at the same time our
negotiating options and the scenario for consultations with the allies
and to make an integrated set of decisions after NSC consideration now
scheduled for mid-June.

In the interim we will probably encounter some impatience from
the Soviets and from critics here at home.

It will be desirable to make clear to both that we are not deliber-
ately delaying but that preparations for this major enterprise require
care and time.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 873,
SALT, Volume II, June-July 1969. Secret; Nodis. Sent for information. A notation on the
memorandum indicates the President saw it. Another notation indicates it was returned
on June 2. Haig asked Sonnenfeldt to prepare this memorandum for the President “to
keep him abreast of this fast moving epic.” (Memorandum from Haig to Sonnenfeldt,
May 19; ibid.)

2Tab A, dated May 21, is attached but not printed.

3 Document 8.
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11. Letter From the Deputy Secretary of Defense (Packard) to the
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
(Smith)*

Washington, May 26, 1969.

Dear Gerry:

In response to your note of May 22nd,* I am sorry to have to dis-
agree with you about the testing of MIRV. I am convinced you will be
in a much stronger position in your discussion with the Soviets if the
MIRV testing is not discontinued. Our deployment schedule is far
enough off that you will have ample time to discuss this matter at an
early stage of the talks, and hopefully get a quid pro quo response from
your discussion.

While we are on this subject, I am concerned at the rate of progress
in approaching an opening position for these talks. I am going to en-
courage our people to prepare some alternate proposals with the
thought that it might make more progress if a small group of us spent
some time together for a discussion of the issues. A large meeting,
such as we had the other day, is not conducive to progress. Further-
more, we have the problem of the serious leak which occurred from
that meeting. Leaks like this could jeopardize the whole program, and
should be avoided at all costs.

If you have any alternate suggestions as to how I could be help-
ful, so that you can proceed with your very important job, I will be
pleased to have you let me know.

Sincerely,

Dave

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC
383-98-0089, Box 1, Director’s Files, Smith Files, Correspondence for and by Smith on
MIRVs, ABM, and other Arms Control Issues, February—December 1969. Secret.

2In his letter to Packard, May 22, Smith wrote, “I have been thinking about the
points that you made at the last NSSM 28-Steering Group meeting to the effect that our
on-going MIRV program is probably the main factor in generating Soviet interest in the
SALT—and that moderating the pace of MIRV testing in advance of SALT would be like
playing a trump card too early in the game.” Smith agreed that MIRV was a trump but
noted that “with SALT still unscheduled and MIRV testing proceeding apace, how long
will Soviet interest persist—unless it is for an arrangement in which both sides MIRV
their forces—an outcome which may not be of special interest to the United States.”

(Ibid.)



22 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

12. Minutes of a Review Group Meeting'
Washington, May 29, 1969, 2:05-5:40 p.m.

SUBJECT

Review of U.S. Strategic Posture

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger OEP
State Haakon Lindjord
Arthur Hartman USIA
Philip Farley Henry Loomis
Donald McHenry ACDA
Defense Gerard Smith
David Packard BOB

Richard Ware James Schlesinger

Ivan Selin
CIA Treasury
Anth ich
R. Jack Smith nthony Juric
NSC Staff
JCS

Helmut Sonnenfeldt
Laurence Lynn
Morton Halperin
Winston Lord

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

LTG ET. Unger

The Review Group went page by page through the revised sum-
mary paper of NSSM 3 distributed May 26” and agreed to a large num-
ber of drafting changes. These were to be incorporated in the paper by
the NSC staff and redistributed to Review Group members for their
approval before forwarding to the NSC for its consideration. It was

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-111, SRG Minutes, Originals, 1969. Top Secret. The meeting
took place in the Situation Room at the White House. The full text of the minutes and
documentation related to NSSM 3 are printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume
XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972, Document 32.

2 The paper, entitled “U.S. Strategic Posture: Basic Issues,” was drafted by the NSC
Staff and distributed to Review Group members. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-37, Review Group Meet-
ings, Strategic Force Posture, 5/29/69). The paper, as revised by the Review Group,
served as the basis for discussions at the NSC meeting held on June 13 and June 18. See
footnote 2, Document 32, Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Security
Policy, 1969-1972. The final version is printed as Document 34 (ibid).
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agreed that this NSSM 3 on strategic forces and NSSM 28 on SALT®
would be considered closely and consecutively in coming weeks. The
NSC will devote more time to these two subjects than the usual two-
hour sessions. There was general consensus that doctrinal decisions on
how we should shape our strategic forces will heavily influence and
guide our positions on SALT. However, strategic force decisions will
not represent inflexible theology for SALT positions, particularly with
regard to possible developments once arms talks are underway.
[Omitted here are the minutes of the meeting.]

8 See Document 14.

13. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Packard) to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 30, 1969.

SUBJECT
MIRV Test Program

The following are my comments, which you requested, on the
memorandum, dated May 22, 1969, to the President from the Acting
Secretary of State.”

With respect to the discussion on page 1 of the memorandum, I
submit that the quid-pro-quo for the Soviets to forego construction of
more land-based hard-site ICBMs and SLBMs and any mobile land-
based ICBMs is for the United States to forego the same options. Pro-
ceeding as planned with MIRV testing could serve to put pressure on
the Soviets by indicating that only an agreement will lead the United
States to alter currently planned deployments. Thus, our overall
negotiating position could be strengthened, and having MIRV clearly

1 Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 22, SALT, Chronological File. Secret; Con-
fidential. A notation on the memorandum indicates Laird saw it on August 1. Foster
drafted Packard’s letter after receiving concurrence from the Director, Joint Staff and the
Department of Navy.

2 Document 9.
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established as an in-being U.S. capability might prove ultimately ben-
eficial in protracted negotiations.

With respect to the discussion on page two of the memorandum,
I have two misgivings. One is the assumption that a MIRV deployment
ban might ultimately be desirable. The U.S. MIRV is intended to pen-
etrate defenses, thus preserving our deterrent posture. In the face of an
increasing Soviet ABM capability, this should result in an increase in
stability of the strategic balance between the U.S. and USSR. The other
concern I have is the second possibility mentioned in the discussion.
An immediate moratorium on all multiple warhead testing—both U.S.
MIRV and Soviet MRVs. During the period of a voluntary moratorium,
our confidence in our deterrent will erode. For example, the morato-
rium could result in cessation of operational testing of the now de-
ployed Polaris A3’ system which contains non-MIRV multiple war-
heads. Our confidence in the performance of this system is maintained
by such tests. In addition, our confidence in penetrating Soviet defenses
would degrade in the event Tallinn* were converted to ABM or the
Moscow deployment were expanded. Also, a voluntary moratorium
would be an encouragement to the Soviets to delay the conclusion of
negotiations since some of their objectives would be achieved short of
a formal agreement or treaty. There could also be a difference in be-
havior of the U.S. and USSR during a moratorium.

They might get ready to test while we probably would not. The
United States and USSR voluntarily refrained from conducting nuclear
tests in the atmosphere for a period of 34 months prior to September
1961. Suddenly, without warning, the USSR conducted 113 tests in the
atmosphere over a period of approximately one year. The high test
rate and the complex nature of their high altitude tests leave little
doubt that they had been carefully planned for about two years
prior to initiation. [4 lines not declassified] This is an example of the un-
desirable effects of a recent costly experiment in voluntary restraints.
Voluntary changes in our plans might lead the Soviets to
believe that they can prevent U.S. strategic deployments without com-
mitting themselves to any restraints, thereby compromising early U.S.
bargaining positions. Moratoriums and understandings of this nature
tend to become de facto treaties and to circumvent constitutional
processes.

3 The Polaris A-3 missile first became operational in September 1964 and was the
first missile to have a range of 2,500 nautical miles.

* Code-named Tallinn because it first appeared near the Estonian capital city of this
name. This system of radars and interceptors was believed in the 1960s to have had bal-
listic missile defense capabilities.
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With respect to the recommendations made on pages two and three
of the memorandum, there is serious question as to whether a ban on
MIRYV testing is technically sound. Consequently, I believe it is unwise
to go ahead with a MIRV testing moratorium without due considera-
tion of the merits of a potential future MIRV deployment ban.

The recommendation states that we have a significant lead over
the Soviets in MIRV testing. Such a conclusion must be treated with
reserve. Whether or not we consider the three warhead version of the
SS5-9 to have a MIRV capability now, its potential is evident and the
testing of this missile has great significance for us.

There have been seven flight tests of Poseidon’ and seven of Min-
uteman III° to date. The remaining R&D flight test schedule on these
two systems is attached.” The initial flight tests on both systems have
experienced failures, partial successes and successful flight tests. The
full R&D flight test programs are believed necessary to have good con-
fidence that the new booster stages, the post boost vehicles, the new
re-entry vehicles and the penetration aids are adequately reliable to
permit production for operational use. [1% lines not declassified] This
successful test flight to about 4400 miles was observed by the Soviets,
[4 lines not declassified]

David Packard

® The Poseidon C-3, which began development in 1965, was longer and heavier
than the Polaris missile but could fit into the same launch tubes as the latter. Modifica-
tions to the launch tubes and to the fire control system were needed to overcome com-
plex MIRV targeting problems. The Poseidon was designed to carry twice the payload
of the Polaris A-3 with the advantage of improved accuracy.

¢ A land-based ICBM deployed in hard silos.

7 Not printed.
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14. Paper Prepared by the Interagency SALT Steering
Committee’

Washington, undated.

SUMMARY OF NSSM-28 REPORT
I. Introduction

In response to the NSSM-28 directive,” we have approached the
problem of Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) with the USSR from
three separate but related perspectives. We have considered (1) general
considerations relevant to any negotiations; (2) specific issues aris-
ing from peculiarities of different weapons systems and their inter-
relationships; and (3) several illustrative packages of arms restrictions
which might serve as the basis for a U.S. position.

Many of the issues to be decided in connection with this report
are closely linked to the issues raised in NSSM-3, Review of U.S. Strate-
gic Posture.’ Indeed, decisions on certain weapons systems for our pos-
ture will affect which specific weapons systems could be controlled un-
der an agreement with the USSR.

II. General Considerations

A. U.S. Objectives

There is general agreement that the primary military purposes of
our strategic forces are:

—to reduce the likelihood that nuclear war will occur;

—to protect ourselves and our Allies from the destructive conse-
quences of nuclear wars, in so far as we can; and

—to be capable of controlling strategic nuclear conflict so that the
possible outcomes leave the United States and its Allies in a relatively
advantageous position.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-139, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 28. Top
Secret. Sent under a May 30 covering memorandum from Smith to Kissinger. The full
report is ibid. The SALT Steering Committee was under the chairmanship of ACDA and
included representatives of the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chairman of the JCS,
the Director of Central Intelligence, the Chairman of the AEC, the President’s Science
Adpvisor, and the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs. The first meet-
ing of the SALT Steering Committee was held on March 19, and meetings were held bi-
weekly until the report was issued. Memoranda about those meetings are in Washing-
ton National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-98-098, Director’s Files,
Smith Files, NSSM 28, Preparation of US Position for Possible SALT Talks.

2 See footnote 2, Document 8.
3 See Document 4 and footnote 2, Document 12.
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These objectives are also, in part, criteria for judging a strategic
arms limitation agreement with the Soviet Union. This report recog-
nizes that these basic objectives can be pursued unilaterally, without
any agreement with the USSR. Certain arms control measures in the
realm of strategic systems, however, could help achieve some of our
objectives at lesser costs. They might contribute to a reduction in po-
litical tensions and some of the uncertainties surrounding strategic
competition. Depending on the nature of the agreement, however, some
new uncertainties might be created.

B. The Scope of an Agreement

A basic issue is whether it is in our interest to aim for a measure
limited in scope, perhaps only symbolic in nature, or whether we
should seek a more comprehensive agreement designed to stop as
much of the strategic arms competition as possible. Stated another way,
what restrictions would we be willing to accept on our own ongoing
programs and future options in order to inhibit Soviet programs and
future options. The principal implications of each approach are:

1. Limited Measures

Should we decide to seek a minimum agreement affecting only
one or two systems, leaving aside more complex problems and ex-
cluding some weapons systems or future programs altogether; as ex-
amples we might propose:

a. a freeze on the number of fixed land-based ICBM’s only, or

b. a freeze on the total number of ICBM’s, plus a freeze on the ini-
tiation of further construction of submarine-launched ballistic missiles;
or

c. a limit on land- and sea-based ICBM’s to total numbers now
under construction, but with freedom to vary the mix.

These and other variants are discussed and analyzed in Section V
of this summary (Alternatives I and II).

2. Intermediate Measures

Should we decide to go beyond the kind of agreements outlined
above, we could consider the following:

A proposal (Alternative III), which not only freezes land and sea-
based systems at existing levels (including those under construction),
but also bans enlarging, modifying, or relocating missile silos or launch-
ers, and prohibits mobile missiles.

3. Comprehensive Agreements

Should we decide to seek more comprehensive coverage of qualita-
tive as well as quantitative aspects, we could add a prohibition on MIRVs
to the intermediate type program outlined above (Alternative IV).
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Or, we could go still further and base our position on a quantita-
tive and qualitative freeze on all aspects of strategic offensive and de-
fensive systems that are subject to adequate verification by national
means. In effect this would mean that we would stop where we are
and the Soviets would do likewise.

In order to choose among these alternative approaches, several
specific issues will have to be resolved. The main ones are:

(1) what level of ABM defenses we would agree to, under what-
ever offensive limitations we propose;

(2) whether to retain or prohibit MIRVs;

(3) what level of confidence we consider prudent in our ability to
verify agreements.

Also, depending on our ultimate negotiating objectives, we should
decide what moratoriums, if any, we will seek during negotiations.

C. Moratorium

With regard to the issue of what will be permitted while negotia-
tions proceed, the approach we adopt will be affected by decisions on
which systems we hope to control in a final agreement. In addition, we
would have to decide how long to maintain a moratorium. We have
several choices:

1. No moratorium;

2. A moratorium on offensive deployments only (i.e., construction
of offensive systems—Iland-based ICBMs and/or ballistic submarines);

3. In addition, a moratorium on ABM construction;

4. In addition, a moratorium on flight testing of new offensive
systems, including MRVs, MIRVs etc.,, or MIRVs could be treated
separately.

The principal arguments are:
On the one hand,

—negotiating a moratorium might prove as complicated and con-
tentious as negotiating a final agreement;

—without any moratorium, the U.S. would be free to continue pro-
grams which may be necessary should talks fail;

—a moratorium could prove difficult to terminate.

On the other hand,

—a moratorium could restrict some of the Soviet buildup in of-
fensive systems;

—if we want to ban some systems, especially MIRVs, a morato-
rium on testing might contribute to the achievement of a final
agreement;

—if negotiations are protracted, continuing deployments could
make an agreement unlikely.
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D. Verification

The basic issue is whether we should rely solely on national means
to verify an agreement or should insist on some means of on-site
inspection.

An intelligence estimate* concluded that there are aspects of po-
tential agreements that can be verified by national means with high
confidence. While some Soviet violations could get underway without
our knowledge, detection in most cases would be assured prior to the
creation of a substantial Soviet buildup.

Our confidence in Soviet compliance in certain areas could be in-
creased if we could obtain some form of on-site inspection or other ad-
ditional means of assurance. For example, inspection could be very
helpful in dealing with problems such as illegal upgrading of a defense
system (Tallinn), retrofitting of ICBMs and IR/MRBM launchers, and
deployment of MIRVs on operational missiles. Such inspection could
not only provide hard evidence of violations but more important would
act as an additional deterrent to attempts at evasion.

It should be noted that national means of verification involve
highly sensitive intelligence sources and methods and for a U.S. ad-
ministration to be able to demonstrate publicly that the Soviets were
complying with, or evading an agreement could involve compromis-
ing these sources or methods.

Insistence on on-site inspection, however, could pose a major ob-
stacle to an agreement. At a minimum, efforts to obtain on-site in-
spection would probably lead to prolonged negotiations. Nevertheless,
the Soviets might accept token inspection if this were the only obsta-
cle in the way of an agreement they considered highly favorable. They
might accept a mechanism for examining or adjudicating problems,
which, in time, could lead to an informal, but not institutionalized, in-
spection system.

In addressing the verification issue, we should assess the extent to
which the range of uncertainties in our national verification capabili-
ties, and their associated risks, would affect the net military posture of
the U.S. and Soviet Union.

The areas in which there may be verification problems are:

1. Destruction of Silos and Relocation of Launchers. There is no way
national means can determine that a silo has been deactivated unless
there is an agreed procedure for doing so, such as cratering.

*See also Annex B to basic study report. [Footnote in the original. Annex B, at-
tached to the full NSSM 28 report, is entitled “Verification of Possible Alternative Op-
tions for Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.” It summarizes a report by the Verification
Panel Interagency Working Group. (Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA
Files: FRC 383-98-0162, Verification of Possible Alternative Options for SALT—NSSM
28, May 1969)]
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2. Mobile Missiles. If mobile missiles were permitted up to a pre-
scribed total, they could not be counted accurately, although we could
estimate the general magnitude of the force. The extent of possible vi-
olation before detection would be dependent upon the agreed limit.
Since detection of a single mobile missile would indicate a violation,
we could verify a ban with considerably greater confidence, although
the Soviets might be able to deploy as many as 200-300 before we
would detect the violation. Thus, a ban would constitute a greater de-
terrent to cheating than would limitation to an agreed number.

3. ABM’s. Stationary ABM launchers can be detected with high
confidence; mobile ABM’s would present the same problems described
above. Depending on how defined, verification of ABM-associated
radars could pose problems. However, if there is no limit on ABM-
associated radars, warning of violations of agreed limits on launchers
would be greatly reduced, particularly if mobile launchers are not pro-
hibited. We would have high confidence of detection and probable
identification of the conversion of a surface-to-air (SAM) system to an
ABM prior to IOC. Lesser modifications to give a SAM system a lim-
ited ABM capability (e.g., for a point-in-space intercept) would be more
difficult to detect, and some might escape detection completely.

4. MIRV’s. If flight-testing continues to the point where either side
feels that the other might be able to deploy MIRV’s without further
flight-testing, verification of a MIRV ban by unilateral means would be
impossible. Verification of a ban on MIRV deployment could then be
accomplished only by highly intrusive inspection of the missile itself.
Notwithstanding the net judgment of the Intelligence Community that
MIRV tests would be detected, some argue that our assurance in ver-
ifying a MIRV prohibition through a ban on MIRV flight-testing could
be uncertain. They argue that such uncertainties would result because
of the question of defining exactly what is an MIRYV, since the Soviets
may have a system different from ours; they believe that to reduce such
uncertainty it would also be necessary to ban flight-testing of all sys-
tems related to MIRVs, including some penetration aids which the U.S.
might want to develop as a hedge against cheating or abrogation of an
agreement, and including flight-testing of systems which the U.S. has
already deployed.

5. IR/MRBM Upgrading. We might not be able to detect the de-
ployment of ICBM’s in the existing 135 hard IR/MRBM silos.

E. Soviet Objectives

Soviet objectives in arms limitation talks are probably to determine
if it is possible to obtain an agreement which preserves and perhaps
improves their present relative strategic position and which enables
them to avoid being drawn into a costly round of strategic procure-
ments in response to reprogrammed and potential U.S. offensive and
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defensive deployments. There is reason to believe that the present bal-
ance of Soviet leadership favors such talks and sees value in a possi-
ble agreement. However, they may also hope that talks by themselves
would serve to delay the introduction of new U.S. weapons systems
and perhaps weaken Allied unity and concern for strengthening NATO.
Thus, the Soviets may well have several objectives which are not mu-
tually exclusive and which could be realized simultaneously.
F. Negotiability

Little is known of Soviet views as to the details of a strategic arms
limitation agreement. They have agreed that it should apply to both
offensive strategic delivery vehicles and ABM’s, and that the first step
should be a limitation and not a reduction of armaments. From our
past experience with them in arms control negotiations, we can expect
them to advocate an agreement of broad coverage. This does not mean
that they would never accept a limited measure, but at least they are
likely to insist that any limitation placed on their ongoing or planned
strategic weapons programs be matched by comparable restrictions of
our own.

In this connection, the alternative packages we have considered
contain a number of features that may be challenged by the Soviets.
Principal among these are: that bombers should not be included in an
agreement; that Soviet mobile missiles should be banned or limited;
that IRBM’s and MRBM’s should be limited, but British and French
weapons and U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe should not be
included.

G. U.S.-Soviet Political Relations

The conclusion of an actual agreement to limit strategic arms could
have far-reaching effects on U.S.-Soviet relations. Most of these changes
would be of a long-term and intangible nature, so precise predictions
are not possible.

H. NATO Reactions

Our NATO allies favor the initiation of SALT. Doubtless, the ma-
jority of Europeans would welcome an actual agreement as heralding
a more meaningful détente in East-West relations. However, our allies
will have certain specific concerns, which they would expect to be re-
solved in the course of consultations and negotiations. They will be
primarily concerned with those elements of a possible agreement di-
rectly affecting their security interests; e.g., its effect on the U.S. deter-
rent, the restrictions it places on Soviet IR/MRBM'’s (frozen under all
packages), and its effect on third-country nuclear forces and U.S.-
controlled tactical nuclear weapons in Europe (none under any pack-
age). Our allies would also be concerned that an agreement not ad-
versely affect our capabilities against Soviet weapons systems targeted
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upon them. Given a satisfactory answer to these questions, our allies
would probably prefer a comprehensive agreement, though they would
probably welcome an agreement which was at least a significant first
step toward curbing the strategic arms race.

The SALT talks will focus attention of the NATO Allies on serious
strategic questions, such as the effect of a SALT agreement on the
deterrence of conventional war in Europe and the implication of a
U.S.-Soviet condominium. Such concerns may grow as the negotiations
proceed.

I. Cost Savings

It is difficult to estimate with any precision what cost savings, if any,
would result from the various types of agreements we have considered
(in Section V, Alternatives I-1V). Rough calculations, comparing planned
U.S. strategic budgets with the various illustrative agreements indicate
that savings would probably not exceed $0.5-1.0 billion a year for the
first five years after an agreement. Budgetary savings beyond that time
could be greater, depending on whether the U.S. could forego deploy-
ments of certain systems that we might otherwise have to make and on
what programs were adopted as hedges against abrogation.

Estimates for the USSR also do not show major savings in the
short-run.

III. Weapons Systems Issues

The following major specific issues related to weapons systems or
elements strongly influence the nature and scope of positions which
the U.S. would find preferable or acceptable. These issues are discussed
more fully in Section IV of the basic study report.

A. ICBM'’s and SLBM’s

1. We have no plans to develop land-mobile ICBM’s, while the So-
viets may be close to a capability to deploy them. Even though the So-
viets may oppose a ban, we should attempt to ban, rather than limit,
these systems since their deployment could create large uncertainties
in the strategic balance, and an agreed limit would be considerably
more difficult to verify than a total ban.

2. The potential vulnerability of fixed ICBM’s to counterforce at-
tacks in the 1970’s will need to be addressed. Alternative considera-
tions which could alleviate this problem include the following:

a. a MIRV ban would substantially delay and mitigate, but not
necessarily eliminate ICBM vulnerability (because of the possibility of
improvements in missile accuracy and payload).

b. ABM defenses of ICBM sites could help maintain ICBM sur-
vivability, but ABM’s could also adversely affect our retaliatory capa-
bility by providing protection for Soviet cities.
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c. Superhardening of silos could be permitted, but we would have
to work out replacement procedures relating to verification of de-
struction of old silos.

d. Limiting throw-weight of offensive missile forces, in which the
Soviets have a current leadg, could help reduce future threats to fixed
ICBM'’s, although improved missile accuracies could still lead to prob-
lems. This measure would pose problems of definition and verification.

e. If practicable, preventing significant improvements in missile
accuracies could minimize future threats, but this is a limit on tech-
nology, and verification would be complicated, if not impossible. De-
velopment of high accuracy probably can be verified, but the degree
of accuracy attained may not be known.

3. We may want to allow freedom to mix land- and sea-based mis-
sile forces within an agreed number of total launchers. If greater fractions
of each side’s forces are moved to sea, this could have the effect of re-
ducing potential instabilities, principally of fixed ICBM vulnerability, and
decreasing incentives for both sides to pursue counterforce options but,
unless there were agreed procedures for substitution, could create verifi-
cation problems and lead to uncertainties as to ultimate force levels.

4. Since we are well ahead in numbers of SLBM’s, we may want
to impose limits to check the current Soviet buildup. As a means of
simplifying an agreement or on the grounds that these are stabilizing
retaliatory weapons, we could choose to impose no limits on SLBM’s,
but this would leave the arms race wide open in one important area.

B. MRBM'’S and IRBM's

The Soviets have about 700 MRBM’s and IRBM’s, and we have
none. We want to freeze further construction and prevent them from
being further hardened, made mobile, or converted to ICBM’s. This is
clearly in NATO's interest as well as our own, since it would limit a
targetable threat.

C. ABM'’s

1. Although there could be some tactical negotiating benefits in not
offering an ABM level initially, it is necessary for the U.S. to establish a
minimum and maximum ABM level which it would prefer or be will-
ing to accept in the context of an overall agreement. The Soviets already
have a small ABM system, which complicates prospects for a possible
total ABM ban.

2. Under an agreement, the higher the ABM level the more ten-
dency there is for each side’s retaliatory capabilities to be eroded for a
given set of offensive limitations.

In general, however, this erosion of capabilities is more drastic for
the USSR than the U.S., with or without MIRVs.

A decision on acceptable levels of ABM is closely related to a corre-
sponding decision on whether both sides are free to deploy MIRV’s and
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develop penetration aids. In general, our analysis indicates high ABM
levels rule out banning MIRV’s, and lower levels of around 200-500 or
so ABM interceptors would be compatible with a ban on MIRV’s.

3. The possibility that both the U.S. and the Soviet Union may
wish to deploy an ABM for defense of their population against Chi-
nese ICBM’s or accidental launches could establish a lower limit on the
acceptable levels of ABM’s.

4. To the degree that the potential vulnerability of ICBM’s may re-
quire ABM’s also for defense of ICBM sites, the overall ABM level may
have to be raised or else separate limits placed on ICBM defenses to
the extent practicable.

5. If ABM associated radars were limited, it would increase our
confidence in our ability to verify limits on ABM systems. If not, they
could contribute significantly to a capability to execute rapidly a
planned abrogation of ABM limits or to provide clandestinely some
ABM capability for Soviet surface-to-air missile systems.

6. The implications of alternative ABM levels can be summarized
as follows:

a. Low Level (0-500). Limiting to low levels will be necessary under
a MIRV ban which also bans sophisticated penetration aids, with a level
of around 200-500 being preferable in order to reduce the sensitivity of
our retaliatory capability to possible Soviet cheating. Might not be suffi-
cient for damage denial against potential Chinese ICBM threat. Could
protect a significant fraction of ICBM sites if MIRV’s are banned.

b. Medium Level (500-1500). With MIRV’s, the U.S. could maintain
its retaliatory capability over this range, but the Soviets might find the
u]i‘)per levels unacceptable because their retaliatory capability with mis-
siles would be sharply reduced. Would allow damage denial against
Chinese ICBM’s. At upper range, could provide reasonable defense of
ICBM sites.

c. High Level (1500-2000). With MIRV’s, the U.S. could maintain
its retaliatory capability, but such high ABM levels could create un-
certainties in hedging against Soviet evasions and make the U.S. retal-
iatory capability more sensitive to Soviet cheating. Probably less ac-
ceptable to Soviets, at least on military grounds, since their retaliatory
capability would be severely degraded. Would permit damage denial
against Chinese ICBM’s and extensive U.S. ICBM site protection.

D. MIRV Limitations

1. The conditions, if any, under which the U.S. might prefer or ac-
cept a ban on MIRV’s involve complex judgments. A MIRV ban has im-
plications for related technology (such as penetration aids and maneu-
vering reentry vehicles), the consequences of which must be taken into
consideration. A MIRV ban could delay or diminish the potential threat
to ICBM survivability. With a low ABM level, this could enhance stabil-
ity. However, there could be greater sensitivity of our retaliatory capa-
bility to possible levels of Soviet cheating or abrogation compared to cases
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in which MIRV’s are allowed. This sensitivity would be minimized if So-
viet ABM capabilities were tightly constrained. The Soviets may prove
unwilling to stop their offensive missile buildup without a MIRV ban.

2. The urgency associated with a U.S. position on MIRV’s stems
from the fact that continued U.S. MIRV flight-testing and possible So-
viet MIRV testing before or during negotiations could make it difficult,
if not impossible to reach an enforceable MIRV deployment ban. Ac-
tual MIRV deployment cannot be verified without intrusive on-site in-
spection of the launchers and examination of missile components. We
may, therefore, want to consider proposing a moratorium on MIRV test-
ing either prior to or during negotiations in order to keep open the op-
tion of an effective ban. This step could greatly increase our chances of
obtaining a moratorium on ongoing Soviet programs, particularly
ICBM and SLBM construction.

3. A number of considerations suggest that a MIRV ban may not
be desirable or negotiable even if desirable.

a. The Soviets may not be interested in a MIRV ban, either because
they want MIRV’s themselves or are willing to let us have MIRV'’s in ex-
change for something they want, such as mobile ICBM’s or more SLBM’s.

b. Notwithstanding the net judgment of the Intelligence Commu-
nity, some argue that our assurance in verifying a MI%{V prohibition
through a ban on MIRV flight-testing could be uncertain.

c. There may be complications in determining what is to be
banned since the Soviets may have a system somewhat similar to one
which we have already deployed (the Poseidon A-3).

E. Bombers and Air Defense

1. The Soviets may well raise this issue and as a minimum we
need a contingency position. The issue is whether the U.S. should be
prepared to accept limits on bombers or air defense if the Soviets in-
sist, and if we could reach agreement on the definition of the systems
to be included.

2. Bombers can provide a stabilizing hedge against cheating.
However, limiting bombers would close a loophole in the arms race.
In the absence of undetected Soviet cheating, a freeze on bombers
could preserve the U.S. position in an area in which we have a major
advantage. It would, however, also open the complex air-defense prob-
lem, which may be non-negotiable with the Soviets. At the same time,
a ban on new or upgraded air-defense systems could increase our con-
fidence in verification of limitations on ABM deployments.

IV. Results of Strategic Analysis

Analysis using war-gaming techniques and a range of scenarios
produces the following game results concerning the effects upon pro-
grammed U.S. and projected Soviet forces of the various arms control
proposals through 1978. (For a fuller discussion, see Section V-C and



36 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

Annex A®) The results of this type of war-gamed strategic analysis pro-
vides one of the tools for arriving at strategic force judgments but not
an exclusive means.

A. Under all the cases considered, U.S. retaliatory capability re-
mains over 30% except in the cases where a MIRV ban is combined
with area ABM levels over 500. In these cases, U.S. retaliatory capabil-
ity remains over 25%. At these higher ABM levels, U.S. retaliatory ca-
pability is increasingly dependent on bombers, and is entirely so above
ABM levels of 2000.

B. Under all the cases considered, Soviet retaliatory capability re-
mains high except for area ABM levels above 500. At levels above 500,
there are points at which Soviet retaliatory capability declines to lev-
els presumably unacceptable to the Soviets. For Package I, this point
would not be reached until somewhere between 1000 and 2000 ABM’s,
because of the high level of SLBM’s it is assumed the Soviets would
deploy under this option. For the other packages, the point would prob-
ably be reached between 500 and 1000 ABM’s. Based on these calcula-
tions, we believe the Soviets would prefer a lower limit on ABM’s, and
should favor the more comprehensive packages, including a prohibi-
tion of MIRV deployment. Other, non-military factors would also be
involved in determining the Soviet position.

C. At the higher ABM levels examined in the strategic analysis,
the U.S. could save a significant number of fatalities by striking first,
but would still suffer unacceptable fatalities. In all cases examined, the
Soviets could not appreciably reduce fatalities to themselves by strik-
ing first. Based upon these considerations, neither side would have an
incentive to strike first.

D. Predicated on U.S. estimates of our intelligence capabilities and
hedges available, Soviet cheating could be overcome in every case.
However, under a MIRV ban the U.S. might be more sensitive to sub-
stantial Soviet cheating than it would in the absence of such a ban. In
case of Soviet substantial cheating on ABM’s under a MIRV ban, the
U.S. might have to deploy MIRV’s in order to retain a confident retal-
iatory capability that does not rely on bombers alone.

V. Illustrative Arms Control Packages

We have studied several illustrative arms control restriction pack-
ages consisting of four options with three variants. These packages
range from relatively limited to relatively comprehensive agreements,
and the analyses in Sections IV and V of the basic report also permit
the selection of other combinations which may be preferable to any of

5 Annex A, attached to the full report, provides “Strategic Exchange Results.”
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these packages. (Not yet studied is the Alternative of both sides stop-
ping where they are.)

While all of the packages contemplate some limit on numbers of
ABM launchers, none of them includes a specific designation of ABM
level; a range of different ABM levels was analyzed for each package.
None of the illustrative packages restricts bombers, air defense, or mis-
sile throw-weight and accuracy improvements, and none of them calls
for force reductions. All of the packages limit numbers of ICBM’s, pro-
hibit mobile IR/MRBM'’s, and limit the numbers and hardness of fixed
IR/MRBM launchers.

Advantages and disadvantages of each package are summarized
briefly below, and more fully in Section V of the basic study report.

Package I: Freezes ICBM launchers to number now operational and
under construction, and bans land-mobile missiles. No restrictions on
SLBM’s nor on missile or launcher characteristics or location.

Pro’s

a. A first ste]P, without disrupting present U.S. programs;

b. Each could build more survivable systems (SLBM’s), which
would reduce incentives for first-strike capability and thus increase
stability;

c. Could lead to quick agreement;

d. Easy to verify; little incentive to cheat.

Con'’s

a. Could channel arms competition to other areas, such as MIRV'’s,
SLBM'’s, more SS5-9’s, and new generation of ICBM’s;

b. Could permit Soviet Union to catch up with the U.S. in area in
which U.S. presently has a substantial lead (gLBM’s);

c. Might not be negotiable because Soviets would have to limit
ABM'’s and two of their key offensive programs, ICBM buildup and
land-mobile missile development, without limiting current U.S. offen-
sive programs;

d. Not convincing politically as an arms control measure;

e. Verification procedure for launcher replacement necessary, thus
increasing negotiating difficulties.

Package 1I: Similar to I, but SLBM’s limited and land-mobiles per-
mitted within total number of ICBM's.

Pro’s

a. Limit on SLBM’s would preserve U.S. lead;
b. Might appeal to Soviets since it permits land-mobile ICBM’s;
c. Possible quick agreement.

Con'’s

a. Probably less negotiable than other packages;
b. Only marginal effect on arms race;
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c. Hard to verify agreed number of land-mobile missiles;
d. Verification procedure for launcher replacement necessary, thus
increasing negotiating difficulties.

Package II-A: Permits varying the ICBM-SLBM mix within agreed
total. Except as noted below, pro’s and con’s similar to Package II.

Pro’s

Could enhance survivability of retaliatory forces and reduce in-
centives to strive for first strike capability, thus promoting stability.

Con’s

a. Would permit Soviets to reduce U.S. lead in SLBM’s;

b. Land-sea mix would add verification problems;

c. Would introduce additional strategic uncertainties, since future
force structures would be less predictable.

Package 11I: Freezes numbers of all offensive missile launchers; bans
land-mobile, offensive missiles; prohibits enlarging silos or changing
launcher configuration or location; bans land-mobile and sea-based
ABM'’s.

Pro’s

a. More comprehensive than I and 1I, since it affects all categories
of strategic launchers;

b. Would allow U.S. to proceed with all ongoing offensive pro-
grams, but stops Soviet buildup in offensive launchers;

c. Could be acceptable to Soviets as permitting them to maintain
an adequate strategic posture;

d. Could be step to broader agreement;

e. Would allow application of new technology to each side’s of-
fensive missile force to enhance its effectiveness in target coverage and
penetration and provide hedges against cheating andg abrogation.

Con’s

a. Would permit MIRV’s and other missile improvements leading
to possible future counterforce threat to Minutemen, depending on the
agreed levels of ABM’s;

b. The responses to MIRV’s would probably lead to a continuing
qualitative arms competition within the constraints of the agreement;

c. Soviets might reject because would limit their program, and be-
cause Soviet retaliatory capability is degraded at higher ABM levels;

d. Difficult to keep ABM low because of MIRV’s.

Package I1I-A: Permits superhardening, enlargement, and reloca-
tion of silos. Otherwise, pro’s and con’s similar to Package III.
Pro’s

a. Make counterforce attack more difficult;
b. U.S. would have greater opportunity to increase throw-weight
and reduce present Soviet advantage than in Package III.
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Con'’s

a. Soviets could replace smaller silos with large ones for SS-9’s or
new missiles;

b. Verification procedures for silo replacement necessary, thus in-
creasing difficulties of negotiation.

Package III-B: Similar to III but permits varying the ICBM-SLBM
mix. Since Package III places more restrictions upon offensive systems
than does Package II, the advantages of the freedom to mix are greater
under Package III-B than under Package II-A. Otherwise, pro’s and
con’s similar to Package II-A.

Package 1V: Same as IlI, except for addition of ban on MIRV’s.
Pro’s: In addition to arguments given earlier for MIRV ban,

a. Would do most to curtail the strategic arms race, particularly
the MIRV-ABM escalatory action-reaction cycle;

b. Would be possible for both sides to accept low ABM levels and
maintain confident retaliatory capabilities;

c. Assuming the Soviets want a MIRV ban, would make them
more willing to accept the other limitations proposed;

d. U.S. budgetary savings could be greater.

Con'’s

a. MIRV ban would reduce freedom to hedge against Soviet cheat-
ing by restricting U.S. capabilities to penetrate ABM’s;

b. Would give up what might be a significant U.S. technological
advantage;

c. Would prevent attainment of U.S. capabilities to cover all So-
viet time-urgent nuclear-threat targets which threaten the U.S. and our
NATO allies;

d. Soviets may want to develop their own MIRV capability;

e. Initial U.S. proposal to ban MIRV’s might forego significant bar-
gaining card.

f. AMIRV ban could be an initial step in placing controls on fur-
ther development of technology for strategic systems, which some con-
sider neither desirable nor verifiable.

15. Editorial Note

On June 11, 1969, Secretary of State Rogers and Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin met in the afternoon prior to the Ambassador’s departure
for Moscow. Although no memorandum of conversation has been
found, according to Rogers’s evening report to President Nixon, the
following exchange took place about the modalities of initial strategic
arms limitation talks:
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“SALT—I told Dobrynin that we would be prepared to begin the
strategic arms limitation talks July 30 or 31, and that we are flexible on
the site of such talks. While Dobrynin and I had on past occasions dis-
cussed Geneva as a possible site, it was our view that perhaps this was
not the most desirable place because of other activities going on there,
and we might consider other alternatives, possibly Vienna or Helsinki.
It might be that the most suitable way to proceed would be for a U.S.
team to visit Moscow, or a USSR team to come to Washington, for a
couple of weeks of preliminary talks in order to gain a clearer idea as
to how the talks might proceed and how long they might last before
fixing on a permanent location. I emphasized to Dobrynin that the pro-
posed date was for his government’s information only at this time, and
I would hope there would be no preliminary leaks since we had our
own consultation processes to complete before any public announce-
ment. It was my thought that if his government should respond fa-
vorably to our proposal, we could then agree on a simultaneous an-
nouncement. Dobrynin said that he understood the problem, would
report to his government immediately after his arrival on both the pro-
posed date as well as our ideas on how the talks might begin, and get
word to us probably through Ambassador Beam in Moscow.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 8, President’s
Daily Briefings, President’s Daily Brief, June 2-16, 1969)

On June 20 Director of Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Smith provided Rogers a paper on the advantages and disadvantages
of alternative sites for SALT. In his covering memorandum, Smith ex-
plained that he had “been searching for some site that would tend to
diminish the ‘circus’ aspects of SALT.” He concluded that the best al-
ternatives, in order of preference, were Washington and Moscow, Vi-
enna, Geneva, and Helsinki. (Washington National Records Center, RG
383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-97-0010, Director’s Files, Smith/Farley
Chronological File, Smith /Rogers Correspondence, February 1969-May
1971)

In his memoirs, Smith explained the final decision on the location:

“The Soviets naturally pounced on the idea of Helsinki, almost at
Leningrad’s back door. As time passed and no date for the negotiation
was set, | made a nuisance of myself with Rogers and the White House
stressing that Helsinki had been my last choice. It was unfit for win-
ter negotiation. I even enlisted security people to point out the danger
to the delegation from the many Soviet agents known to be operating
in Finland. . . . Rogers felt that we had offered the Soviets a choice. They
had accepted one and that amounted to a contract. I didn’t at all like
losing this first trick in the SALT game. Once located in Helsinki, it
would be hard to switch. [...] I did manage to obtain guidance from
the White House that the United States would not accept Helsinki as
the site for subsequent phases of the negotiation. Later we had to com-
promise.” (Smith, Doubletalk, page 78)
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16. Paper Prepared in the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency’

ACDA-3356 Washington, June 11, 1969.

A “Stop Where We Are” Proposal for SALT?

I. Introduction

This paper examines the implications of a quantitative and quali-
tative freeze on all aspects of strategic offensive and defensive forces
that are subject to adequate verification by national means. In view of
the extent of our present and projected national intelligence resources,
this essentially amounts to a proposal to “Stop Where We Are” (SWWA)
with respect to strategic forces.

This proposal is more comprehensive than any of the alternative
packages of constraints specifically covered in the NSSM-28 study.’
The detailed examination of the more limited packages considered in
NSSM-28 focused attention on the potential advantages of a more com-
prehensive proposal. More limited proposals tend to deflect the strate-
gic arms race to other permitted channels. Moreover, a more
comprehensive approach would improve U.S. security by removing
uncertainties associated with various aspects of the more limited
proposals.

For example, the SWWA proposal would supplement the most
comprehensive NSSM-28 Package IV (MIRV ban) by placing the fol-
lowing additional constraints on potential Soviet developments that
could reduce our retaliatory capabilities:

1. Prohibition on improvements in the throw-weight and accuracy
of present ICBM’s and SLBM’s; and

2. Prohibition on completion of the anroximately 300 Soviet
ICBM silos and 250 SLBM launchers currently under construction.

The SWWA proposal was not included in the original choice of
NSSM-28 packages in an effort to simplify the scope of the study. By

! Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 22, SALT, Chronological File. Top Secret.
Smith sent this paper to Packard under cover of a June 12 memorandum. He also sent
Kissinger a copy on June 12. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 873, SALT, Volume II, June-July 1969)

% In his memoirs, Smith summarized this proposal: “My MIRV ban proposals soon
merged into a broader position called SWWA, ‘Stop Where We Are,” which involved not
only stopping MIRV testing but cessation of Soviet ICBM and SLBM launcher construc-
tion programs. [...] SWWA was based on a simple concept that the way to stop arms
competition was to stop strategic construction programs on both sides.” (Smith, Dou-
bletalk, p. 160)

3 See Document 14.
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the time its full potential advantages were better understood as a re-
sult of the NSSM-28 study, it was decided that it was too late to un-
dertake fundamental reorganization of the study to include this pro-
posal, but that it should be studied in parallel as a separate exercise.
This paper, therefore, examines the SWWA proposal in the general
context of the NSSM-28 study so that it can be available for consider-
ation as an additional possible alternative.

II. Description of “Stop Where We Are” (SWWA) Proposal

In this proposal, the numbers of land-based and sea-based strategic
offensive missile launchers would be frozen at present operational lev-
els. Construction would be halted on all launchers which are verifiably
not operational. ABM launchers and associated radars would also be
frozen at present operational levels. Verifiable strategic offensive and
defensive missile and launcher characteristics would also be frozen.
For this purpose, all strategic missile flight testing would be prohibited,
except for an agreed number of preannounced confidence firings of
present types of missiles on agreed ranges. Numbers and external char-
acteristics of strategic bombers and air-defense missile launchers would
also be frozen at present levels. (A more precise description of the SWWA
proposal and several possible variants appears at Tab A.)*

IIl. Rationale for SWWA Proposal

A SWWA agreement would preserve the present stable strategic
balance, in which both sides have a confident second-strike capability
and are far from achieving a first-strike capability. While the Package
IV MIRV ban with a low ceiling on ABM levels would reduce the most
imminent threats to this stability, the additional provisions of SWWA
would block other destabilizing potential future developments and
would minimize arms procurement pressures arising from uncertain-
ties as to how an adversary might choose to utilize loopholes and
hedges available under an agreement. More specifically, a SWWA arms
control agreement would have the following implications:

1. ASWWA agreement would virtually eliminate the potential So-
viet counterforce threat against the U.S. Minuteman force by prevent-
ing substantial improvements in missile throw-weight and accuracy. A
MIRV ban (Package IV) would help to delay this potential Soviet threat
but would not eliminate it, since the Soviets would still be able, sooner
or later, to improve the accuracy and throw-weight of all their offen-
sive strategic missiles. Although U.S. SLBM’s and bombers would still
have a large retaliatory capability, this path of development could per-
mit the Soviets eventually to attain a capability to destroy most of the

* Attached but not printed.
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undefended U.S. Minuteman ICBM force as it is now constituted. A
SWWA agreement, however, would effectively prevent the Soviets from
making significant improvements in the throw-weight of their ICBM’s.
It would also preclude their testing, and hence deployment, of a new
generation of less-blunt reentry vehicles which are necessary to achieve
high accuracy. For reasons explained below, this restriction would pre-
vent the Soviet Union from improving their large force of 55-11’s to have
sufficient accuracy to threaten the bulk of the U.S. Minuteman force.

2. By prohibiting missile flight-testing (other than confidence-firing
of present types), SWWA would improve our confidence that the Sovi-
ets were not developing MIRV’s or other missile improvements. It is
highly unlikely that any nation would deploy a major new strategic
weapon system which it could not flight-test, and even more unlikely
that it would have the confidence to rely on such an untested weapon
system for a counterforce first-strike. Thus, the verifiability of any agree-
ment limiting missile characteristics is directly related to the degree that
flight tests of improved systems can be restricted. Our ability to detect
any illegal testing would be enhanced by our being able to focus our na-
tional means on the limited number of pre-announced confidence-firings
and the space shots. Furthermore, diversion of a significant number of
the limited quota of permitted confidence-firings in any attempt at ille-
gal developmental flight tests would necessarily reduce the Soviets’ con-
fidence in the reliability of their deployed, permitted missile systems.

3. The Soviet Union now has approximately 300 ICBM silos and
250 SLBM launchers under construction. A SWWA agreement would
prevent the Soviets from completing these launchers; such completion
would increase the total Soviet strategic offensive missile force by about
45 percent.

4. Freezing the number and verifiable characteristics of SAM sys-
tems would increase our confidence that existing Soviet SAM’s would
not be clandestinely improved to acquire an ABM capability and would
preclude the possibility that new SAM systems with a possible dual
ABM capability might be introduced. If SAM’s are frozen, a strategic
bomber freeze would also appear desirable to the U.S. since the U.S.
now has a major quantitative and qualitative lead over the Soviet Union
in strategic bombers—an advantage that it is in our interest to main-
tain. There may, however, be some difficulty in negotiating mutually
satisfactory definitions of such terms as “strategic bomber” and “ex-
ternal characteristics”.

5. A SWWA agreement would prevent both sides from building
a strategically significant ABM system, but under such an agreement
neither side would need an ABM system to defend its ICBM force. Con-
versely, the assurance that ABM levels will be kept very low removes
both sides’” incentive to deploy MIRV’s. A variant to the basic SWWA



44 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

proposal which would permit a small U.S. ABM system against
Chinese or accidental attacks, could be considered.

6. It is difficult to predict what the Soviet reaction to a SWWA pro-
posal might be. While SWWA favors the U.S. in terms of the strategic bal-
ance, it might appeal to Soviet desires to ease their economic burdens.

7. While a SWWA agreement would preserve the present U.S. lead
in numbers and characteristics of most strategic weapon systems, it
would preclude many U.S. plans and options to improve these systems.
We would, however, still be able to carry out a number of hedges or safe-
guards for those threats the SWWA agreement did not remove, includ-
ing the threats of abrogation or evasion of the agreement. For example,
we could very effectively hedge against any clandestine ABM deploy-
ments by developing improved exoatmospheric penetration aids and by
further hardening of ICBM and SLBM reentry vehicles. As a further ex-
ample, we would improve the reliability of our missiles and reduce their
vulnerability to a variety of threats such as nuclear pindown.

8. If a SWWA agreement were abrogated, and the USSR had kept
its ABM or MIRV production facilities in a higher readiness state than
did the U.S., the Soviets might be able to improve their relative strate-
gic posture to some extent, at least temporarily.

9. A SWWA agreement should provide the U.S. with far greater
budgetary savings, both short-term and long-term, than any alterna-
tive which permits substantial new strategic weapons programs. If such
an agreement were reached this year, FY-71 savings alone could
amount to as much as $5 billion.

IV. Verification

The CIA estimates that a SWWA agreement could be verified with
high confidence (see Tab B).” Because all strategic systems would be
constrained under SWWA, there would theoretically be a broad spec-
trum of possible types of violations. The verification task, however,
would in fact be eased considerably in many respects under SWWA,
since detecting changes in Soviet deployments or tests would be much
easier than distinguishing between the permitted and prohibited
changes that would be involved under the other packages. For exam-
ple, in monitoring flight tests, we would only have to watch for de-
partures from the well-documented signatures of present Soviet mis-
siles; we would not need to try to deduce the purpose of a new test
program, which might be accompanied by efforts at concealment and
deception from its very beginning. Furthermore, the limitation on the
number of flight tests, in addition to presenting the potential violator

5 Attached but not printed.
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with the formidable problems mentioned earlier, would ease the prob-
lems faced by the verifier. The significantly smaller number of pre-
announced tests on agreed ranges would allow considerable focusing
of U.S. intelligence collection and analysis capabilities.

Our capabilities to verify the significant new provisions of SWWA
deserve special attention:

1. The restrictions on flight testing can be monitored with our pres-
ent collection capabilities if Soviet tests are carried out at existing test
ranges. Were the Soviets to attempt such tests at new and remote launch
facilities today, we could not assure detection of shorter range tests. We
are confident, however, that no unidentified flight-test ranges exist or
are under construction in the Soviet Union, and we would probably
become aware of them within a very few months if such construction
were started. By the time a new test range attained operational status,
our planned collection sources would provide high-confidence assess-
ments of the activity involved. In any event, our planned systems
would give high confidence of detection of any unannounced strate-
gic missile launchings.

2. [1 paragraph (6 lines) not declassified]

3. [1 paragraph (17 lines) not declassified]

4. Freezing the number and verifiable characteristics of SAM sys-
tems would increase our confidence that Soviet SAM’s would not be
clandestinely improved to acquire an ABM capability or that new dual-
purpose systems might be deployed.

5. While the need to detect land-mobile missiles and possible
retrofitting of ICBM’s at IRBM launchers exists under all the alterna-
tive packages, the SWWA constraints on testing would somewhat re-
duce the difficulties of these tasks.

V. Strategic Analysis
A. Strategic Exchange Calculations

Strategic exchange calculations were carried out to determine re-
taliatory capabilities of U.S. and Soviet forces under this agreement.
Assumptions regarding scenarios, alert rates, reliabilities, effective-
ness of penetration aids, etc., were consistent with those used in the
NSSM-28 report. Detailed listings of U.S. and Soviet force levels and
characteristics assumed are given at Tab C.° It should be noted that we
assumed modest improvements in the CEP’s of Soviet ICBM’s and
SLBM'’s in spite of the fact that efforts to achieve such improvements
would be contrary to the agreement. It was assumed that neither side
relied upon pen-aids in either first or second strikes.

6 Attached but not printed.
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1. Deterrence

Table I shows the retaliatory capability of the U.S. and USSR un-
der SWWA and under Packages III and IV.

Table I
Retaliatory Capability in 1978
Percent Soviet Percent U.S.
Fatalities Fatalities
Option III (0 ABM) 40 43
Option IV (0 ABM) 38 54
SWWA 42 45

If both sides had 500 area ABM’s or a Safeguard ABM system, the
U.S. retaliatory capability would drop to about 37 percent Soviet fa-
talities and Soviet retaliatory capability would be slightly less. A fall-
back from SWWA that allowed the Soviets to complete all ICBM and
SLBM launchers now under construction would cause a decrease of
less than 1% in U.S. retaliatory capabilities and would improve slightly
the Soviets’ retaliatory capabilities.

2. Damage Limiting

Under SWWA neither side would have any incentive to strike first,
since both would incur over 125 million fatalities in retaliation from a
preemptive attack on the opponent. Essentially, SWWA preserves the
damage-limiting capabilities of both sides at their present levels and
thereby inhibits either from attempting to achieve a credible first-strike
capability.

3. Survivability of U.S. Strategic Forces

One of the most striking effects of SWWA is the greatly enhanced
survivability of our present ICBM force compared to the other pack-
ages as shown in Table II.

Table II
Percent of Land-Based ICBM’s
Surviving a First Strike (1978)

u.sS. Soviet
Package III 4 24
Package III with hard-rock silos 25 77
Package IV 30 62
SWWA 79 71

These figures assume that there is no ABM protection for ICBM’s.
For comparison, in Package III with an ABM defense consisting of 500
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area interceptors and 2000 hard-point interceptors, only about half the
U.S. ICBM force would survive.

The reason for the greater survivability of U.S. ICBM’s under this
package is the absence of Soviet MIRV’s and the restrictions on signif-
icant improvements in the accuracy and throw-weights of Soviet
ICBM'’s, particularly the SS-11 and its follow-on missile. Some people
have urged that a limitation on throw-weights alone should be a part
of an agreement. While this would serve to lessen the Soviet counter-
force threat somewhat, it would not do so sufficiently unless the de-
velopment of high accuracies was also restricted, since accuracy is a
more significant parameter in determining counterforce capability. The
S5-9 is now a potentially effective counterforce weapon, but there are
less than 200 currently operational. The numerous SS-11’s, on the other
hand, already possess the throw-weight needed to become a counter-
force threat if CEP’s on the order of 0.25 nm. are achieved. The Intelli-
gence Community estimates that such accuracies are within future So-
viet capabilities, but that they would require significant improvements
in guidance and RV characteristics. SWWA is the only proposed ap-
proach which would preclude such improvements.

The high survivability of the U.S. ICBM force under SWWA would
mean that U.S. retaliatory capabilities could be maintained without re-
liance upon missile penetration aids or bombers for ABM levels up to
about 1,000 interceptors. In fact, under SWWA at present ABM levels,
ICBM’s alone could kill 35 percent of the Soviet population after ab-
sorbing a Soviet first strike.

Finally, the survivability of U.S. bombers could also be improved
because of the truncating of the Soviet SLBM program.

4. Sensitivity to Soviet Violations

Under such a comprehensive measure, the question of cheating
must be considered carefully, since one might expect that the sensitiv-
ity to cheating would be greater than under less restrictive measures.
However, it must be recognized that cheating would be much more
difficult to carry out successfully under a comprehensive measure as
discussed in Section IV above.

We have examined the case in which the Soviets violate the agree-
ment by adding 300 ICBM's to their force (S5-9’s and SS-11"s)” and found
that the U.S. retaliatory capability remains above 40%. We also exam-
ined the case in which the Soviets violate the Basic SWWA Agreement

7 The S5-9 and SS-11 were Soviet ICBMs. The high accuracy and yield of the SS9
made it a threat to U.S. ICBMs. The S5-11 was the Soviet counterpart to the U.S. Min-
uteman system in quantity, size, and purpose. It was believed to be effective only against
soft targets.
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by adding 500 area ABM interceptors. In this event, the U.S. retaliatory
capability would drop to 35 percent (26 percent with ICBM’s alone).

VI. Safeguards

Since one of the purposes of SWWA would be to reduce Soviet op-
tions for increasing their strategic capabilities, it is not surprising that
the number of hedges available to the U.S. would also be less than un-
der other measures. Nevertheless, several important hedges would still
be available to us, such as the following:

1. MIRV’s

The SWWA freeze would leave the U.S. with a lead in MIRV tech-
nology. MIRV production lines could be kept available on a standby
basis. In the event the Soviets cheated on ABM restrictions, the U.S.
probably could deploy MIRV’s for ABM penetration with little or no
further flight testing, depending upon when the agreement took effect.
Such deployments could be made fairly rapidly on Minuteman. Po-
seidon retrofits would take considerably longer because of the exten-
sive launcher modifications required.

2. Penetration Aids

Improved exo-atmospheric penetration aids could be tested and
deployed. This would be sufficient to give us high confidence that we
could penetrate an area ABM defense or an SAM air-defense system
which had been upgraded for point-in-space RV intercepts.

3. Increased Missile Hardening

Missile guidance systems and reentry vehicles could be further
hardened so long as external characteristics remained unchanged. This
would be a hedge against both ABM cheating and possible pindown
counterforce attacks.

4. Bombers

The number of strategic bombers currently deployed could be
maintained rather than cut in half as now planned. Bomber alert rates
could be increased, and bombers could be dispersed to additional
bases. Bomber performance and armament could be improved, as long
as the external appearance of the bomber remained the same.

VII. Negotiability

Little is known of Soviet views concerning the preferred scope of
a strategic arms limitation agreement. On balance, we believe that the
Soviets would probably favor a simply defined agreement with broad
application and would tend to be suspicious of any significant loop-
holes which the U.S. wanted to keep open.
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Chairman Kosygin told Robert McNamara on November 11, 1968,
that it would be absurd for the two superpowers to continue to accu-
mulate strategic armaments. “Both sides have enough”, he said.® While
this statement probably should not be interpreted too literally, it does
seem plausible that a relatively simply agreement to “stop where we
are” may be easier to negotiate than one with loopholes which permit
significant new strategic weapon developments by either side.

If, as seems likely, the Soviets hope to achieve some easing of the
economic burdens of the strategic arms race through SALT, they would
have an additional incentive for favoring an agreement like SWWA (see
Section VIII).

VIII. Economic Implications

NSSM-28 estimates the annual cost of Packages I-IV during FY
70-74 at $15.5 billion. Implementation of certain “safeguards” permit-
ted under these packages could cost an additional $3.3 billion annu-
ally, raising the total annual cost to $18.8 billion.

Under SWWA, the estimated annual cost during this period would
be $13.9 to $14.4 billion, thereby saving a total of $4.4 to $4.9 billion
per year. The total five-year savings would be approximately $22 to
$25 billion.

IX. Moratorium During Negotiations

Some of the advantages of a SWWA agreement to the U.S. would
be reduced if the Soviets continued to build ICBM silos and SLBM sub-
marines and carry on MRV or MIRV flight testing during the SALT ne-
gotiations. The Soviet Union is currently building about 250 ICBM
launchers and 100 SLBM launchers per year, [1% lines not declassified].

Therefore, the U.S. may wish to propose, early in the negotiations,
a temporary moratorium on construction of strategic missile launchers
and on certain types of flight testing during the SALT negotiations. In
addition to providing an earlier halt to Soviet strategic missile launcher
construction and MRV testing, such a moratorium would have the
added advantage of minimizing Soviet incentives to prolong the ne-
gotiations in order to improve their strategic position.

8 See Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XIV, Soviet Union, Document 314.
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17. Minutes of a Review Group Meeting'

Washington, June 12, 1969, 2:05-3:55 p.m.

SUBJECT
NSSM 28—Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State AEC
Richard F. Pedersen Allen Labowitz
Philip Farley USIA
Donald McHenry Henry Loomis
Defense ACDA
G. Warren Nutter Gerard Smith
Sif;l_shekl;}u Spurgeon Keeny, Jr.
OsT
CIA . Vincent McRae
R. Jack Smith
Treasury
J CS. . Anthony Jurich
Maj. Gen. Royal B. Allison
NSC Staff
OEP Lo Morton Halperin
Haakon Lindjord William Hyland

Winston Lord
Laurence Lynn
Helmut Sonnenfeldt

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

It was agreed that the first NSC meeting on SALT would focus on
the scope of an arms limitation agreement and on exposure to major
issues, such as ABM, MIRYV, verification, and bombers/air defense. Cer-
tain optional arms control packages shown in the Summary Report,
plus ACDA’s Stop Where We Are proposal,®> would be used as illus-
trations of limited, intermediary, and comprehensive measures. Based
on the first NSC examination of this topic and Presidential guidance,
an executive committee would then draw up two or three concrete
SALT packages for further NSC consideration. The Review Group went
through the Summary NSSM 28 Report and agreed to several drafting

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. The
meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. Halperin forwarded the minutes
to Kissinger under a covering memorandum on June 16.

2 Document 14.

3 Document 16.
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additions and changes. The NSC staff would incorporate these modi-
fications and check them with ACDA. The revised summary paper
would then be recirculated to Review Group members for their con-
currence for forwarding to the NSC.

General Discussion—NSC Handling

Kissinger had a general observation at the outset. He said that the
NSSM 28 Report should represent a continuation of the NSSM 3 study,*
and was not competitive nor an alternative. The basic principles that
govern consideration of our strategic force posture should govern our
SALT preparations. Our general security objectives should be valid for
both subjects. Some principles that are settled in the strategic forces
discussion should be considered with the imminence of arms talks in
mind. While we should not foreclose arms control options, neither
should we construct two different frameworks. NSC meetings on these
topics should lead logically from one to the other. He had considered
inserting these points in the NSSM 28 summary report, but was not in-
sistent upon this.

He then suggested that the group focus on what we were trying
to achieve in the NSC meeting so as to make the paper more useful for
NSC discussion. What decisions did we want the President to make,
what issues should he principally focus on? He wondered, for instance,
why the four options in the summary were selected when there could
be many others. He asked G. Smith whether the intent was to give two
illustrative options for a limited agreement and two for a comprehen-
sive one.

G. Smith replied that the Steering Group had considered a broad
spectrum of options,” especially comprehensive ones, but the JCS had
been convincing that it was preferable to concentrate on a more mod-
est approach. Fewer options made strategic analysis an easier task. He
had not thought of the four options as representing two limited agree-
ment packages and two comprehensive ones, since he considered
the first three rather limited and only the fourth one could be called
comprehensive.

Allison believed that the third package was reasonably compre-
hensive, while the fourth one went further by banning MIRVs. He
thought that the mix of the four packages raised most items for ex-
amination one way or another and constituted a fair document for
analysis.

4 Gee Document 4 and footnote 2, Document 12.

5 All references to options and sections are to those set forth in the NSSM 28 report,
the summary of which is Document 14.
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G. Smith pointed out that none of the packages should be labeled
negotiating positions; they were purely illustrative. Kissinger said that
this answered one of his questions, for he did not believe that the Pres-
ident could be asked to pass on these options as negotiating packages.
G. Smith thought that the first NSC meeting would be largely educa-
tional and would produce no specific negotiating decisions.

Kissinger agreed that the first meeting would treat fundamental
issues in order to focus a second meeting on decisions. The question
was which issues should be highlighted. He thought that the summary
report’s packages were useful if they served to illustrate general prin-
ciples, the sorts of packages that might come under a limited, inter-
mediary or comprehensive agreement. He believed this gave G. Smith
more flexibility, using the packages not as directives but rather as il-
lustrations of general objectives. This would give G. Smith more room
for varying the mix of the packages.

G. Smith responded that after the first NSC meeting he would like
to see an executive committee focus on negotiating positions. These
would not just be broad options, but rather two or three real life pos-
sibilities which the executive committee would take as long as was nec-
essary to develop. He believed that with some Presidential guidance
the committee could put together such real life proposals. In response
to Kissinger’s question, he thought that the four options in the sum-
mary paper served the purposes of focusing discussion and illustrat-
ing the principles. He agreed with Kissinger that these should not be
construed as negotiating positions but rather were examples,—e.g., op-
tion 1 illustrated a limited agreement, option 3 an intermediary one,
and the Stop Where We Are (SWWA) proposal a comprehensive one.

Kissinger said that he had seen SWWA but understood that it had
never been formally addressed in the interagency machinery. G. Smith
said that there had been strategic and CIA analysis of this proposal.
Kissinger commented that he had not seen this analysis and Keeny con-
firmed that SWWA had not been considered in the NSSM 28 machin-
ery. G. Smith said that it had been tabled at the Steering Group. It could
be one document to be considered as an option by the executive com-
mittee that he had proposed. Pedersen suggested that it could also be
treated at the first NSC meeting, and G. Smith rejoined that this de-
pended on how detailed a discussion the NSC would get into.

Kissinger did not want to throw at the President options on spe-
cific systems. The mind boggles at the possible combinations of nego-
tiating positions, and it was not fair to ask the President to make spe-
cific choices. He himself did not fully understand the rationale of all
the options in the paper. SWWA was a concern all by itself and should
go before the President at some point. In addressing a fluid arms sit-
uation (as opposed to a complete halt) he believed we should think in
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terms of general criteria, using the study’s packages as illustrations to
demonstrate what we mean by comprehensive and limited agreements.
Once the President decides the scope of agreement he wishes, then the
executive committee study could come up with realistic proposals.

G. Smith found this procedure satisfactory, and, if the JCS agreed,
he suggested option 1 to illustrate a limited agreement, option 3 an in-
termediary one, and SWWA a comprehensive one. Selin interjected that
the distinction between options 1 and 2 was quite arbitrary—if one lim-
ited a few weapons systems, there are many possible choices. How-
ever, he thought the distinction between options 3 and 4 had a certain
logic. Option 4 was basically the SWWA proposal. Nutter believed, and
Kissinger agreed, that these questions could not be considered sepa-
rately from verification problems. Kissinger repeated that the options
could be used as illustrations of general principles. Selin believed that
options 3 and 4 were quite close to being negotiating positions (in struc-
tural terms) as opposed to the first two options.

Kissinger summarized that the first NSC discussion would center
on general principles which would guide the composition of concrete
proposals, while the second meeting would focus on the positions de-
veloped in the interim. Farley agreed; he noted that option 4 was closer
to SWWA than it was to option 3. Allison also agreed that the first meet-
ing should expose issues and examine certain critical features and then
the executive committee could draft proposals. With regard to G.
Smith’s suggestions on which options to use as illustrations, he did not
believe that SWWA should be part of NSSM 28, for it had not received
the same type of examination as the other packages.

Kissinger wondered what decisions should be made in the first
meeting on the basis of the summary report. He suggested the scope
of the agreement desired and MIRV and ABM-type questions as suit-
able subjects. G. Smith agreed that the first NSC meeting should re-
solve ABM levels and the question of a MIRV ban, for otherwise the
executive committee could not develop proposals. Pedersen noted the
importance of relating the ABM and MIRV questions to the different
approaches. G. Smith added that verification should also get a great
deal of attention. He had found it paradoxical that the verification prob-
lem was more manageable the greater the scope of the agreement. He
would have thought that it might be just the opposite. Kissinger said
that he was not surprised.

Kissinger summarized the group’s consensus that the first NSC
meeting would examine the scope of an arms control agreement, and
would expose the principals to the major issues, including ABM, MIRV,
and verification. Selin declared that bombers and air defense should
also be considered. With regard to this point, Kissinger wondered
whether we knew what subjects the Soviets are likely to raise. G. Smith
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said that the Soviets last year had indicated an interest in bombers
by saying that they wish to discuss “armaments” rather than merely
“missiles”. Halperin remarked that this referred to offensive systems
only. Selin agreed, and noted that we believed that if bombers were to
be discussed, then air defenses would have to be also.

US and Soviet Objectives (IIA)

Kissinger asked the group whether it believed that the summary
report provided an adequate basis for NSC discussion. Nutter replied
that he had a problem with the discussion of US objectives. He believed
that there should be mention of Soviet objectives in the summary re-
port; this subject was covered in an annex. He passed out a suggested
paragraph® (to go between IIA and IIB) concerning Soviet motives and
interests. He had some problems with the annex’s discussion of this
subject, believing that a number of assumptions concerning the Soviet
position were more positively stated than he would have thought pos-
sible. Perhaps there may be more than one Soviet objective and that
these were not necessarily mutually exclusive. They might share our
concerns but also have other objectives as well. This topic was impor-
tant as negotiations go forward, so that we have a means to probe their
intent. Kissinger commented that he was going to make the same point
on Soviet objectives and asked G. Smith whether he had problems with
Nutter’s suggestion. G. Smith replied that he did not, but J. Smith
wished to reserve on this question. He wondered about the symmetry
of the paper, with Soviet concerns getting fuller treatment than our own
in the Nutter paragraph. The summary report deals with objectives,
while the suggested additional paragraph delved into interests and mo-
tives. G. Smith thought that it was useful to recall that the Soviets have
a number of objectives and interests, not all of them cooperative with
us. He was not sure about the precise language but thought it was use-
ful to make this point. There followed a brief discussion of this ques-
tion which included Selin’s observation that the Soviets would save
much money under arms control while we would not and J. Smith’s re-
joinder that this depended on whether one considered the short term
or long term. Nutter felt that his paragraph was necessarily asymmet-
rical with the one in the summary report, since we know our own ob-
jectives, but we do not know Soviet ones. J. Smith did not believe that
the suggested language constituted a full analysis of Soviet interests,
and Nutter replied that it purported only to be a summary. J. Smith said
that he was happy to join OSD in drafting some language, and Peder-
sen said that State should have a look at this also. A balanced view was
needed—it was more accurate to say that the Soviets do not want the

6 Not found.
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relative strategic position to change in our favor rather than stating, as
in the recommended paragraph, that they seek to improve their posi-
tion. Nutter repeated that he did not agree with the Annex’s treatment
of this question. Pedersen doubted that the Soviets were really striving
to improve their position along the lines of Nutter’s language.

Kissinger preferred to show real differences of opinion rather than
coming up with agreed language. He believed the paper should show
that some believe that the Soviets want to improve their position while
others interpreted their motives as stated in the Annex. Selin believed
that the differences of view were not so great; in treating Soviet objec-
tives one must compare the situation to one without an arms agree-
ment. Kissinger said that one school believed that they wished to im-
prove their relative strategic position through arms talks rather than
an arms race, while a second school believed that they had essentially
the same motives as we do. It was better to state this issue clearly than
to fudge it.

G. Smith did not believe the issue was that serious. If the Soviets
enter arms talks, it will be because they hope to improve their absolute
position, whether strategic or economic. He thought it was useful to
flag the fact that they might have interests that are not necessarily con-
structive for us, that we should be alert to the possibility that they are
masking their real motives. J. Smith wondered what was the operative
point in this issue. He believed that the principals had already con-
sidered these points. Allison thought a cautionary note about Soviet
interests would be useful and was not necessarily inconsistent with the
Annex. Nutter said that his language looked forward—it was more im-
portant for the negotiations themselves than for this paper. In consid-
ering the various packages we should keep in mind that the advan-
tages we see in them won’t obtain if the assumptions prove wrong.
Selin noted one operative difference—if the Soviets sought a better rel-
ative position versus us, then there would be a big problem.

Kissinger said that our analysis of the implications of arms con-
trol packages was more important than possible Soviet motives. He
said that either disagreed positions on Soviet objectives could be in-
serted for the consideration of the principals or perhaps State/ ACDA
could accept the OSD language. G. Smith believed that stating dis-
agreed positions would appear more mysterious than the issue really
warranted. In response to Pedersen’s question, Keeny said that the
treatment of Soviet motives in the Annex was done by State and then
reviewed by the Steering Group. Sonnenfeldt did not believe that it
was fruitful to speculate on Soviet motives. If the US and USSR agreed
on a package and our analysis demonstrated that it was acceptable to
us, we would not need to care about the Soviet motives. The latter per-
haps affects their reason for entering into arms talks, but it does not
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really affect our analysis or the desirability of various options. Nutter
suggested that you cannot assume that if the Soviets talk to us they
will reach agreement with us. Selin relayed Packard’s view that no one
really knows the Soviets’ objectives and we need not speculate on them.
We should agree on an arms control package and then we can find out
their motives.

Kissinger said that he would like in the paper a complex set of So-
viet motivations. Although it made no operative difference, it would
reflect a greater rigor in the analysis. It was then agreed that Nutter
and J. Smith would work together for agreed language on this issue.

Scope of Agreement (IIB)

Kissinger said that the first two pages of the report covered the is-
sues that had been outlined earlier in the discussion, i.e., what scope
of agreement we want. He wondered whether it would be useful to in-
sert in this section language that related it to options found at the end
of the paper, in order to illustrate criteria. He thought the present ver-
sion read abstractly without the concrete illustrations later on. G. Smith
suggested language like “limited measure, such as option 1”7 etc.
Kissinger believed there should also be some discussion of criteria, and
Pedersen wondered whether these could be stated in a shorthand way.
Kissinger repeated that it would be helpful to have some criteria to il-
lustrate what one means by limited or comprehensive and, he would
add, intermediary settlements. This need not be conclusive treatment
but would suggest what limited and other measures attempt to ac-
complish. G. Smith suggested, and Nutter agreed, that he could pro-
vide language on criteria for this section. Kissinger noted that he should
add an intermediary option to limited and comprehensive measures.
Kissinger suggested that SWWA be considered separately, for this sec-
tion considered negotiations while an arms race continued. G. Smith
pointed out that arms talks could take place during a moratorium.
Kissinger replied that, from G. Smith’s point of view, it would be prefer-
able to use option 4 as an example of a comprehensive agreement, and
not only SWWA which would not be favorably received by some. G.
Smith agreed that it seemed sensible to offer option 4 as an example
as well as noting SWWA.

Moratorium (IIC)

Having reached agreement on page 2, Kissinger asked whether the
section on Moratorium was a fair statement of the issues. G. Smith
noted that the Soviet missile force was 55% completed and 45% under
construction. In this situation, moratorium has a powerful logic, which
had not occurred to him till he had studied the figures. In response to
Pedersen’s query whether a moratorium included a halt of construc-
tion, G. Smith said that we could propose this. Allison believed that
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there could be substantial negotiations just on the specifics of a mora-
torium, e.g., at what phase construction must cease, at what level you
could continue, etc. This was a complex question.

Kissinger said that he had problems with the moratorium section
and that it would help the President to list the pros and cons of various
moratorium options. SWWA would constitute a complete moratorium,
and one could also discuss a moratorium on MIRVs, ABM construction,
etc. He thought that these moratorium options, with their relation to one
another and pros and cons, would be helpful to focus the discussion.
Keeny said that this would have to be selective, since there were a mul-
titude of combinations. Kissinger agreed that not all variables should be
listed, but believed that there should be illustrations of the general prin-
ciples. Certainly a MIRV moratorium should be addressed. Selin re-
marked that even stopping MIRV was a complex question, and Farley
noted the importance of the length of the moratorium. Kissinger asked
whether a moratorium paper could be produced quickly. After a brief
exchange it was agreed that a few paragraphs without elaborate dis-
cussion could be provided in a few days. Kissinger stressed the impor-
tance of showing pros and cons. In response to G. Smith’s suggestion
that the relationship of a moratorium to the negotiations be treated, Al-
lison said that it would be difficult to produce a paper promptly on this
question. Kissinger believed that if the moratorium issue were presented
to the President in the form presently used in the paper, he would prob-
ably rule against it. It was finally decided that the section would be
revised and ACDA would produce a page or two on the moratorium
issue, with pros and cons, to go at the end of the paper.

Verification (1ID)

Kissinger then took up this section. Allison said that the JCS were
not in complete agreement with this part of the paper. Kissinger said
that he preferred stated differences rather than agreed papers. Allison
noted that the disagreement on verifying a MIRV prohibition was cov-
ered under the cons on page 11, but believed it would also be useful to
state it here on page 3. J. Smith said that there had been much discus-
sion on this issue and that there was virtual agreement. Selin said that
there was a substantive question concerning definition. There was a flat
statement that we would know if the Soviets started testing MIRVs, but
this rests on the assumption that other systems were banned. A MIRV
ban to be effectively policed depended on what else one was willing to
give up in an agreement. J. Smith said that the statements of our intelli-
gence capabilities have been thoroughly worked over and related to arms
agreements. The judgments rested on the assumption that an arms agree-
ment would permit us to use our intelligence tools effectively.

Kissinger said that two types of papers were possible. There are
those with which everyone is happy through subjective interpretation—
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thus vagueness was helpful. He believed a second type of paper was
more useful to the President, one that let him know what issues were
behind vague phrases and let him see disagreements on judgments. He
suggested that one could state here that the vast majority thought that
we could verify a MIRV prohibition through a ban on flight testing,
while a minority disagreed.

It was finally agreed that in addition to this being mentioned on
page 11 it would also be included on page 3, so that all the main points
on verification would be in one place. Kissinger asked Sonnenfeldt to
keep track of these and other drafting changes.

Keeny noted the extensive efforts of the intelligence community
on this question. Selin noted OSD agreement with CIA’s evaluation of
the verification of a MIRV ban, but repeated his point that a flat state-
ment rested on the need to have other systems banned which might
be unacceptable.

Lynn questioned the emphasis of this section which appeared to
be that national means of verification are adequate to protect our in-
terests. He wondered what positive results might come from inspec-
tion, and Kissinger said that this was covered on page 3. Lynn replied
he was not clear what “on site inspection” meant. Kissinger suggested
that this was considered an end in itself. Selin stated that the impor-
tance of inspection had changed greatly since last year, for we now un-
derstand the Tallinn system. Allison declared that on site inspection
does increase our confidence in an agreement. Hyland noted this gen-
eral point about increasing confidence, and suggested putting in spe-
cific examples of where inspection would be helpful in this regard.
Sonnenfeldt said that this was an important consideration and that
there should be examples of where we would have greater confidence.
He added that some forms of inspection also increase deterrence.
Kissinger noted that inspection therefore was not just an end in itself
but in some areas would objectively increase our confidence. ]J. Smith
said that this was true of only some weapons systems. Sonnenfeldt de-
clared that inspection would be useful to prove Soviet compliance with
agreements to those who are skeptical about national means of verifi-
cation. This will be a difficult issue at some point.

Kissinger wondered what the NSC should address, for everyone
is in favor of on site inspection. The problem arises if one poses the
choice between inspection and no agreement at all. Therefore if this
question was to be discussed we need first of all examples of where
inspection is useful, and secondly discussion of what price we would
be willing to pay for inspection. G. Smith said that he should have
ready by Monday (June 16) a technical analysis of where on site in-
spection would be useful. Selin thought that Sonnenfeldt’s excellent
point about proving Soviet compliance should also be included.
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J. Smith said that we now know with some degree of confidence what
we can and cannot verify with national means.

Kissinger summarized that verification is a question of the prin-
ciple itself, deterrence, and public opinion; a paragraph or two was
needed to explain this. Selin suggested also the insertion on page 3 of
the page 11 language on MIRV verification, while J. Smith suggested
adding a consideration of how verification is linked to various pack-
ages. There was further brief discussion during which Kissinger re-
peated that language was needed to explain inspection, why the issue
was raised, and to what end inspection might be useful.

Kissinger wondered whether there was sufficient explanation of
the possibility of converting IRBMs to ICBMs (D5). Selin said that this
was explained elsewhere, and Kissinger suggested adding a sentence
at this point. There was a brief discussion on the implications of
IR/MRBM upgrading and its possible impact on our European allies.
G. Smith wondered whether an ICBM could be fired, e.g., for 1500
miles, and Selin said that it depended on the design. This could be
done through inefficient designing of ICBMs so that two stages would
be used for Europe and three for the United States.

Other General Considerations (I E-H)

Kissinger wondered what evidence we had that the Soviets would
want a comprehensive agreement. G. Smith mentioned their past posi-
tions on General and Complete Disarmament, a total nuclear test ban,
and complete demilitarization of the seabeds. Kissinger noted that in
certain cases they had settled for less than comprehensive arrangements.
He thought it would be more accurate for the paper to say that we
expect the Soviets “to ask for an agreement of broad coverage”. Loomis
noted the propaganda element in past Soviet positions on comprehen-
sive agreements. He thought that they might back off in certain cases if
we indicated a willingness to conclude a comprehensive measure.

Kissinger thought that the first sentence in Section F (US-Soviet Po-
litical Relations) constituted a circular argument (with regard to our
starting talks indicating our desire to negotiate). Selin commented that
the second sentence (concerning a US decision not to begin negotia-
tions) had more meaning. Halperin believed that both sentences con-
cerned an incongruous issue not raised in the paper, namely, should
we start arms control talks? He wondered whether this was really an
issue in the government. Kissinger noted that there seemed to be a def-
inite trend in the US government toward initiation of talks.

Sonnenfeldt felt that the last sentence in F (suggesting the positive
effect of an arms agreement on US-Soviet political relations) was trou-
blesome. The assumptions used for the various options in the paper,
i.e., that the Soviets would do the maximum permissible under each
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agreement, were not consistent with predictions of détente in this sec-
tion. The paper should at least allow for a variegated pattern of US-
Soviet relations that could leave the military dangers as great as they
would be without an agreement. Selin noted that the Europeans’ per-
ceptions may change when an agreement confirms rough parity. Son-
nenfeldt repeated that prospects for détente were not borne out by the
analysis of the options. Kissinger noted that they were also not borne
out by history. G. Smith suggested, and the group agreed, to eliminate
this last paragraph in section F. Sonnenfeldt suggested that the whole
paragraph was expendable, but Pedersen disagreed.

Kissinger then raised NATO Reactions (Section G). Lindjord sug-
gested language underlining the importance of consultations with our
allies. Selin noted that the net effect of a MIRV ban would be less to-
tal coverage for European targets, though not necessarily less relative
coverage. Sonnenfeldt believed this was an important point. G. Smith
said that the allies had been told this for years. Kissinger believed
that there was the same problem here as there was in the strategic
posture paper, namely weighing what the Europeans say versus what
they actually think. He did not believe that there was that much una-
nimity on SALT. He felt that it was at least open to question whether
a comprehensive agreement would be that welcome to Europeans
once it was a fact of life. G. Smith commented that the next 20 days
should inform us on this question. Kissinger recalled that when the
President was talking with NATO foreign ministers, Dutch Foreign
Minister Luns said that the prospect of parity was one of the most
shocking things he had heard. This was an illustration of the differ-
ences between general public statements and gut feelings among
many Europeans. SALT will create problems, even though it is only
making explicit what is already a fact and thus does not create a new
military equation. These were not arguments against arms talks but
merely point up a problem that we should be aware of and that G.
Smith would encounter. He believed our allied consultations will sur-
face many problems, and that therefore this paragraph in the paper
was misleading.

Farley thought that the paper’s language was more balanced than
that. There are many others on the European scene besides those, like
Luns, who have come through past wars. For the younger generation
which has not shared the same experiences, SALT is a crucial issue.
Kissinger said that he was not completely against the paragraph, but
merely wished to introduce another perspective. Farley thought that
the problem was covered in the discussion of specific problems. Ped-
ersen believed that specific weapons issues might cause European con-
cerns, but from an overall point of view they would still want a com-
prehensive agreement. Kissinger believed that the paper should call
attention to the fact that SALT raises delicate problems in NATO rela-
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tions without prejudging the outcome of our consultations. He thought
that we should come out alright with our allies if they are handled
well.

Nutter remarked that at the NPG meeting he attended the Euro-
peans were concerned about what subjects would be discussed in SALT,
including MIRVs. Kissinger said that visitors to the President express
disquiet about SALT, although they do not oppose going ahead. In re-
sponse to G. Smith’s suggestion that there was more curiosity than dis-
quiet, Kissinger said that disquiet was more accurate. G. Smith said
that our consultation experience to date in 1969 had exposed no real
problems except for the possibility of a US-Soviet condominium.
Kissinger believed that there would be trouble once serious consulta-
tions got underway. Farley agreed that Europeans would be concerned
about possible outcomes on various issues.

Kissinger then raised the subject of Cost Savings (II H). G. Smith
said that SWWA would result in substantial savings. Kissinger won-
dered what adjectives like “significant” savings really meant. Sonnen-
feldt said that for all the options discussed in the summary report there
would be about one billion dollars in savings. Hyland noted that this
was the average per year over the 10 year period under the most com-
prehensive arrangements. Kissinger thought that the paper should state
concretely what we might save. Keeny noted the difficulties of ten year
projections, and Kissinger replied that no figures at all would make the
paper less satisfactory than approximate figures. Lynn believed that,
given the current great interest in the DOD budget, the paper should
clearly state the facts to dispell the presumption that great savings
would occur through arms talks. Selin agreed that arms control was
not the way to resolve money allocation problems. G. Smith thought
that SWWA was an exception to this, but Selin believed that even un-
der this arrangement, expenditures on larger warheads would mean
that there would not be great savings. Kissinger said that the paper
should make a point that there would not be major savings and indi-
cate the order of savings that would accrue, except for SWWA which
would be higher. Keeny said that there would not be any great imme-
diate savings because present programs would not be affected. But
SWWA would result in a couple of billion dollars saved. G. Smith said
that this could be stated as one or two percent of the defense budget.
Pedersen wondered whether savings referred to budget reductions or
to avoidance of future spending. Keeny repeated that one cannot gen-
eralize over a ten year period. Sonnenfeldt noted the basic point that
savings would not be large, but Pedersen referred to the possibility of
substantial savings by avoiding major programs. Sonnenfeldt won-
dered how much the intelligence budget would go up under an arms
control agreement. Kissinger recalled that the strategic budget was not
a large part of defense spending. He concluded that the report should
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state savings in concrete terms rather than using adjectives. G. Smith
mentioned some possible figures for SWWA, but admitted that he did
not have high confidence in them. These range between 4.4 and 4.5 bil-
lion dollars per year or 20-25 billion dollars over 5 years. Kissinger
asked that the drafters get together for concrete figures to be used, ex-
cept for SWWA which should result in greater savings.

Weapons Systems Issues (I1I)

Selin believed that the last sentence on page 8 linking ABM levels
and MIRV decisions was misleading. For example, one could allow
MIRVs and low ABM levels. There followed a brief discussion between
Selin and Kissinger on the effects of various levels of ABM defenses, with
Kissinger inquiring about the significance for stability of high ABM lev-
els. Selin noted the importance of how countries get to high ABM lev-
els and the factor of uncertainty concerning their effectiveness. He said
that without MIRVs one had to begin worrying when the other side’s
ABM levels reached somewhere between 500 and 1000. Kissinger con-
cluded that at higher ABM levels the capabilities of both sides suffered.

Kissinger questioned the use of the specific figure of 200, e.g., in-
stead of 500, in the discussion of a low level ABM on page 9.

Selin replied that this was approximate and referred to a system
that might be deployed around Moscow or other high value targets.
We would have less worry about Soviet cheating in this situation be-
cause they would need new radar and information systems before be-
ing able to deploy a large ABM complex. With 500 ABMs they might
reasonably spread them around the country with associated radars,
and this would shorten the lead time that we would have to detect
their cheating and suddenly deploying, e.g., another 1000. Without
these necessary radars on the other hand, we would have 3 to 4 years
lead time on possible Soviet cheating. Kissinger thought this should be
explained in the paper, for the figure 200 looked arbitrary. The 500 level
looked crucial with regard to the need for MIRVs, if you set aside the
question of cheating. Hyland noted that the strategic analysis showed
that the significantly dangerous ABM level for us would be in the range
of 750-1000 rather than 500. Selin said that there was analysis under-
lying these figures. Hyland said that the 500 level was about the cut-
off point, for between 500 and 1000 we would begin to cut into Soviet
retaliatory capabilities. G. Smith suggested labeling 200 as the ap-
proximate ceiling with regard to the associated radar problem that Selin
had outlined.

Kissinger summarized that 500 represented our strategic sensitiv-
ity while 200 raised the problems of cheating. Lynn believed that we
would need a detailed paper on ABM levels sooner or later, both for
follow-on to Safeguard and questions of area defense. Selin noted that
much analysis had been devoted to ABM levels, and Lynn replied that
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this was more in the abstract rather than keyed to Safeguard. J. Smith
saw the objective of clarifying these numbers, but wondered how the
explanation might be compressed for purposes of the paper. Selin said
this was a complicated topic and to fully explain it might be more than
the President needs. Allison said that he was generally satisfied with
the wording. Selin concluded that he would try his hand at a para-
graph explaining the 200 and 500 levels and give this language to
Kissinger.

Kissinger asked Sonnenfeldt to work with various people and do
a redraft of the summary report. He should then check this redraft with
ACDA, and it would subsequently be sent around to Review Group
members for their concurrence. In response to Nutter’s question,
Kissinger confirmed that the NSC would focus only on the summary
paper and not attempt to address the complete study.

Kissinger asked whether there were any other substantive prob-
lems or objections with the rest of the paper. There being no further
comments, the meeting was adjourned.

18. Editorial Note

During mid-June 1969 Congressional opposition to the anti-ballis-
tic missile (ABM) system requested by the Nixon administration in-
tensified. The ABM debate was closely tied to a controversial new
weapons system, the multiple independently targetable reentry vehi-
cle (MIRV), which would neutralize an opponent’s ABM, increase sec-
ond strike capability, and improve accuracy in wiping out missile sites.
Congressional opposition was led by Senators Clifford Case (R-NJ) and
Edward Brooke (R-MA) who urged the administration to postpone
MIRV testing pending U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations. In their
view, MIRV would escalate the arms race by necessitating Soviet ABM
deployment to reestablish deterrent balance. Moreover, once deployed,
MIRV was impossible to inspect. On June 17 Brooke introduced a res-
olution sponsored by 41 Senators that urged President Nixon to pro-
pose a joint suspension of MIRV testing to the Soviet Union. (Congres-
sional Quarterly, June 20, 1969, pages 1067-1070)

In his memoirs President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger explained the administration’s view: “All of this [Congres-
sional opposition] was being advocated while the Soviet missile arse-
nal was growing at the rate of two to three hundred missiles a year. If
the Soviets were building while we abandoned our programs, what
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would be their incentive to negotiate limitation in an agreement? Our
unilateral restraint would be an incentive for the Soviets not to settle
but to procrastinate, to tilt the balance as much in their favor as pos-
sible while we paralyzed ourselves. To abandon ABM and MIRV to-
gether would thus not only have undercut the prospects for any SALT
agreement but probably guaranteed Soviet strategic superiority for a
decade.” (Kissinger, White House Years, page 212)

On June 19 President Nixon gave a televised press conference at
which he stated his position on MIRV testing. Referring to the Brooke
resolution, he declared that “it is certainly a very constructive proposal
insofar as they, themselves are thinking about it. We are considering
the possibility of a moratorium as part of any arms control agreement.
However, as far as any unilateral stopping of tests on our part, I do
not think that would be in our interest. Only in the event that the So-
viet Union and we could agree that a moratorium on tests could be
mutually beneficial to us, would we be able to agree to do so.” (Public
Papers: Nixon, 1969, page 474)

In his memoirs Nixon described the ABM vote as “the first sig-
nificant congressional vote on defense measures in my administration,
and I wanted the signal to go out that we had not lost our national
sense of purpose and resolve—because I did not think we had.” He
concluded that “I am absolutely convinced that had we lost the ABM
battle in the Senate, we would not have been able to negotiate the first
nuclear arms control agreement in Moscow in 1972.” The administra-
tion did not lose, but it was a “cliff-hanging one-vote margin of vic-
tory.” (RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon, pages 415-418) On August 6
the Senate approved the Safeguard ABM system by a vote of 51—49.
Vice President Spiro Agnew cast the tie-breaking vote. Congress passed
the bill authorizing spending on defense projects, including ABM, on
November 19.
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19. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, June 18, 1969.

[Omitted here is discussion related to the U.S. strategic posture
printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Secu-
rity Policy, 1969-1972, Document 36.]

Smith Briefing”
RN: Are their subs under construction as good as ours?

Laird: They are Polaris type. They could be developing quieter subs.

RN: Civil defense should be included in the evaluations of capabil-
ity. This is related to political warning. Not decisive, but should be there.

Major new factor is our verification capability.
Lincoln: Could capability be neutralized?
Helms: Sure, very easily.

RN: On-site inspection should be raised, and if you give it away
get something for it.

Rogers: We would want to avoid making this a major issue. They
would question our good faith. (Laird disagrees: don’t bring it up later
on.) Smith: Depends on what our proposal is.

RN: You must assume they will cheat.
Doubts “good faith” assertion, but discuss it later.

Smith: We should try for “old-fashioned” on-site inspection. But
also seek supplemental measures. But some agreements would require
neither.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969. No classification mark-
ing. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting was held in the Cabinet Room
of the White House from 10:14 a.m. to 12:48 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
Among the briefing materials he sent to Nixon on June 17, Kissinger included a sum-
mary of Presidential decisions that he recommended should result from the meeting.
These included obtaining NSC endorsement of the four criteria of strategic sufficiency
presented in the NSC Staff paper “U.S. Strategic Posture: Basic Issues” (see footnote 2,
Document 12). The paper listed four conditions that defined strategic sufficiency “main-
tain high confidence that our second strike capability is sufficient to deter an all-out So-
viet surprise attack on our strategic forces; maintain forces to insure that the Soviet Union
would have no incentive to strike the United States first in a crisis; maintain the capa-
bility to deny to the Soviet Union the ability to cause significantly more deaths and in-
dustrial damage in the United States in a nuclear war than they themselves would suf-
fer; and, deploy defenses which limit damage from small attacks or accidental launches
to a low level” (see Document 34, Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National
Security Policy, 1969-1972). Kissinger explained endorsement of the criteria was “im-
portant because it will establish clear guidelines for the SALT talks and for consultations
with our allies.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 873,
SALT, Volume II, June-July 1969)

2 No other record of this briefing has been found.
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RN: SWWA? is propaganda point, a gimmick. Neither side will ne-
gotiate on that basis. But it could be used as propaganda. Reserve it
for later consideration. It’s like a cease-fire in VN. Not serious.

RN: What will they ask for?

They will ask for flight test limits, because they have done so much
of it to us.

What's purpose of Soviet MRV? (to Helms) Is it first-strike weapon
or not? (Helms: oh, yes sir, it is.)

With cities, they don’t need it. They aren’t stupid.

Laird, Packard: Poseidon really isn’t a hard target weapon. Subs
can’t navigate that well; we can’t achieve the necessary accuracies.

RN: On Intelligence reports:

1. Strict separation between fact, opinion.

2. Intelligence information has been used to prove conclusions,
rather than draw conclusions. Around this table, I don’t want that kind
of talk. We're here to learn the facts. In 1965-1968, Intelligence Com-
munity was 50% too low. We must be hard-headed in looking at the
facts. (He laid line down hard to Helms.)

Helms: More than half of our search areas are continuously cov-
ered by clouds.

Maintaining arms control agreement would not be easy. We can
probably give timely warning of cheating on a scale that would alter
the strategic balance.

[less than 1 line not declassified]

Packard Briefing*

Get Wheeler’s talking points on targeting considerations

1. Today, our capability gives you limited capability in other than
A.D. situations.

2. Option IV—MIRV ban—would not be in our best interests, be-
cause of targeting limitations.”

3. Desirability of having an ABM of undetermined size.

4. 2-1 advantage in Soviet throw weight.

RN: Who would benefit from MIRV moratorium?

Wheeler: I don’t think we would. Soviets might like to stop both
our MIRVs and ABMs.

RN: Why not stop testing for a year? Would it bother you?

Wheeler: Yes sir, it would. We can’t be satisfied with ours. They
might be OK. We would be constrained to stay with single RVs.

3 See Document 16.
 No other record of this briefing has been found.
5 The options are those set forth in Document 14.
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RN: Why is MIRV important? Forget payload; enough is enough.
Is it because we can hit the additional targets? Is that what it comes
down to?

Wheeler: Targets. We can get good accuracies on MM IIL

RN: Do we tie MIRV & ABMs together because of defending hard
sites? Is ABM help against their MRV?

Wheeler: Spartan (4 MT) will kill all 3 RVs.
Our MIRV’s clusters can’t be killed with one warhead.
Laird: They can’t read our program as having hard target capability.

Rogers: WRT® payload, doesn’t freezing numbers put us at a
disadvantage?

Laird: Throw weight will make big difference in long run. We have
to consider this point.

Smith: In 10 years, will we both be better off with MIRVs? With
payload problem, we will both be worse off.

Laird: We only have 40 Titans” with hard target capability.

RN: If we can maintain 30% a.d. how can we talk of Soviet first
strike?

Laird: We would have to remain reliant on bombers.

Rogers: Who would benefit from MIRV ban?

Laird: Could make a case it would be about even. They believe all
tests have been successful. If so, they have moved ahead of us. They've
had “confidence firings.”

RN: Charts show that MIRV ban is our worst option. Is that right?
What are charts up there for?® (Maybe for fun.) Is option III worse or
not?

Packard: Depends on whether we limit ICBMs. Gives us extra tar-
geting capability. Should couple MIRV band with ICBM limits. Must
work out numbers problem.

Rogers: Point is that Soviets can target our missiles.

Packard: We couldn’t deploy and have it unknown. They can.
Smith: Wouldn’t we see their confidence firings?

Wheeler: Test it in an IR/MRBM.

Smith: Upgrade our detection capabilities.

Wheeler: It will increase the force we can apply against them.

RN: It all comes down to diplomacy as we all know. First strike,
counterforce can be an asset.

¢ With Respect To.

7 A family of weapons and the first U.S. two-stage ICBM and first underground
silo-based ICBM.

8 These charts apparently illustrated the various options. They were not found.
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RN: Shouldn’t tell the whole truth. Could talk about MRVs,
however.

Rogers: Get something reapproach. They're testing, we're testing.

HAK: Develop a single answer and clear it. (Party line.)

1. Who gains from deployment ban?
2. Who gains from testing ban?
3. Can you be sure? What about clandestine testing?

SALT Options Paper.’

°In Nixon’s briefing materials, Kissinger included a summary of the options de-
scribed in the NSSM 28 report (see Document 14), but recommended that Nixon post-
pone discussion of SALT issues until the Review Group considered it at a meeting sched-
uled for June 19. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 873,
SALT, Volume II, June-July 1969)

20. Minutes of a Review Group Meeting'

Washington, June 19, 1969, 2:10-3:20 p.m.

SUBJECT
NSSM 28—"Stop Where We Are” Proposal

PARTICIPATION
Henry A. Kissinger—Chairman
State AEC
Richard F. Pedersen Allen Labowitz
Do.n.ald McHenry USIA
Philip Farley Frank Shakespeare
Defense ACDA
G. Warren Nutter Gerard Smith
JCS Spurgeon Keeny, Jr.
Maj. Gen. Royal B. Allison OST
CIA Donald Steininger

R. Jack Smith
[name not declassified]

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-038, Review Group, SALT “SWWA” 6/19/69. Top Secret.
The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room. On June 23 Halperin for-
warded these minutes through Lord to Kissinger. A notation on the covering memoran-
dum indicates that Kissinger saw it on June 26.
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OEP NSC Staff

Haakon Lindjord Morton Halperin
William Hyland
Winston Lord
Laurence Lynn
Helmut Sonnenfeldt

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

It was confirmed that a directive was going out for the Steering
Group to prepare specific SALT negotiating proposals in time for a June
25 NSC meeting on this subject. The Review Group agreed that this
paper would include a fuller discussion of verification problems, to the
extent possible in the limited time available. This discussion would
cover for each negotiating option such questions as how easy it would
be to violate the agreement, what sort of violations would concern us,
and what choices we would have when we spotted violations. With re-
gard to the paper on the “Stop Where We Are” proposal,” it was agreed
that, instead of attempting to weave counter arguments into it, OSD
and JCS would prepare a counter paper that would set forth the ma-
jor problems with this proposal.

Kissinger said that the purpose of the meeting was to go over the
“Stop Where We Are” (SWWA) paper that had been completed after
the SALT summary paper® had gone through the Steering Group. The
SWWA proposal suggests the option for the arms talks of the US and
USSR staying where we are in strategic deployments, construction and
development, either now or when agreement is reached, although the
former probably makes more sense. From many points of view, this
was the most comprehensive of the proposals that had been put for-
ward. He thought the paper was very good. It leads one to the con-
clusion that this type of agreement would operate to the net advantage
of the United States—this could pose problems of its negotiability. He
was struck by the fact that there were not many counter arguments in
the paper and wondered whether it had received the same type of
analysis as the rest of NSSM 28.

G. Smith replied that Systems Analysis (OSD) and others had told
him that it had received comparable analysis. Kissinger stressed that
the purpose of his questions and the meeting was to review this pa-
per, to ascertain whether other views should be included, and to see
that the option is stated fairly. He assumed that ACDA's intention was
to have SWWA considered as one of the options rather than to be cho-
sen the best option. G. Smith responded that this was correct, at least

2 Document 16.
8 Document 14.
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at this point. Kissinger then confirmed that the discussion would cen-
ter on whether the SWWA paper presented a fair statement and not
whether this option should be selected versus the others. He asked G.
Smith whether he had any general comments on the paper. G. Smith
said that he thought the paper spoke for itself and was glad to answer
any questions. Kissinger then asked whether anyone wished to raise
counter arguments or concerns not covered in the paper.

Allison said that he had some problems. The proposal had not
been treated like the other NSSM 28 options and there was a need for
pros and cons. SWWA was more comprehensive than the other options.
The JCS had difficulties with a proposal this comprehensive because
of certain specific aspects. He had gone over the subject in detail with
General Wheeler and he wished to state that from a military stand-
point, the JCS were quite concerned.

He then proceeded to mention some of the problems. First, the ban
on MIRVs or MIRV testing involved the control of technology. This was
neither feasible nor desirable. Secondly, there were great difficulties in
controlling bombers and air defense which the paper did not ade-
quately recognize. This problem had been looked at closely in the past
and for many reasons, including the problem of defining bombers,
might well present the most difficult aspect of an arms control agree-
ment. For example, the proposal does not include the question of
weapons, which illustrated an extreme example of the definition prob-
lem. One could be allowed to put Skybolts* on bombers, for example.
Thirdly, the JCS were very concerned about the verification aspects.
The JCS representative had expressed these concerns in the Verifica-
tion Panel’s report.” There were uncertainties in new verification ca-
pabilities which were neither operative now nor had the full confidence
of some military technical experts.

Kissinger wondered whether these objections were peculiar to this
SWWA option or whether they applied to all the options. Allison
replied that he was directing his remarks at this particular proposal.
When Kissinger referred to the Skybolt example, Allison replied that
the other options did not control bombers. Kissinger noted that this
option controlled the number of bombers while others left open the
possibility of increasing the number. Allison did not wish to forecast
whether more bombers would be built under the other options.

Allison then mentioned a fourth aspect, throw weight, which was
of great concern to the military. This was a problem under an arms
agreement for which a good solution had not yet been found. Here as

4 Air-launched ballistic missiles.
5 See footnote 4, Document 14.
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elsewhere the JCS objective was the common government-wide one of
finding a solution which was of net advantage to the United States. He
then concluded that this constituted a brief rundown of the JCS con-
cerns about this option, which had not gone through the same process
as the other SALT proposals. He felt that more work was needed on
this proposal. In summary, he repeated that the Chairman, JCS, was
quite concerned with SWWA from the military standpoint.

Nutter commented on the moratorium question. The moratorium
could have some very attractive features but we should not put for-
ward the type envisaged in this proposal if we were really looking for
a more limited arms control agreement. This could lead to difficult
problems, both political and otherwise. Kissinger noted that a small
group, on which all concerned agencies would be represented, was
working on the MIRYV issue. In response to Allison’s query, Farley con-
firmed that the JCS would have a representative once the group is func-
tioning. Kissinger said that the purpose of this group was to explore
the various aspects of this question and that therefore the kind of mora-
torium problem that Nutter had raised was getting a detailed look. He
then asked G. Smith to comment on Allison’s remarks.

G. Smith said that he was concerned with the principle that we
should not control technology. The Steering Group had gone over this
problem at some length. The ACDA position was that if the principle
were accepted, arms control would make no sense, for that is what
arms control is all about. He cited the Limited Test Ban Treaty® as an
example of controlling technology, and continued that we were kid-
ding ourselves if we attempted to get arms control agreements that do
not control technology, for then the arms race could continue and even
be more expensive. He thought this was a central issue—were the Joint
Chiefs correct in saying that we should not control technology? It was
important to clarify this point, for if that is our position, we were off
on the wrong track. A related question the government should ask it-
self is: are we willing to control as much of the arms race as we can
verify with confidence? The answer to this question determines the di-
rection of our policy. He did not believe that there was clarity within
the government on this point.

Kissinger wondered whether this was not the same issue as
whether or not we chose to go for a limited, intermediate, or compre-
hensive agreement. G. Smith rejoined that the reasoning behind our
decision was important. If the President chose a limited agreement but
made it clear that he did so even though we could verify more, this

© The Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was negotiated in July 1963 and entered into
force in October 1963. (14 UST 1313)
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would answer his question. He believed the answer should be in the
other direction, that in 1969 governments should get as much as they
can included under arms control agreements. In response to Kissinger’s
query, he did not believe that this question was fully spelled out in the
other SALT paper. Kissinger thought that this was a new point worth
covering.

Sonnenfeldt assumed that we wished to have under an arms con-
trol agreement as much as would be in our interest—verification was
not the only criterion. G. Smith questioned this assumption. Since
1945-6 we have said that we wanted arms control but that we could
not trust the other side. The principal obstacle has been inspection. To
some extent this problem has been dissipated through development of
national means of verification. Therefore, we should now see whether
we still agree with this principle or whether, even with sufficient ver-
ification, we would not want a comprehensive agreement. Sonnenfeldt
said that he was referring to individual measures rather than the over-
all arms control concept. He envisaged some systems that it was not
in our interest to control even though we could have complete verifi-
cation. G. Smith rejoined that we would not be able to split out those
systems which would be to our advantage. Kissinger suggested an
ABM versus third countries as a system that we might not wish to in-
clude in an agreement even though we could verify compliance. In re-
sponse to G. Smith’s comment that it would be difficult to pick out ex-
ceptions, Sonnenfeldt envisaged the possibility of trading off marginal
systems with the other side. G. Smith agreed that we could attempt
this but would face very serious negotiating problems.

G. Smith then referred to Allison’s concern about a complete freeze
on bombers. He thought that perhaps we could reach an accepted def-
inition with the Soviets. There was no reason not to try, especially in
this field where we hold a substantial advantage. He would like to see
a freeze on bombers. As for adding Skybolt, we and the Soviets could
both accomplish this now. He thought it would be to our advantage,
not to our disadvantage, to be able to take our bomber force and use
it in the most technologically advanced fashion. As for the question of
throw weight, this had received extensive discussion. The SWWA pro-
posal attempted to get at this problem by controlling all tests, and from
what he had heard recently, this should be a plus for this option. Con-
cerning Nutter’s point about a moratorium, he agreed that the Presi-
dent should be able to accept in reality anything that we would pro-
pose. We should not make proposals that we could not live with or up
to. Once we are committed to a moratorium, it may be very difficult
to get out of it. In this regard he disagreed with the general mythol-
ogy that we had taken a licking during the nuclear test moratorium.
We were the first to say that we felt free to resume testing at any time.
Kissinger noted that we did not resume testing and G. Smith responded



January 27-November 12, 1969 73

that we were free to go ahead. We made a voluntary, unilateral deci-
sion not to do so. Kissinger did not see how G. Smith’s comments added
to the argument for a moratorium. Our actions were a ploy to put the
pressure on the Soviets to keep from testing. G. Smith said that we
were attempting to reach an actual agreement at that time.

Concerning SWWA, it was a serious proposal and not just a pub-
lic relations effort. It had been given to the Steering Group on May 14
and all agencies had had a chance to study it. Since it had been open
for review for five weeks, ACDA was not vulnerable to the charge that
it was a last minute effort. Kissinger said that its status had never been
clear; it was now being looked at systematically. G. Smith said that the
Strategic Analysis Panel had reviewed it and had been urged to com-
plete their studies. There had also been CIA consideration. Thus the
report was not in any sense an “illegal” added starter. It had been for-
mally sent around to each agency. Allison said that although the pro-
posal had been tabled, it had not gone through the full NSSM 28
process. He recalled that G. Smith had tabled it as “just an idea”. G.
Smith rejoined that he had said that he hoped that it was an idea that
had reached its time.

Shakespeare agreed with G. Smith that SWWA was the most at-
tractive option for people here and abroad. It seemed to connote a self-
evident fairness. However, there could be problems with public opin-
ion both here and overseas, particularly concerning the “verification
with confidence” problem. Western Europe and others in the free world
depended on US military strength. There would be great pressure con-
cerning the confidence of our verification capabilities and people
would not be willing to live with risks. Kissinger wondered whether
this consideration did not apply to all the options. Shakespeare replied
that it did but was most relevant for this one. This agreement could
fall apart if serious public relations trouble developed here and abroad.
G. Smith said that it was the judgment of the intelligence community,
with some JCS dissent, that this sort of approach was the easiest to ver-
ify. J. Smith confirmed this point. Kissinger questioned why it was the
easiest to verify, and J. Smith replied, because of its comprehensive-
ness. Any deployments or testing could provide grounds for suspect-
ing violations. Kissinger wondered whether verification problems were
necessarily more difficult if, for example, bombers or submarines were
not covered by the agreement. He agreed that these exceptions would
complicate the question of strategic balance, but he was not sure they
would increase the intelligence problem. J. Smith underlined the test-
ing moratorium aspect in this regard. He agreed with Kissinger’s ob-
servation that a moratorium on testing would make it easier to verify
the agreement. G. Smith added that if all moves in a game were pro-
hibited, it would be easier to detect violations than if some moves were
allowed. Kissinger noted that each one of the various options controls
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different weapons systems and that one adds categories as one went from
a limited measure to a more inclusive one. The intelligence problem con-
cerned whether one could verify the systems being controlled under the
agreement. This verification issue should be distinguished from the issue
of the impact of various agreements on the strategic equation.

G. Smith cited a land mobile missile system as one example of eas-
ier verification under SWWA and Kissinger agreed. In fact, Kissinger
wondered why land mobile missiles were included in any of the options.

Keeny said there were other examples of where SWWA helped the
verification problem. For example, a freeze on air defense simplifies
the problem of controlling ABMs by limiting SAMs which might have
dual capability. J. Smith said SWWA helped verification both of de-
ployments and of identifying on-going systems, for under a complete
moratorium any activity would be suspicious.

In response to Shakespeare’s query on how one verifies all activ-
ities, J. Smith replied through monitoring of testing. G. Smith noted
that there would be no ban on research and development under SWWA.
In response to Kissinger’s question, G. Smith said that IRBMs could
not be upgraded. Keeny noted that these were frozen under all the
SALT options. He agreed with Kissinger that the fact that the Soviets
could upgrade some of their IRBMs to ICBMs would cause a problem,
but this problem was common to all the options. Under SWWA we
would be able to check new types of missiles.

Lynn said that the phrase “verify with confidence” implies that we
would have enough confidence in our capabilities not to make a response
or to worry about abrogation of an agreement while monitoring the other
side’s activity. The difficulty with SWWA was that by banning all activ-
ity on both sides, anything that the other side began to do could worry
us, for we would be forestalled in our own programs (i.e., we would not
be able to respond without violating the agreement ourselves). He was
thus concerned about the degree to which we would be nervous about
our intelligence capabilities with regard to Soviet activities.

J. Smith responded that verification with confidence meant veri-
fying those actions which could significantly alter the strategic balance.
Secondly, there was the assumption that there would be some sort of
machinery to implement and monitor an arms agreement, not unlike
that which existed for the test ban. There had been a steady stream of
US-Soviet messages concerning activities that either side did not un-
derstand. This had proven helpful, even though, of course, it fell short
of inspection.

Kissinger noted that by examining an option separately it was apt
to carry an undue burden of critique. For example, the Review Group
was devoting more care to this option because it stood alone. G. Smith
rejoined that he was glad to have it closely surveyed.
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Lynn repeated his point that the more vulnerable an agreement
was to changes, the more rigorous the demand on our intelligence ca-
pabilities. J. Smith agreed that there would be more questions for the
intelligence community to handle. Kissinger believed that it was a
larger problem than this. It was important to distinguish between the
ease of controlling systems from the demands on our intelligence ca-
pabilities concerning the dangers of violation. G. Smith felt that the
more systems that were allowed under an agreement, the greater the
requirements for intelligence. He referred to page 11 in the SWWA pa-
per concerning our sensitivity to cheating. In the case where the Sovi-
ets violated the agreement by adding 300 ICBMSs, our retaliatory ca-
pability would remain above 40%. If the Soviets cheated and added
500 area ABMs, the US retaliatory capability would drop to 35%, which
was still above the magic McNamara figure. Kissinger noted that this
was one figure which he thought should be abolished. G. Smith agreed
that concentrating on this number alone was unfortunate. Allison
added that this sort of calculation represented only one of the tools for
judgment. One also had to examine how a nuclear exchange was
fought, whether military targets were hit, damage limitation, etc. He
therefore agreed with Kissinger that this type of figure was insufficient.
G. Smith noted that all the options had used this criterion and that was
why he was also referring to it.

Keeny returned to the question of stability. He believed that the
SWWA proposal represented the most stable type of agreement (as op-
posed to permitting MIRVs for example), since all three strategic force
components were now invulnerable and assured a high level of sur-
vival. G. Smith believed that strategic analysis bore this out and pointed
out page 9 of the paper which showed that under SWWA 79% of US
land-based ICBMs would survive a first strike in 1978. In response to
Halperin’s question, he believed that 44% would survive without any
arms control agreement. Keeny thought this figure could drop, but Hy-
land recalled that Safeguard could keep the figure up.

Lynn used the illustration of the Soviets discovering a techno-
logical problem with their S59s or SS11s. He wondered whether they
might test to solve this problem and at the same time improve their
accuracy. He wondered what our reaction would be if we had evi-
dence of this and if we would be worried. Keeny thought that we
would, and noted this was an example of a possible slow erosion of
an agreement. In response to Lynn’s query about our reaction if it ap-
peared that SS11s were being developed for hard targets, Keeny noted
that SS11s seem inaccurate. He added that SS11s would never have
high accuracy against hard targets unless a new reentry vehicle were
developed. This would not be permitted under SWWA. They could
test for confidence the present reentry vehicle, but they could not test
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new ones. ] Smith noted that this was a broad question which ap-
plied to all options.

Lynn said that this option assumed no qualitative improvements.
This opened up a whole range of potential ambiguities in the agree-
ment that could cause much worry in the future. There followed a brief
exchange concerning the accuracy of the SS9 and the SS11 and the im-
portance of reentry vehicles.

J. Smith recalled that the intelligence community, those charged
with the NIEs on verification, and the Verification Panel had arrived
at unanimous views on these questions, except for some footnotes by
the JCS representative which reflected DDR&E opinions. He was not
saying that there was no room for other points of view, but was only
underlining the consensus opinion of the intelligence community. Al-
lison agreed, but said there were still those in the world who would
take a different view. G. Smith thought it was very significant that the
very people who would be charged with the responsibility of moni-
toring arms control agreements have confidence in our verification ca-
pabilities while those people who would not have this responsibility
saw problems. Shakespeare commented that there would nevertheless
be difficulties with public opinion if the military authorities in this
country were unsure of our verification capabilities. G. Smith agreed
with this observation.

There followed an extensive discussion, primarily involving [name
not declassified], . Smith, Hyland and Allison, with regard to very sen-
sitive intelligence capabilities for monitoring Soviet testing.

Shakespeare wondered whether we could state to the Western
world that without on site inspection in the Soviet Union we could be
absolutely certain that there would be no violations of the arms con-
trol agreement. He believed that such an unequivocal statement would
be necessary. G. Smith responded that whatever we said about this
question would be challenged. In any event, we could not state that
we would be absolutely certain that there would never be undetected
cheating. What we could say would be that we would have high con-
fidence that there would be no major undetected violations that would
affect the strategic balance. In response to Shakespeare’s question, G.
Smith said that we had not yet taken a position on whether we should
ask the Soviet Union to agree to on site inspection. Pedersen noted that
even with on site inspection we could not give categorical assurances
about violations. Shakespeare rejoined that we would, however, have
more confidence. G. Smith felt that absolute assurances would be de-
ceiving the American people. For example, we would never be certain
about land mobile missiles.

Kissinger interjected that about two thirds of the discussion
seemed to apply to all options and was meaningful primarily in terms
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of all the proposals. He reported that as a result of the NSC meeting”
a memorandum was going out directing the Steering Group to pre-
pare a number of negotiating packages, including one or two for each
major category of agreement. He believed that if the SWWA proposal
was to go before the NSC it should include the considerations that
Allison had raised. G. Smith replied that he was prepared to put in
any language that Allison wished to have represent the JCS position.
Kissinger believed this was a good arrangement. For all the options
the NSC should be told what work was still going on, if analysis was
not completed on all the proposals. There should be a discussion of
such problems as how easy it would be to violate each of the pro-
posed agreements, what sort of violations would concern us, and
what choices we would have when we spotted violations. He thus
wished to see a more comprehensive treatment of the entire verifica-
tion problem for each of the options. This would help the NSC to get
a clearer picture of what it was getting into when it considered each
option.

Nutter cited a Vietham example with regard to our reaction to vi-
olations of agreements. He noted that one of the conditions of the bomb-
ing halt was the understanding that there would be no attacks on pop-
ulated areas by the other side. These attacks have since occurred, but
we have not yet admitted violation of the understanding, preferring to
qualify each individual incident. Kissinger said this illustrated the
problems of what we should do when an arms control agreement is vi-
olated. Nutter suggested that we didn’t wish to determine that an un-
derstanding had been broken. G. Smith said that this consideration ap-
plied to any of the arms control options.

Allison did not agree that two thirds of the discussion applied to
any of the options. For example, not all of his problems with SWWA
applied to the other proposals. Kissinger believed that many of the
questions in the discussion did apply to all the options, although the
degree of concern may vary from proposal to proposal.

Allison said that it would be difficult for the JCS to weave their
views into the SWWA paper. Perhaps it would be better if their views
were set forth comprehensively. Other options had received a balance
of pros and cons. It was not clear to him how these would be inserted
into the present paper. Nutter agreed, and G. Smith thought that
Allison’s suggestion was a better way of approaching the problem than
attempting to list pros and cons in the ACDA paper.

Kissinger agreed with this procedure. He said that in developing
negotiating options for next week’s NSC meeting, the drafters should

7 See Document 19.
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draw upon the SWWA paper and the JCS/OSD submission.® Sonnen-
feldt noted that the directive that was going out to prepare negotiating
options instructed the Steering Group to state the advantages and prob-
lems for each proposal. Kissinger said that he wished to have a com-
plete joint OSD/JCS paper on SWWA in addition to seeing their argu-
ments in the negotiating paper. Allison confirmed that this paper would
identify difficulties and describe the reasoning behind these concerns.

J. Smith made three points with regard to the discussion on veri-
fication. First, Kissinger and others had heard Helms’ presentation at
the NSC meeting which was carefully moderated and made no undue
claims. Secondly, there was a remarkable degree of unanimity among
the intelligence community on this question, especially compared with
the large disarray that existed only 18 months ago. Thirdly, he believed
the JCS problems needed much further investigation. They concern im-
portant questions but were not really at the heart of the verification
problem. When Kissinger asked why they were not, J. Smith replied
because they dealt with specific singular aspects rather than the over-
all question. G. Smith noted that the JCS representative dealt with the
overall problem when he said, in a page 3 dissent in the Verification
Panel’s Report, that the assessment of verification confidence with re-
gard to SWWA was optimistic. ]. Smith responded that this was a ref-
erence to a specific point on page 8 and concerned the MIRV problem.

Kissinger posed the following type of question: would the Soviets
be permitted to conduct operational testing with regard to the S59 and
its reentry vehicle? Would this be considered an operational system or
would one need to call it a MIRV and place it under the MIRV ban? G.
Smith replied that for confidence purposes we could test our A3 and
they could test their reentry vehicle. Kissinger believed that we would
have considerable disagreement on this question. Some would claim
that what they were doing with their SS9 was not comparable to our
testing of our A3. G. Smith thought this was a more manageable prob-
lem. The Soviets could not go ahead with new R&D testing without
our noting it as a violation and calling the deal off. He did not wish to
settle this question now, but it was not self-evident that it would nec-
essarily work to our disadvantage.

8 Reference is to a memorandum from Wheeler to Laird, JCSM-377-69, June 17, en-
titled “Preparation of U.S. Position for Possible Strategic Arms Talks,” in which the JCS
position on the NSSM 28 paper was delineated. Wheeler concluded that “the Joint Chiefs
of Staff note that, with appropriate modifications as discussed above, the range of op-
tions outlined in the NSSM-28 Report, except Option IV, could provide the basis for de-
velopment of a strategic arms control proposal for discussion with the USSR. The fore-
going is based on the understanding that the options and variants would not impose
limitations on application of technology or force modernization and would include pro-
visions for verification, replacement criteria, safeguards, and withdrawal.” (Washington
National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-75-0103, Box 16, USSR, 388.3)
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Farley believed that if we went into SALT with the SWWA posi-
tion, we would need to develop with the other side a careful identifi-
cation of where they are and where we are. Nutter referred again to
the specific question of the MIRV versus MRV capabilities, and the need
for testing on both sides. Kissinger repeated his view that there would
be much discussion concerning a comparison of our A3 with their RV.
G. Smith acknowledged that it would not be a simple negotiation. He
agreed with Kissinger’s observation that we would need a MIRV ban
for high confidence in SWWA. Kissinger wondered whether the A3
would have to come under a MIRV ban. Keeny believed that it would
unless we were able to make ad hoc trade-offs of exceptions with the
other side. Kissinger recognized that it would not be possible to have
the answers to such questions for next week’s NSC meeting, but he
thought that the uncertainties in each of the packages should be high-
lighted for the principals.

In response to Halperin’s question whether SWWA would ban A3
testing, there followed a brief exchange among Keeny, Halperin and G.
Smith. Keeny believed this question was fudged in the proposal, but
that under a strictly legal definition A3 testing would not be permitted.
The intent of the SWWA proposal was that the A3 would be banned un-
less we negotiated a trade-off with the other side. There was some dis-
cussion of whether flight or development testing would not be allowed
while confidence firing would be, and whether one could distinguish
between these types of tests. Keeny believed that the Soviets probably
could distinguish between testing purposes. He repeated that the SWWA
proposal tried to leave open this question for further study. For exam-
ple, we might wish to rule out FOBS testing and the Soviets might main-
tain that FOBS was an established system. Lynn envisaged situations
where we might even have to strip warheads off missiles. Allison
pointed out that this discussion illustrated the complexities of SWWA,
and Kissinger noted that these complexities had borne in on him in re-
cent weeks. Keeny believed that we might be able to keep the A3 with-
out testing, with some degradation in our confidence in the system.

Nutter said that it was one thing to have confidence in our verifi-
cation capabilities and another question whether this meant anything.
What would we do if we detected violations by the other side? We could
be in the same fix as we have been with regard to the Vietham bomb-
ing halt. Pedersen said that he did not believe that this type of question
could be answered in advance. Kissinger wondered how much we would
care about the other side’s violations, for example in a situation where
it needed 45 tests to develop a system—would one or two illegal tests
be acceptable to us? Although it was difficult to answer this type of ques-
tion in advance, the answers will not be any easier in the future if we
fly blind, not having examined this problem beforehand.
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Keeny said that with regard to the A3 we might try to get the So-
viets to accept it as a unique system, one of long standing develop-
ment. The Soviets in turn might ask for exceptions for themselves, e.g.,
with regard to the SS9. We might then have to drop our attempt on the
A3. Halperin wondered how important the A3 would be if ABM lev-
els were frozen; he didn’t have the answer.

Kissinger summarized that OSD and JCS would state in their own
paper their concerns with the SWWA proposal. ACDA and the other
Steering Group agencies would prepare negotiating models for tenta-
tive consideration at the next NSC meeting.

21. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, June 24, 1969.

SUBJECT
June 25 NSC Meeting on SALT

Following last week’s NSC meeting the agencies concerned
were asked to prepare a paper for the June 25 meeting,® laying out
major SALT options for discussion with our allies (Tab A).? Because of
the short interval between the two meetings, this paper will not be com-
pleted until the afternoon of June 24. I will send it to you at that time
with my comments, so that you can review it before the NSC meeting.

Meanwhile, I would like to suggest the following approach for the
NSC meeting:

1. Style of US Consultations with Allies. We shall want to guard
against having the presentation made to the allies appear as a brief for
one particular position. I believe you should emphasize that you

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-023, NSC Meeting 6/25/69 SALT NSSM 28. Secret; Nodis.
Sent for action. A notation on the memorandum indicates the President saw it.

2 See Document 19. On June 19 Kissinger informed Rogers and Laird that the Pres-
ident wanted a paper on alternative options for SALT to be prepared by the NSSM 28
Steering Committee before this meeting. (National Archives Ibid., Box H-023, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), NSC Meeting,
6/25/69, SALT NSSM 28)

3 Attached but not printed is a June 24 memorandum to the President, in which
Kissinger provided a 3-page summary of the negotiating options, describing them as
limited, intermediate, and too comprehensive. Kissinger stated that the paper was “ad-
equate” for discussion at the meeting but not a finished document and did not include
his recommendations.
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—want consultations to be genuine, not pro forma;

—want the allies to get a feel for all the relevant issues associated
with various SALT options, including implications for their own secu-
rity interests;

—want to give the allies a chance to voice their own views and
reactions;

—do not want to single out a particular negotiating option until
the allies have been heard from.

2. Going Slow on the “Stay Where We Are” Option.* This has a lot of
supporters but raises several issues not yet fully discussed. I believe
that you should stress that you want

—this option studied intensively to bring out clearly its advan-
tages and problems;

—to withhold this option from the allies for the time being, until
it has been more fully ventilated within the Government;

—in any case, keep this option in reserve for possible use in a way
you will determine, at a time you will determine.

3. Communication to Allied Heads of Government. With the opening
of the consultative process, I believe it would be desirable for you to
send a message to all NATO heads of government (and possibly the
Japanese Prime Minister) setting forth your approach to the consulta-
tions. An outline of major points to be included in such a communi-
cation is at Tab B.”> At the NSC meeting you may wish to cite these
points and ask Bill Rogers to undertake to draft an appropriate com-
munication in the next day or two and submit it to you for review. Such
a communication would not only tell your allied colleagues how you
would like to proceed but would also serve as guidance to our own
bureaucracy.

4. Opening Date for SALT with Soviets. There has not so far been a
Soviet response to Bill Rogers” proposal to Dobrynin that talks begin
July 30 or 31.° Meanwhile, you have referred to July 31 as no more than
a “target date” and suggested that the actual opening may fall some-
where between that date and August 15. With your absence from Wash-
ington in the week immediately before July 31, it will be desirable not
to have SALT open until you have had an opportunity fully to review
our negotiating position. Moreover, I believe it will be psychologically
and politically helpful for you to talk with Chancellor Kiesinger before
SALT begins. (The original date for his visit was a week before July 31
and for that reason was particularly agreeable to him.) This argues for
starting SALT no earlier than Monday, August 11. If you agree, you

4 See Document 16.
5 Attached but not printed.
6 See Document 15.
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may want to mention this at the NSC meeting so that all concerned
will be guided accordingly, including in conversation with the Soviets,
if and when they reply to Bill’s previous proposal.

5. Consultations with the Congress. There will have to be consulta-
tions with interested Committees in both Houses. These should prob-
ably not take place until the second half of July. At that time, a pres-
entation could be made of the several options that we have under study.
Further briefings on our opening approach could occur after you have
reviewed it following your trip, in early August. We should have a de-
tailed scenario for this operation.

6. John McCloy’s Role. With your approval, I have contacted Jack
McCloy to tell him that you have approved the approach to his role
contained in his recent letter to you.”

At the meeting you may wish to

—say that you want McCloy and his committee to familiarize
themselves with the SALT preparations;

—indicate that you want that committee to function in an inde-
pendent advisory capacity (on the model of the Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board (FIAB)), rather than as an adjunct to any one section
of the Executive; and

—that you expect McCloy to provide you, the Secretary of State
and the Director ot ACDA with his comments, suggestions and advice
both at his own initiative and when asked, including any divergent
views that may exist among his committee members.

7. Personnel for Consultations with Allies. You may wish to stress at
the NSC meeting that you are personally concerned about the compo-
sition of any US group that consults with the allies. You want to be
sure that they are persons who are

—of stature in our government;

—fully equipped to deal substantively with issues that may arise;
an
~ —fully in tune with this Administration’s approach to strategic
issues.

You may wish to add that you wish personally to approve the
membership in any US contingent.

7 John J. McCloy, who had served as an official or unofficial adviser to every Pres-
ident since Franklin D. Roosevelt, was chairman of the General Advisory Committee for
Arms Control and Disarmament, which was established by the same statute that created
ACDA in 1961. The GAC, also known as the McCloy Committee, included other promi-
nent officials such as General Lauris Norstad, former Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and
former ACDA Director William Foster. McCloy’s letter to President Nixon was not fur-
ther identified.
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22. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, June 25, 1969.

Smith: What are we trying to do? What guidance do we get?
Four possibilities:

Continue consultations
Propaganda

Détente

Improve U.S. Security

NSSM-3* showed we had security interest in talks.

We can improve chances for peace.

We should approach SALT positively.

RN: How does it happen, when? Where? Who? Agenda?
Smith: Procedures at a low level, perhaps not public.

1. Public relations level

2. Formal

3. Sub-rosa

4. Presidential, private participation

Laird: Thinking now formalized

1. Some against better than none

2. Pres. retaliation capability

3. Soviet reading parallel to ours

4. Sovs have 20 economic restraints

5. Retaliatory effects of strategic posture can be calculated with
confidence.

6. Agreement can be monitored with ease and confidence.

Laird: We have to create our package based on our thinking or re-
vise our thinking.

RN: I don’t agree with 3 of them. Let’s not be naive. Sovs same as
ours? Objective is retaliatory? It is diplomatic.

Laird: Retaliatory capacity is supreme with us. We can lose our
ICBMs and have enough left. I can’t accept that.

RN: I have responsibility. Defense estimate must be able to con-
duct effective diplomacy when I am through. When I lay it down it
must be followed.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969. Top Secret. According to
the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting took place in the Cabinet Room from 11:02 a.m.
until 12:48 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

2 Gee Document 4 and footnote 2, Document 12.
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Smith: Our position should be exploratory, not rigid at outset.
Should be flexible.

RN: I agree with that. “Getting to know you.”

Smith: We should table a proposal we can live with.

RN: Will they put out a proposal? I think they will say stop where
we are, then disarm.

Smith: Shows arms control options. Analysis results.

RN: NAC paper should be exploratory, not selling. Consultation
should be therapy.

Laird: Remember that NAC materials will get into Soviet hands.

RN: Congressional briefings should be sanitized. Papers will lobby
us into most comprehensive.

HAK: Must recognize importance of our forces to Allies, impor-
tance of consultations to Alliance relationships.

RN: Put ridiculous options at either end. Same with Congress.

RN: I will prepare for myself a Q&A.

Important thing is success of the negotiation. Consultations should
not impair that.

Wheeler: A, B and C®> would be used with Allies. ICBM freeze
would not be negotiable. I am not satisfied by results of verification
panel. Opposed to unverifiable restraints on technology. Helms’ as-
sessments don’t jibe with other presentations. He was moderate. Tests
of confidence in peacetime different from covert evasions.

RN: Technical people think with their hearts not their heads.

Initial position in talks should not be known to Congress
and Allies in advance. Should be something new, not initiatives already
discussed.

You feel we should make substantial proposal, will they respond
with propaganda proposal?

Smith: Yes.

RN: Why should we be serious?

To demonstrate that we are really in good faith?

Smith: Yes.

RN: I don’t agree with Thompson thesis. There are other reasons.
We have to worry about opinion in U.S. Main reason for being sub-
stantive is to appear serious and in the end it might work. More for
U.S. public opinion than for showing good faith to the Soviets.

% Option A was the limited proposal; Option B, the intermediate; and Option C,
the comprehensive. See Document 14.
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Real negotiations will be long and tenuous. Soviets don’t care
about world opinion. They are worried about their security.

Proposals in steps. What is your thinking on that?

Smith: Hard to see how we could talk about ICBMs, submarines.
We aren’t doing anything, they are.

RN: You should explore taking it in smaller bites.
Laird: “Thrust” i.e. payload is easier to check than multiples.

Smith: Easier to fall back from comprehensive position. Maybe ask
for more verification than we will settle for.

HAK: Verification always gets whittled back. Pressures build up
in this country.

RN: Area defense against China should not be negotiable.

HAK: We shouldn’t gear our approach to look reasonable to Amer-
ican people.

RN: Can't satisfy fashionable opinion.

Concerned about broad public opinion.

RN: If we mention IR/MRs, don’t we have to discuss our tac nucs.

Laird: Only a very few of our tac nucs can be used against them.

RN: Important thing in NATO is Q&A.

Say here’s what we’re not talking about.

Say here’s what we are talking about.*

4 On June 26 Nixon sent a memorandum to Rogers, Laird, and Smith that set forth
the guidance to be used in preparing for NATO consultation on SALT. The main points
were the following: give Allies a sense of participation in SALT options; reassure their
security concerns; avoid discussing any specific negotiating position; provide a series of
questions and answers; and avoid leaks. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-023, NSC Meeting 6/25/69 SALT
NSSM 28) The first round of consultations with the allies took place June 30-July 1.
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23. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, June 26, 1969.

SUBJECT
The SWWA Proposal

You requested receiving the views of the Department of Defense
on the potential disadvantages of the SWWA proposal. The position of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is contained in the attached JCSM dated 23 June
1969.%

In general, I share the view that it is neither necessary nor desir-
able to delay efforts to formulate a US SALT position in order to ad-
dress SWWA, and I agree with the JCS that, because of the nature of
the SWWA proposal, it would not be in the US interest to propose a
negotiating package along its exact lines. Most of the features of SWWA
are discussed as issues in the NSSM 28 report (e.g., bomber limitations,
throw-weight limitations, missile flight test restrictions). Thus, I would
suggest that a decision could be made to modify a selected US pro-
posal to incorporate one or more of these features if judged to be fea-
sible and desirable, perhaps at a future time. While I agree that SWWA
as a complete package would be precluded in terms of its overall ob-
jectives if the US position rejects a MIRV ban, I do not at this time sup-
port the position that a refusal to consider SWWA necessarily indicates
a rejection of a MIRV ban.

In considering the Stop Where We Are proposal, it is important
that we not lose sight of the distinction between those issues which
must be decided now and those which need not be. The only urgent
issue raised by the SWWA proposal is the question of a moratorium.
Abilateral moratorium during negotiations need not constrain as many
systems as does the SWWA proposal. A comprehensive moratorium
seems neither necessary nor practical. But a moratorium on MRV and
MIRV testing and on ICBM/SLBM and ABM deployments during
negotiations could be useful in several ways. It could constrain Soviet
deployment and testing which is of concern to us, and it could keep
the possibility of agreements such as SWWA or Package IV alive in the
long run. We need not decide now whether we prefer such agreements,

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-75-103,
Box 1b, USSR, 388.3. Top Secret. This memorandum was in response to Kissinger’s re-
quest made during the Review Group meeting on June 19; see Document 20.

2 Attached but not printed is JCSM-390-69.
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but there are good reasons why we should not intentionally foreclose
the possibility of such agreements until we see what the Soviet attitude
toward talks is. We should discuss now only those aspects of the Stop
Where We Are proposal which are relevant to the question of whether
we could, under some circumstances, eventually accept a MIRV ban.
If we decide that a bilateral moratorium during talks is acceptable, then
the other issues raised by the Stop Where We Are proposal can be dealt
with later.

We would like to note that these remarks are addressed only to
SWWA as a proposal, and not to fundamental issues on SALT that we
have raised before and will raise again.

Melvin R. Laird

24. National Security Study Memorandum 62"

Washington, July 2, 1969.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

The President’s Science Adviser

SUBJECT
Follow-on to NSSM 28 (SALT)

The President has directed preparation of specific alternative ne-
gotiating positions for the strategic arms limitations talks, based on the
NSSM 28 Report and NSC discussion thereof.

This further report should be prepared by the existing NSSM 28
Steering Group and should be structured in accordance with the guide-
lines set forth below.

1. The report should contain a set of negotiating positions in-
cluding, in each case, the language that would actually be used with
the Soviets and a precise description for internal US use.

! National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H-154, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 62. Top Secret;
Nodis.
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2. There should be at least two examples of a proposal for a lim-
ited agreement, and one or more proposals each for intermediate and
comprehensive agreements. The SWWA proposal should be included
as one of the proposals for a comprehensive agreement.

3. Each alternative should have a full statement of advantages and
disadvantages.

4. Each alternative should be assessed in terms of its compatibil-
ity with the Criteria for Strategic Sufficiency established in NSDM 16.>
In particular, each alternative should be evaluated in terms of the fol-
lowing factors:

—retaliatory capability

—crisis stability

—war-waging capability below massive assault

—ability to limit US fatalities

—potential for the United States to emerge from a strategic ex-
change in a position relatively better than the Soviet Union

—confidence level of verifying Soviet performance under the
agreement

—susceptibility to safeguards against Soviet violation or sudden
abrogation

—effect on our alliance commitments.

5. Each alternative should be compared with the situation that
would exist without agreement.

6. Each alternative should state specifically whether we should
seek to negotiate means of verification other than national, and whether
such means are required.

7. Each alternative should state specifically the ABM levels
involved.

8. Each alternative should state specifically how MIRV would be
affected and precisely what operational or development testing would
be precluded in the event a ban on flight testing designed to eliminate
MIRVs is included in the alternative.

9. Each alternative should state what, if any, moratoriums it might
be desirable to propose; the effective date of any such moratoriums;
precisely what would be included; and the level of confidence we
would have in verifying Soviet performance.

% President Nixon formally endorsed the four Criteria for Strategic Sufficiency (see
footnote 1, Document 19), in NSDM 16, issued June 24. (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, National Security Decision Memo-
randa, Nos. 1-50) For the full text, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, Na-
tional Security Policy, 1969-1972, Document 39.
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10. Each alternative should outline hedges against possible Soviet
cheating or sudden abrogation.

11. Agency differences on any of the foregoing should be fully set
forth.

The report of the Steering Group should be forwarded to the NSC
Review Group by July 11, 1969 and should include a set of Questions
and Answers for use with the public, the Congress and the Allies.

Henry A. Kissinger

25. Minutes of a Review Group Meeting'

Washington, July 17, 1969, 2:25-4 p.m.

SUBJECT
SALT

PARTICIPATION
Chairman—Henry A. Kissinger
State ACDA
Richard F. Pedersen Gerard C. Smith
Erik Ronhovde Spurgeon Keeny
John Shaw AEC
Defense Allen Labowitz
G. Warren Nutter OST
Yuan-Li Wu Donald Steininger
CIA OEP
R. Jack Smith Chris Norred
JCcS _ NSC Staff
Maj. Gen. Royal B. Allison Helmut Sonnenfeldt
USIA Morton Halperin
Frank Shakespeare William Hyland
Advisor Winston Lord
John McCloy

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-039, Review Group SALT 7/17/69. Top Secret; Nodis. The
meeting took place in the White House Situation Room.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Before the Presidential trip,> Kissinger would forward to the Pres-
ident a summary paper of the five SALT options® and an issues paper*
which he would show to the other agencies principally involved. In
addition the President would have a session with Gerard Smith to go
over the entire subject. These procedures should provide sufficient
guidelines for ACDA to begin drafting an opening position for SALT.
The principal issues that would be delineated for the President would
include whether we should open the talks with an exploratory phase
or whether we should embark on specific negotiations from the out-
set. If we choose an exploratory phase the alternative ways include go-
ing in without a proposal, beginning with a specific proposal that
would not necessarily represent our ultimate position, and setting forth
optional proposals in order to elicit Soviet response. If we choose to
begin talks with a concrete proposal, then the issue turns on whether
we table a more limited one like alternatives 2 and 3 or a more com-
prehensive one like alternatives 4 and 5. ISA preferred an exploratory
phase first in the talks while ACDA and State wished to negotiate from
the outset. With regard to the optional proposals, ISA, without being
fully satisfied with any of them, shared the JCS preference for more
limited proposals, alternatives 2 or 3. ACDA and State preferred a more
comprehensive proposal, alternatives 4 or 5.

There would be no NSC meeting before the President’s trip, but
there probably would be one on SALT after his return. Before the trip
there would be a high level meeting of concerned agencies on the ver-
ification problems, including the MIRV ban question.

Kissinger opened the discussion by pointing to the exception to
options 4 and 5 which said both that they were undesirable and that
they were acceptable only under carefully defined conditions. He found
these two clauses not fully compatible. He asked if the conditions had
been defined. Allison responded that these conditions had not yet been
spelled out, but the basic JCS position was that alternatives 4 and 5
were unacceptable militarily and could be harmful to US security. Shaw
pointed out that the language Kissinger had mentioned was the ISA
and DDR&E position. Nutter said that the ISA position was that in or-
der for options 4 and 5 to be acceptable, there would have to be very

% Nixon’s trip abroad, July 26-August 3, included stops in the Philippines, In-
donesia, Thailand, South Vietnam, India, Pakistan, Romania, and the United Kingdom.

3 The summary of the paper on SALT negotiating positions, prepared in response
to NSSM 62, is Document 27.

* The issues paper was an undated memorandum to which the summary options
were attached. See footnote 1, Document 27.
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stringent conditions attached. They were working on defining these
conditions. In response to Kissinger’s question, Nutter said that he
would provide such conditions if OSD positions on them could be
worked out in time. This was a difficult task. He said he could indi-
cate some of the conditions that he had in mind and proceeded to read
some of the elements that would be required with high confidence.

Kissinger then asked whether other views were not reflected in
the paper or if there was anything in the paper that unfairly stated an
agency’s position. Nutter said that his response depended on whether
Kissinger was referring to the specifics of the paper or broader prob-
lems that he did not feel were addressed. Kissinger doubted that there
would be a formal NSC meeting before the President’s trip. The Pres-
ident would review the subject with Gerard Smith and wanted a study.
In transmitting a paper Kissinger wished to state the views of the var-
ious agencies, including the alternative options, relevant conditions,
and other considerations. McCloy noted that his views would be ten-
tative since he was not yet confirmed by the Senate and had only seen
the paper for a short time.

Kissinger then asked G. Smith to sum up where he thought the
government stood on SALT.

G. Smith recalled the NSSM 28 exercise which produced a sum-
mary paper with a number of options. Now the NSSM 62 exercise had
added two new alternatives. He believed that we had gone about as
far as possible in spelling out illustrative alternatives. The basic prob-
lem now was to choose one of three ways for the US to enter SALT.
First, we could have no specific position and conduct a fishing expe-
dition through exploratory conversations. Secondly, we could propose
one or more specific arrangements which would not go so far as to ban
testing or deployment of MIRVs or qualitative improvements in mis-
siles. (Kissinger noted that this covered alternatives 1, 2, and 3.) Thirdly,
we could make a proposal that included MIRVs, like options 4 or 5.
Unless we choose to begin SALT with no proposal, we could not
progress much further in defining our position until there was a bet-
ter feel for the problems of policing MIRVs. He understood that this
question would be looked at again at a fairly high level. Some people
felt that no matter how exploratory our approach is, we would need a
specific proposal to demonstrate our seriousness. He believed another
reason for a concrete position was the hurdle of Congressional com-
mitments. We could get a very negative reaction from some elements
in Congress if we informed them that after six months of study we
could only point to a number of illustrative possibilities. It would be
curious to say that we had no definite position after six months, but
this would not be intolerable if the Administration were willing to take
the Congressional fire. He believed that everyone’s positions were as
clear as day and that no more papers were needed to clarify the views
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of the various departments. He noted that the Secretary of State had
not yet committed himself to a particular position.

As for the ACDA position, he was in favor of as broad an arrange-
ment as verifiable, and he was more optimistic than the JCS concern-
ing what could be verified. He hoped to get guidance from the Presi-
dent before the latter’s trip so that he could begin to draft the opening
statement. He also hoped for an early high level meeting of the MIRV
verification group which would sit down and continually study this
problem. Kissinger thought that he would want the group to focus on
the whole panoply of verification problems. He noted that there was
already a good paper on MIRVs.” G. Smith replied that the group would
concentrate early on the MIRV question. He added that the paper had
been discussed at the experts level. He would like to see high level of-
ficials meet for a day or two if necessary to soak up the facts, calcula-
tions, estimates, and doubts on this question and thus come up with a
sharper focus on this issue. Kissinger said that the President had ap-
proved this idea and that the group would get together soon. G. Smith
believed that a substantial amount of time should be blocked out, for
the question had only been treated in bits and pieces to date.

Kissinger queried what was new in the NSSM 62 exercise. He
noted that two options had been added. G. Smith replied that some
language and modalities had also been added. More detailed refine-
ment was needed. Kissinger wondered whether anything had come up
in NATO consultations which would affect our judgments on the al-
ternatives. G. Smith believed that the State Department should brief
the President on the consultation exercise. The allied consensus seemed
to favor a broad, comprehensive agreement. The consultations went
surprisingly smoothly. There was not even much concentration on ver-
ification or a need for the planned US briefing on this question. All our
allies” questions were anticipated, and we detected no great note of ur-
gency from them. It was a professional rather than a political exercise.

Pedersen agreed with this summation and suggested that Kissin-
ger read Ambassador Ellsworth’s report. The latter’s fundamental con-
clusion was that by and large our allies favored as comprehensive an
agreement as our security interests permit. They recognize the impor-
tance of US judgments on this question. In response to McCloy’s ques-
tion, G. Smith said that consultations had taken place at the Permanent
Representatives’ level. Pedersen noted that there had been time for
careful consultations with their home governments. Kissinger asked
Sonnenfeldt’s impressions of the NATO consultations. The latter agreed
that these were the general conclusions, but there were some specific

5 See footnote 2, Document 27.
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problems that needed to be discussed. G. Smith noted that Farley
would be back the next day with a first hand report.

Kissinger said that the SALT paper was a model of fairness in the
sense that there was no clear basis for choosing one alternative over
the others. There was some treatment of how comprehensive an agree-
ment we should propose. He wondered what the reasons were for
choosing the most comprehensive agreement over more limited ones.
G. Smith replied that there were two fundamental reasons. First, when
you leave weapons systems in the open you divert the arms race into
the permitted channels. You might fool yourself that you have accom-
plished something. He added that a very limited agreement gave the
large plum to the Soviets of the recognition of parity, a moral equiva-
lency, a mutual sufficiency. To grant this we should get more than just
a freeze on ICBMs. Secondly, the more weapons systems that are re-
stricted, the more signals we get earlier that cheating is going on. Un-
der a regime prohibiting further missiles of any sort, any change in the
status quo would alert us.

In response to Kissinger’s question whether all agreed with these
thoughts, Nutter replied that his agency had no strong position yet.
OSD did have some problems. For example they were uneasy on the
status of preparations with regard to points 1 and 11 in the NSSM. Re
point 11, he believed that agency differences were well stated with re-
gard to the packages; however, what was not addressed were those dif-
ferences concerning the whole approach to SALT. Also DOD was not
yet satisfied on the verification problem. In the first three packages
there were elements of a possible acceptable proposal, but there were
large questions because so much depended on the Russian attitude as
well as on our own. The last two options were not acceptable to OSD
without some very stringent conditions and not acceptable to the JCS
under any conditions. He confirmed to Kissinger that the OSD condi-
tions were not yet defined and that they were trying to accomplish this
difficult task. Kissinger noted that the difference between options 3 and
4 was the MIRV ban and the difference between options 4 and 5 was
the qualitative improvements. Nutter replied that, in that sense, OSD’s
problems increased with the comprehensiveness of the agreement, un-
less we were able to specify very clearly the conditions needed to cover
verification and other ancillary problems.

Kissinger noted that he was trying to get a feel for agency posi-
tions; he asked for the JCS preference between options 3 and 1, for ex-
ample. Allison said that the JCS were focusing on alternatives 2 and 3
and did not see much merit in alternative 1. He commented that op-
tion 2 mixed land mobile, sea-based and land missiles and was some-
what different from the previous option 2. He had some doubt about
mixing totally all three of these missiles; it would make for a very tough



94 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

verification job. He repeated that within packages 2 and 3 there were
elements which could be used to work out an acceptable proposal.

Nutter commented that with regard to verification we should think
about such problems as what conditions we needed and where we
would want on site inspection. He then raised a broader question,
referring to the first point in the NSSM. He thought that there would
be broader guidance on the strategy of the negotiations as well as the
tactics. He was not sure that we knew exactly how we wished to pro-
ceed. His agency was moving towards the line of splitting the talks
into two phases. The first one would be a phase of probing Soviet in-
tentions, objectives, and strategy. This could be done in a number of
different ways and not just through a general discussion. Perhaps we
would make a specific proposal designed to produce treatment of dif-
ferent concepts. We might perhaps even propose a moratorium. We
would not necessarily be prepared to accept these positions ultimately.
We would try to find out Soviet positions before getting down to the
business of reaching an agreement. Maybe such agreement would be
impossible if the first, exploratory phase proved unpromising.

Kissinger asked Nutter what kind of principles he envisaged our
discussing with the Soviets in the exploratory phase. Nutter mentioned
their attitude toward linkage of offensive and defensive systems,
whether or not they have a concept of parity and what it was, their
views toward superiority, either overall or with regard to specific sys-
tems. He agreed with Kissinger that it was doubtful that the Soviets
would announce a concept of superiority in a meeting with us.
Kissinger suspected that the Soviets would announce parity and we
would only know what they had in mind when we began to examine
specific aspects of their position. Pedersen noted that parity would be
a political plus for the Soviets. Nutter mentioned that we did not know
the Soviets” position on intermediate missiles. He could not help but
believe that the Soviets would raise the tactical nuclear issue. We would
have problems with this question.

Nutter pointed out that our current alternative packages might look
quite different after we had had preliminary discussions with the Rus-
sians. Kissinger asked if he was suggesting that we start without a con-
crete proposal. Nutter replied that this was not the only method. We
might put forward one not for ultimate agreement, but in order to elicit
a response from the other side. Kissinger wondered what we would do
if the Soviets then accepted our proposal. Nutter said we would have to
be prepared for this eventuality. Perhaps we would not wish to put for-
ward a concrete proposal but rather begin merely with general talks.

Shakespeare asked how strongly OSD and JCS weighed on-site in-
spection. Nutter said it was very important for MIRVs and Allison
added that it was also important for other problems. Kissinger noted
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the importance of on-site inspection for a MIRV deployment ban but
wondered whether it was needed for a ban on MIRV testing. Allison
responded that it would be required for a variety of systems, not just
MIRVs. We would need it for any items which posed doubts, e.g.,
MRVs, submarine construction, etc.

G. Smith asked whether any study had been done on how much
of our own classified information we would have to expose if we were
to pursue this “screwdriver” approach toward on-site inspection. Alli-
son said that a study had been done, and McCloy noted that this was
an old issue. G. Smith commented that in testifying before Congress
he would want to know what he would have to say with regard to the
weapons design data we were showing the Soviets. Shakespeare asked
whether we would be prepared to grant on-site inspection in this coun-
try to the degree that we would need it in the Soviet Union. Allison re-
sponded that personally he would agree to this. He believed that we
could have sufficiently intrusive inspection to achieve our purposes
but not so intrusive as to give away the farm to the enemy.

McCloy recollected that this issue was studied for many years. We
had started with elaborate proposals for on site inspection and the
“open skies”® suggestion to improve mutual confidence. We had put
great emphasis on an elaborate verification system. We found that the
Soviets resisted this violently, considering it espionage. The more they
resisted the more we pressed this issue. At about that time we studied
what we would be prepared to do with regard to inspection on our ter-
ritory and found that we were reluctant in many respects. This was es-
pecially true for the AEC and among members of Congress. Fortu-
nately, we never had to resolve this issue. The Soviets were so obdurate
that we picked up some kudos without having to be put on the spot.
Shakespeare wondered why the Soviets were so obdurate. Was it a
question of general Soviet xenophobia? McCloy believed it was their
general secretive disposition. In his experience he was always im-
pressed with their secretiveness in all aspects. He was not sure that it
was a definite determination to reserve the right to cheat. He added
that there was also the element of political psychology. They were a
closed, not a free, state, and they did not wish inspection to intrude
upon that situation.

Kissinger noted that for every option the JCS were against ABM-
associated radars but not against fixed ABM levels. Radars required a

% An “open skies” treaty was first proposed by President Dwight D. Eisenhower
to Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev at the Geneva Conference of 1955. Eisenhower’s
proposal, which was rejected by the Soviets, would have given all participating coun-
tries a direct role in gathering information about military forces and activities of concern
to them by permitting aerial observation flights over the territory of the signatories.



96 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

longer construction time than missiles; if there were no ban on radars,
missiles could be deployed fairly quickly. Allison gave several JCS rea-
sons for this position. There was the verification aspect first of all. There
was the difficulty of defining ABM-associated radars. There are a va-
riety of uses to which radars are put. The Soviet Union is radar-rich;
through inter-netting they could get around a ban. Thus a ban on ABM-
associated radars would restrict us and have little impact upon them.
Kissinger wondered if the ban were limited to missile components
whether it could be evaded. One might deploy many missiles all at
once if radars were already available. Allison replied that an ABM could
be evaded if a country really wished to do so. In any event the JCS pre-
ferred not to have a ban on the ABM radars.

Kissinger wondered how these issues should be presented to the
President so that he could give G. Smith enough guidance to do some
preliminary drafting during the Presidential trip. G. Smith believed
that a summary paper had been prepared, and he was willing to leave
for Kissinger the setting out of the key issues for the President.
Kissinger suggested that the material for the President could cover the
question of the type of agreement that we wish, whether we might put
forward one or several illustrative proposals, and whether we should
discuss principles or specific proposals first. He did not believe there
was a need to resolve the verification issue. A group would meet on
this subject before the President left. He asked whether this was a fair
statement of what the President needed to decide before his trip.

G. Smith generally agreed but added the necessity of focusing on
Congressional consultation. There seemed to be a possibility of no con-
sultations until August 10. Congress adjourned on August 13. Thus we
could be involved in talks with the Soviets without any Congressional
consultation. This would be most unfortunate. He had hoped that some
consultations would be undertaken by the President before his trip.
This was now not possible. He thought it was poor tactics for people
involved in this question in the government to move ahead too far be-
fore the President was involved. To treat consultations seriatim would
produce confusing news stories. He believed the President should as-
semble in one room selected Congressional leaders. Responsible offi-
cials below the President could talk to specific points. In short, in think-
ing about the substance of SALT preparations, the President should not
overlook his Congressional clients. Decisions on our positions could be
affected by the consultations.

Kissinger then summed up the disagreements that had been sur-
faced. First, there was a disagreement whether we should begin with
any specific proposal. The OSD position was that on the first go-around
we should concentrate on general principles, using them in an ex-
ploratory way. Alternatively, we might use a specific proposal to elicit
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Soviet response. Nutter said that we might use a specific proposal but
it would not necessarily be what we would ultimately aim for. Kissinger
noted that we would have to be prepared for the other side to accept
our proposal. It was difficult to distinguish between a probing proposal
and a serious proposal.

McCloy saw some advantages in exploratory talks about general
principles without tying ourselves to one proposal. Kissinger under-
stood this approach. On the other hand he was not clear about what
would be told G. Smith with regard to a proposal for probing purposes.
This would amount to staying flexible. He had assumed that we would
not put forward any proposal on a take it or leave it basis. We can ex-
pect complicated negotiations. He understood the McCloy concept of
exploratory conversations. As for a Presidential decision, if we decide
we must put forward a proposal, the difference between the G. Smith
and Nutter approach would seem to be a nuance of attitude.

G. Smith said that there would not be too much difference between
these two approaches if we tabled something concrete. The big differ-
ence lay between tabling a position and merely exploring with the other
side. If we begin with general exploration, the Soviets would soon be
talking about German revanchism. He added that the last Administra-
tion had decided to table a specific proposal. It had already gone through
the phase of laying out principles and objectives with the other side. He
did not see any great prospects of getting much material from the Sovi-
ets in discussions which would help us to fashion our concrete positions.
And he saw a very large Congressional problem with the merely ex-
ploratory approach. For example, if the ABM issue were still being de-
cided, and we were to inform the Congress that we were only explor-
ing principles with the Soviets, we would get a very sharp negative
reaction from all those who had believed in commitments on ABMs or
a MIRV test ban and moratorium. Kissinger wondered whether Con-
gress would be happier if we came out against a MIRV test ban. G. Smith
acknowledged that they would not. However, we would at least be stick-
ing to the President’s commitment to seriously consider a MIRV ban in
the negotiations, although we would not be agreeing to it in advance.
Nutter said that he would not push for an immediate concrete proposal
unless that were the only way to get the Soviets to talk. In response to
Kissinger’s question as to what kind of elements we might wish to put
forward to probe the Soviets, Nutter mentioned on site inspection.

(Kissinger left the meeting briefly at this point and asked G. Smith
to take the chair.)

McCloy said that he was trying to sharpen the issue of exploratory
talks. He thought that a purely exploratory approach would get fuzzy
with a quasi-proposal. He thought that at this stage in history there was
some advantage in having a very thorough go-around with the Soviets
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on the strategic relationship as a basis for then deciding where we wish
to come out. However, he was not necessarily arguing for this position.

Shakespeare asked whether we had had any contacts with the So-
viets since the President’s June 19 press conference.” G. Smith said that
he had heard nothing substantively, only reports from lower level offi-
cials which were probably nothing more than irresponsible chit-chat.
He had heard, for example, that the Soviets had said that we could get
a MIRV test ban quickly but that all other agreements would take a
good deal of time. Also he had heard that their response would be forth-
coming soon and would probably shoot for August 15 in Vienna as the
opening venue. In response to Shakespeare’s question, G. Smith said
that we should wait and do nothing until the Soviets respond to our
proposal. There was a good chance that when Ambassador Dobrynin
returned to Washington next week he might carry with him such a re-
sponse. In any event, there was little disposition in the US government
to push the Soviets or to appear too eager to begin the talks.

G. Smith then commented on McCloy’s suggestion that we might
not wish to table a specific proposal at the outset. He noted that Am-
bassador Llewellyn Thompson felt that it was important that we put
something on the table if we expect to launch serious talks. Even a
quick and dirty proposal would be better than nothing in order to get
movement in the talks. He noted McNamara had held the view that
we should get into a dialogue on strategic principles rather than start-
ing with a specific proposal. Shaw said that this had changed. The Mc-
Namara concepts had been discussed, but it was decided in preparing
for the talks to begin with a concrete proposal. He added that there
had been general discussion with the Soviets on two occasions about
strategic principles and these had produced little information. McCloy
interjected that he was not necessarily arguing for a purely exploratory
opening, but was just trying to sharpen the issue. Pedersen felt this ap-
proach carried considerable risk. The Soviets might come up with a
large package and we would then be in a difficult position with a lim-
ited response. McCloy noted that they might even try to blow us out
of the water with a return to General and Complete Disarmament.

Shakespeare asked J. Smith about the strain on the Soviet econ-
omy of strategic forces. J. Smith said that strategic forces took a bigger
bite out of the Soviet economy than ours. It was an enduring strain
which cut into their investment and consumer goods. But strategic
forces remained the Soviets’ first priority. They were not a burden
which they could not carry or increase if they wished to, but they do
have to pay a price. Shakespeare wondered what the economic pres-

7 See Document 18.
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sures would be on the Russians if there were to be an arms race. J.
Smith acknowledged that this was very worrisome for them because
an escalation of heavy weapons would be a very expensive undertak-
ing. G. Smith believed that the only safe assumption was that the So-
viets will pay whatever is necessary to maintain their strategic posi-
tion. There is no evidence that they would not be willing to pay this
price. Nutter thought that this subject affected the degree to which they
were willing to negotiate. J. Smith agreed that it increased their nego-
tiating willingness. McCloy noted that the recent arms build up by the
Soviets really began after the Cuban missile crisis. At that time the So-
viets said that they would never allow themselves to be in an inferior
position again. Since 1962 they have been building up steadily, and not
only in nuclear field. He noted the Czechoslovakian invasion and the
Soviet fleet in the Mediterranean. He believed the major purpose of all
this activity was to make Western Europe more accommodating to So-
viet policy. They would not give up their recent military gains lightly.
J. Smith noted that it had been a long, tough haul for the Soviets since
1962 and they would not wish to have to do this again. McCloy com-
mented that therefore this was not just an issue of money; we should
also keep an eye on Soviet objectives.

G. Smith believed that this discussion suggested that the Soviet at-
titude on on site inspection might be different than in the past. They
might approach this subject differently if it were clear to them that an
agreement could save them billions of rubles to use on general pur-
pose forces or housing. McCloy was convinced that in the past they
had refused on site inspection because they believed that they could
get all that they wished from the US while the Soviet society in turn
was a closed one. They saw no reason to lose this advantage. In our
country the New York Times would report an ABM deployment the day
after it took place. Perhaps now however, the Soviets might be willing
to make a gesture in this field. G. Smith thought this was more likely
now since they know that we have better unilateral surveillance capa-
bilities and that their society is no longer so closed.

Shakespeare asked whether on site inspection was important for
substantive reasons and not just psychological ones. Allison said that
both considerations were significant. Shakespeare believed that if it
were important for substantive reasons then we needed to have on site
inspection for our national security. If it were a question of psycho-
logical desirability, then it was a political decision. Pedersen noted that
the question of necessity was relative. The more we could improve our
verification capability, the better off we were. G. Smith thought, for ex-
ample, that the JCS could accept option 1 without on site inspection.
Allison said that the JCS would always wish for on site inspection, but
each case should be looked at on its merits.

(Kissinger then returned to chair the meeting.)
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Nutter thought that it was easy to set forth the disadvantages of
beginning talks by just discussing principles. He thought, however, that
we also should be clear on the disadvantages of plunging blindly ahead
with a concrete proposal. We were uncertain concerning Soviet inten-
tions and interents.

Kissinger saw that we had two choices: We could begin by dis-
cussing general principles, as McCloy had suggested, or we could make
a proposal that we could accept. If we put forward a proposal that was
not designed to be acceptable to us, we would get fantastic pressure
from disarmament groups and certain senators. We would spend as
much time on domestic battles as we would eliciting views from the
other side. He thought therefore that he could tell the President that
there were two possible exploratory approaches. Either we could be-
gin probing the Soviets with principles (which could be fairly specific)
or we could put forward two or more concrete packages. He believed
Nutter’s idea was to have two or three proposals for each category of
weapons in order to elicit a Soviet response. Nutter said that we should
be prepared to accept any one of them. Kissinger wondered whether
anyone else saw merit in putting forward proposals that were designed
not to be acceptable. Nutter interjected that he would not characterize
his suggestion in that fashion. We should be willing to accept elements
of the proposals, but they should not be intended to be a full package.
When Kissinger asked him whether OSD had such a package for ex-
ploratory reasons, Nutter replied that this was a difficult problem. This
approach had not received adequate attention. Kissinger wondered
what directive on this subject could be given to the Steering Group.

Pedersen believed that we would have to know our real negotiat-
ing aims among the five options before proposing something specific.
Nutter suggested that we needed only a tentative goal. This approach
might not work, he acknowledged, but attention should be paid to it.

Kissinger said that there were two questions with regard to the ex-
ploratory approach. First, do we start in this fashion? Assuming the
answer is yes, then how do we proceed? One view, suggested by Mc-
Cloy, was to talk about principles. The other view was to put forward
a quasi-proposal in order to elicit Soviet thinking. Nutter repeated that
he was not wedded to this second approach. McCloy thought that the
exploratory concept should be set down on paper and could look per-
suasive, but he recognized that it was late in the day for this. Peder-
sen repeated that he thought that we must know roughly our final po-
sition and that our exploratory position would be determined by our
final one. He thought we should decide on our objectives first and then
we could decide whether we start talking about principles, or part of
our package, or our whole package.

Kissinger suggested, in light of all the work that had been done, that
if we decide upon the exploratory route we might wish to put forward
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several options as we had done with our NATO allies. Thus we could put
forward options 2 and 3 and perhaps 4—it depended on Presidential will-
ingness to override objections. G. Smith noted the time problem with the
exploratory approach. This could take months. McCloy noted that it could
take a couple of years. G. Smith suggested a possible stormy Congres-
sional reaction when we were asked if we were trying to get a MIRV ban,
and we replied that this would come later after exploring principles.

Kissinger, noting that it was his duty to try to represent Presiden-
tial thinking, said that he did not believe that the President had com-
mitted himself to trying to get a MIRV moratorium. G. Smith responded
that the President was committed to seriously consider this question.
Kissinger replied that he had expressed willingness to consider this
problem within the government, but was not committed to putting for-
ward a MIRV moratorium proposal.

G. Smith then asked Nutter a series of questions designed to clarify
the exploratory approach. He wondered whether DOD would allow him
to explore a MIRV moratorium or a zero ABM level, for example. Nutter
replied to these questions by saying that his department would have to
think about them. They were working hard to determine what conditions
would be acceptable. They had not had time to address these questions.
G. Smith noted that this added up to SALT beginning at Christmas rather
than in August. Nutter repeated that the strategy for the talks had not
been really addressed. Pedersen underlined the importance of the impli-
cations of G. Smith’s questions. Nutter said that a piecemeal approach to
the talks might not work. In response to G. Smith’s query what he would
ask of the Soviets, Nutter replied that he would have to think about this
problem. He had not been able to study it.

McCloy suggested going to the Soviets and asking them to explain
what they were doing with their strategic and general purpose forces.
Where were they headed in these fields? Could we cut across the board
and stop these buildups? How about the position of Europe and our
NATO allies? What were their intentions? etc. G. Smith replied that the
Soviets would respond with surprise for they thought that they were
going to talk about strategic arms. They would be most happy to talk
about Western imperialism and German revanchism. He thought get-
ting into this kind of debate would not advance the cause of strategic
arms control. McCloy said that we could then call for a halt to the arms
race, and G. Smith said that this was his objective.

Kissinger said that it was necessary to move this issue to a point
where G. Smith could get some guidance by Tuesday when the Presi-
dent’s trip began. G. Smith acknowledged that he needed enough guid-
ance to keep him busy, if not happy.

Kissinger said that the disagreements should be stated to the Pres-
ident. He said that the first decision to be made was whether we should
structure the initial phase of the talks toward explorations or toward
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negotiating an agreement right from the beginning. If the President de-
cides that he did not wish to negotiate from the outset but rather
wanted to find out more about the Soviet position, we would then face
the question of how best to elicit Soviet response, recalling the cautions
that had been expressed. For this route, there were the McCloy sug-
gestion of exploring principles and Nutter’s idea of a specific proposal,
which would probably be different than the ones under consideration.
This latter approach would mean designing a new proposal to meet
these conditions. Nutter commented that he did not disagree with
McCloy’s approach, but rather was suggesting another way.

Kissinger then suggested a third way of exploring. Like the NATO
consultations, we could have 3 or 4 schemes, and be ready to live with
them. The President would have to decide on the MIRV moratorium ques-
tion. If it were not included in our proposals, we could tell Congressional
critics that we had considered this problem and decided that such a mora-
torium would not be in our interests. He thought this method of putting
forward several proposals would be a way of exploring with the Soviets
while at the same time answering the charge that we had come up with
nothing after all this time. In sum, the President could decide that he
wished to negotiate right away or that he wished to begin with explo-
rations. As for the latter, he could choose either to talk about principles,
or to put forward a series of options like the NATO consultations, or to
table a new option designed to elicit response from the other side.

J. Smith believed that the formulation of the issue of exploration
versus negotiations suggested a greater difference than there really was
in substance. All talks were somewhat exploratory. The real essence of
the problem was whether we had committed ourselves in our own
mind to our objectives, whether we had decided that we must have
certain elements or we would not conclude an agreement. When
Kissinger asked him for specific examples, J. Smith cited the ABM as
just one of many. Kissinger asked G. Smith whether he wanted to have
objectives without which we would not conclude an agreement. G.
Smith replied that he hoped we would not start talks without some
idea where we wanted to come out. Pedersen agreed with J. Smith’s
view that the two approaches might not be so different. If we were to
explore without any specific proposal, we should still know about
where we wanted to come out. If we went ahead with a concrete pro-
posal it would fall into the general area that we were looking for but
we could end up with possible variations. Kissinger asked Pedersen
whether he thought that if the President could live with two or three
options we could put these forward to test the other side. Pedersen be-
lieved that this approach was consistent with his concept of variations
in our basic objectives. J. Smith said that it was important to have our
objectives clearly defined. Nutter cautioned that we should not get
locked into positions. Some of the packages under consideration
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seemed livable, but we did not know how the Soviets would react. We
could have some notion of our objectives, but they should be hedged.
We might find some surprises.

Kissinger wondered how the President could decide other than
through one of the alternatives that he had laid out. J. Smith asked how
we would go about proposing two or three packages if we decided to
negotiate on substance. Kissinger said that, assuming we were entering
the talks prepared to talk substance, we would have the tactical ques-
tion of whether or not to move toward substantive outcomes in an ex-
ploratory fashion and attempt to find out the other side’s response with-
out locking ourselves in. Pedersen suggested two ways of doing this.
We could put forward a concrete proposal, whether or not we were
locked into it. Or we would not put forward one, but rather elements
of it. Kissinger suggested this might be a fourth alternative to the routes
he had listed. Allison said that this approach was like option 3 which
could be presented with modifications. Many elements would still have
to worked out, but that’s what negotiations were for.

Kissinger said that the group had just discussed the preliminary
phase, whether or not it should be exploratory or substantive. He now
turned to the substantive phase and which options agencies preferred.
He asked whether anybody was behind alternative 1. Nutter replied
that he did not wish to say which option his agency would choose, but
elements in package 1 could lead to a possible outcome. Allison noted
that there also were likely elements in option 2. Nutter added that he
did not believe that any one of the alternatives was the correct one.
Kissinger said that he had detected that option 1 had less support than
the others, and he wished to flag this point for the President.

He saw the basic disagreement on the options as follows. Those
who were in favor of a comprehensive agreement argue that a more
limited approach would shift the arms race into the permitted areas of
arms build up. Those opposed to the comprehensive approach stressed
the verification problem and other uncertainties. Alternatives 2 and 3
were relatively more limited than 4 and 5. He thought that if these were
the only available options, OSD and JCS would consider that 2 and 3
were more desirable than 4 and 5 in terms of national security. He
thought that ACDA preferred a more comprehensive approach, sub-
ject to the judgment of the senior verification panel.® He repeated that

81In a June 30 memorandum to Kissinger, Smith recommended that “since verifi-
cation capability is central to SALT and doubts have been raised about the verification
panel’s findings, I suggest that the President call for a higher level verification review
panel charged with trying to get a better understanding of what US unilateral capabili-
ties are.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H-024, NSC Meeting 10/8/69) Nixon approved a memorandum
dated July 15 in which Kissinger recommended that the President establish an NSC Ver-
ification Panel and appoint him as chair. (Ibid., Box 845, ABM-MIRV, MIRV Panel Meet-
ing 2:30 p.m., Situation Room, July 16, 1969)
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there would be a meeting of such a panel with high officials of all the
agencies concerned before the Presidential trip. Pedersen noted that
the State Department, as an institution, sided with ACDA, subject to
discussions with the Secretary.

J. Smith pointed to the idea of a US-Soviet review commission,
mentioned on page 113 of the report, and said that this was very im-
portant for the verification problem. Depending on its modalities, such
a commission had great potential for easing or increasing the difficult
verification problems. It provided a forum for explaining anomalous
or disturbing data. If it were a court of inquiry, there could be more
difficult problems. In any event, the existence of this commission and
its type of mechanism had important implications. The thrust of the
idea in the paper was to provide a place to blow the whistle on suspi-
cious events.

With regard to the verification problem, Kissinger said that there
had been a review of our unilateral capabilities and the panel was
defining our uncertainties. There was a policy disagreement. Some be-
lieved that our unilateral capabilities were not sufficient and that we
required on site inspection. Others were willing to rely on our national
capabilities.

G. Smith believed that everyone agreed that we should make a
hard try for some direct observations no matter what option we choose.
We should not assume that on site inspection was out of the question.
His agency was working on specific methods for direct observation.

Kissinger suggested that radars and a ban on MIRVs were exam-
ples that needed on site inspection. Allison said that MIRV bans were
the best example. J. Smith said that all agreed that it was not possible
to verify unilaterally a MIRV deployment ban. There had been a care-
ful review and delineation of areas where national means of verifica-
tion would work.

Kissinger thought that the verification issue should be treated in
specific terms. On site inspection versus national verification should
not become a theological issue. It should be treated practically, in terms
of concrete negotiating issues. G. Smith commented that we should
have the following issue in mind. If an agreement looked advantageous
to us and we decided that we did not need on site inspection for mon-
itoring purposes, then would we nevertheless refuse to go ahead with-
out on site inspection because of its value in confirming Soviet mo-
tives? He believed our past positions on this question were wrong. We
should try to get on site inspection, but be prepared to fall off if the
rest of the deal looked advantageous to us. Kissinger noted that it was
hard to decide this question in the abstract. G. Smith responded that
we could decide that we would not accept any deal without on site in-
spection. McCloy cautioned that we could rationalize away on site in-
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spection when we were under pressures for an agreement. G. Smith
said that this depended on the deal in question. We had resisted such
pressures since 1961 on a comprehensive test ban. McCloy noted that
we had succumbed to such pressures with regard to the partial test ban
that was actually negotiated. G. Smith rejoined that some observers
thought that we were doing more testing under the limited ban than
we had before. In any event we should not proceed on the assumption
that this government could not resist such pressures. Pedersen noted
that the factual situation had changed in view of the improvement of
our national detection capabilities. McCloy agreed that the old formu-
las for inspection had been modified by our satellites. Nevertheless, he
would not wish to see the whole objective swept away without even
a remnant of the principle of on site inspection. Perhaps we would not
be so weak against pressures this time.

Kissinger noted that with respect to verification there had been
much technical discussion on what we could and could not observe.
There had been less discussion on the more troublesome question of
what we would do about suspected violations. J. Smith saw an anal-
ogy with the test ban. If an anomalous event occurred, we would ask
the Soviets about it and say that we did not understand what they were
doing. McCloy commented that the review commission might be a
good idea, and J. Smith repeated that it could have a big impact.

Kissinger then closed the meeting by saying there would almost
certainly be no NSC meeting on this subject before the Presidential trip.
The President would have a good session with G. Smith before he left.
Kissinger said that he would check with the principals of the agencies
primarily concerned to see that the alternatives and issues of SALT
were correctly stated for the President.
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26. Letter From President Nixon to the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency (Smith)"

Washington, July 21, 1969.

Dear Gerry:

Following our discussion today,” I wish to convey to you my
thoughts on the forthcoming talks with the Soviet Union on strategic
arms. You and your associates will be dealing with a subject of crucial
significance to the safety of this country. My purpose in these talks is
to determine whether it is feasible to make arrangements with the So-
viet Government that will contribute to the preservation and, if possi-
ble, the improvement of this country’s security. Any arrangement with
the Soviet Union, especially if it is to be in the form of explicit and for-
mal commitments, must meet this test to my own full satisfaction.

When I speak of this country’s security, I fully realize that we can-
not expect to return to an era when our country was literally immune
to physical threat. Neither our military programs nor any negotiation
with our potential adversaries can achieve that. But I am speaking of
a situation in which I, as President and Commander-in-Chief, have at
my disposal military forces that will provide me with the best assur-
ance attainable in present and foreseeable circumstances that no op-
ponent can rationally expect to derive benefit from attacking, or threat-
ening to attack us or our allies. I am determined, moreover, to pass on
to my successor that same sense of assurance.

If the Soviet leaders operate on similar premises (which we do not
know and which their current military programs give some reason to
doubt), there could be, I believe, a prospect of reaching an under-
standing with them whereby, in the first instance, limits would be
placed on the quantitative and qualitative growth of strategic forces. It

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 197, Agency
Files, ACDA, Jan 69-Dec 70, Vol. I. Secret; Nodis. Drafted by Kissinger and Sonnenfeldt.
According to an attached note, Kissinger ordered no distribution of the President’s letter.

2 Nixon met with Smith and Kissinger from 11:37 a.m. to 12:45 p.m. (Ibid., White
House Central Files, President’s Daily Diary) According to a note Smith sent to Rogers
on July 21, Nixon called the meeting to discuss SALT. During the meeting, Smith ex-
pressed views covered in a letter that he left with the President and also sent to Rogers.
In that letter, Smith wrote: “I am now convinced that a comprehensive freeze at or near
the present state of affairs would be more advantageous for United States security than
more limited freezes or a continuation of unlimited competition.” Smith also made the
following suggestion about a negotiated MIRV moratorium: “It seems to me that if the
USSR would agree to suspend starts of additional ICBM and SLBMs, the United States
could safely agree to a mutual suspension of MIRV/MRV testing for a period sufficient
to explore the possibility of a significant SALT arrangement. It would be clearly spelled
out that if it develops that no agreement is in sight, or that a permanent MIRV/MRV
test ban cannot be verified adequately, both sides could resume previous activities.”
(Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-97-0010, Director’s
Files, Smith Chronological File, Smith/Rogers Correspondence, 2/69-5/71)
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will be your task to obtain evidence that will assist me in making a de-
termination whether such a prospect is real and what the elements of
such an understanding could be.

Any understanding, whatever the form, that places limitations on
Soviet forces will obviously involve limitations on ours. I will judge
the resulting relationship of US-Soviet strategic forces in terms of the
criteria for strategic sufficiency that I have established.’

Moreover, I will accept limitations on our forces only after I have as-
sured myself of our ability to detect Soviet failure to implement limita-
tions on their own forces in sufficient time to protect our security inter-
ests. In this latter connection, you should know that I am determined to
avoid, within the Government and in the country at large, divisive dis-
putes regarding Soviet compliance or non-compliance with an under-
standing or agreement. Nor will I bequeathe to a future President the
seeds of such disputes. In our open society and political system it is my
duty to provide persuasive public evidence not only of any Soviet non-
compliance with an agreement but also of Soviet compliance with it. Any
agreed limitations must therefore meet the test of verifiability. I recognize
that this may not be obtainable with 100 percent assurance; but the mar-
gin of uncertainty must be reasonable. I will make this judgement.

I have carefully examined the possible alternative arrangements
that might be entered into with the Soviet Union, as developed through
our National Security Council process. In the absence of any indica-
tions from the Soviet Union of the direction they propose to take, I do
not find it possible to make a clear selection among them. I do not,
therefore, desire to propose to the Soviet Government a specific set of
measures corresponding to the five alternatives analyzed in NSSM 62.*
You should outline to the Soviet representatives the various approaches
we have studied, as reflected in Alternative I, II and III of NSSM 62
and indicate our readiness to examine jointly with them these and any
others they might advance. You may state that we are prepared to con-
sider limitations on all strategic offensive and defensive weapons sys-
tem, that our suggestions are not exhaustive but that we wish to hear
their views before advancing any additional ones ourselves. Upon com-
pletion of the work of the MIRV verification panel, I may authorize
presenting aspects of Alternative IV.

In short, your task in the initial phases of the talks is to explore
Soviet intentions without yourself placing on the table the full range of
alternative arrangements that we might consider. In the light of the
progress of the explorations, and other relevant factors, I will determine
the timing and contents of any specific limitation proposal that we
might make to the Soviet Union.

3 See footnote 2, Document 24.
4 See Document 27.
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Let me, in conclusion, outline my general approach to our relations
with the USSR so that you and your associates will be guided thereby
in your talks. I have conveyed to the Soviet leaders my view that our re-
lations should be based on a recognition by each side of the legitimate
security interests of the other; I have conveyed to them also my readi-
ness to engage in bona fide negotiations on concrete issues. I have told
them that I have no interest either in polemical exchanges or in the mere
atmospherics of détente. Having propounded these principles and acted
on them in practice since entering office, I believe the seriousness of this
Administration in pursuing the path of equitable accommodation with
the Soviet Union is being demonstrated. I consider that the approach to
the arms limitation talks outlined above will serve to provide further
such demonstration. The other side has the opportunity to respond in
the same spirit. If it does so, arrangements to restrain the pace of com-
petition in the field of strategic armaments should be within our reach.

Sincerely,
Richard Nixon®

® Printed from a copy that indicates Nixon signed the original.

27. Summary of Response to National Security Study
Memorandum 62

Washington, undated.

ALTERNATIVE I
I. Description of Proposal

1. The number of fixed land-based launchers for intercontinental-
range missiles (ranges of 5000 km or more) would be limited to those

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 873,
SALT, Volume II, June-July 1969. Top Secret; Noforn. Drafted by the SALT Steering Com-
mittee (see footnote 1, Document 14). Kissinger sent Nixon this summary of the response
to NSSM 62 as an attachment to an undated memorandum with the recommendations
that Smith be instructed to prepare an opening position for SALT that contained more
than one alternative package based on I, II, and III in the summary and that the possi-
bility of broadening the alternatives to include MIRV proposals be held open. Although
Kissinger’s memorandum bears the handwritten remark that the President saw it on July
22, Nixon did not initial either approval or disapproval of the recommendations. Nixon
did, however, send a letter to Smith instructing him to follow this course of action in the
SALT negotiations (see Document 26).
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presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement on their
number. Within this number, launchers could be replaced or relocated
on a one-for-one basis.

2. The number of fixed land-based launchers for missiles of in-
termediate or medium ranges (i.e., 1000 km or more) would be limited
to those presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement
on their number. Replacement, relocation, or conversion of such sys-
tems to those of intercontinental range would be prohibited.

3. There would be a ban on the deployment of mobile land-based
strategic offensive missile systems of ranges greater than 1000 km.
Flight testing of land-based strategic offensive missiles in a mobile sys-
tem configuration would be prohibited.

4. There would be a ban on the deployment on each side of more
than an agreed equivalent number of fixed, land-based antiballistic
missile launchers and associated antiballistic missiles (including reload
missiles) and of ABM-associated radars. Land-mobile antiballistic mis-
sile systems would be prohibited.

II. Significant Features
Pros and Cons
—First step without affecting US force programs.
—Avenues are open to build toward greater counterforce capability.
Verification

—No major verification problems although limited Selective Di-
rect Observations (on-site inspection) would be helpful.

Strategic Analysis

—Both sides maintain a high retaliatory capability.

—Neither side can avoid over 100 million deaths even by striking
first.

—Both sides show an improved war-waging capability over the
“no agreement” situation. Soviet capability improves more substan-
tially than US.

—The number of US ICBMs surviving a Soviet Counterforce first
strike would be less than without an agreement.

—No incentive for Soviets to cheat since US retaliatory capability
would not be affected significantly.

Insurance against Soviet Violation or Abrogation
—Ample US safeguards against violation or abrogation.
Effect on Allies

—Should present no significant problems for allies.
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Moratorium

—A moratorium would affect only the Soviets because the US is
not building any additional systems controlled by this alternative.

III. Dissenting Views

—Science Advisor wants an agreed limit on number of missile
flight tests (pre-announced and confined to known test ranges).

—DOD believes Soviets have developed a simple MIRV that can
be tested without US knowledge and that US can deploy a MIRV sys-
tem without further testing.

—DOD has reservations (on principle) about any moratorium.

—]JCS opposes limitation on ABM-associated radars.

—DOD believes data insufficient to make judgments on cost
savings.

—Re strategic sufficiency, DDR&E and ISA do not believe uncer-
tainties with respect to both US and Soviet weapon systems have been
sufficiently taken into account. JCS believe too much emphasis is placed
on fatalities and urban/industrial damage as measurements of strate-
gic capabilities.

ALTERNATIVE II
I. Description of Proposal

1. The total number of land-based launchers for intercontinental-
range missiles (ranges of 500 km or more) and strategic offensive sea-
based ballistic missile launchers would be limited to those presently
existing or under construction. Within that overall ceiling, each side
would be permitted to vary the mix of such land-based offensive mis-
sile launchers (fixed or mobile) and sea-based offensive missile launch-
ers as desired.

2. The number of fixed land-based launchers for missiles of in-
termediate and medium ranges (i.e., 1000 km or more) would be lim-
ited to those presently existing or under construction, subject to agree-
ment on their number. Replacement, relocation, or conversion of such
systems to those of intercontinental range would be prohibited. There
would be a complete ban on land-based mobile missile systems of in-
termediate or medium range. Flight testing of strategic offensive land-
based missiles of intermediate or medium range in a mobile system
configuration would be prohibited.

3. Numbers of sea-based offensive cruise missile launchers would
be limited to those presently operational or under construction.

4. There would be a ban on the deployment of more than an agreed
equivalent number of antiballistic-missile launchers and associated an-
tiballistic missiles (including reload missiles) and of ABM-associated
radars.
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II. Significant Features
Pros and Cons

—First step toward arms limitation but without disruption of pres-
ent US military programs.

—Would have little effect in slowing the arms race or limiting
strategic capabilities.

Verification

—The main verification problem is associated with the variable
mix of systems—there would be difficulties in counting mobile ICBMs
and submarine launchers.

Strategic Analysis

—Both sides maintain a high retaliatory capability.

—Neither side can limit damage below very high fatality levels.
US can save 43 million at Safeguard ABM level by striking first but
even then suffers 100 million deaths.

—Both sides show an improved war-waging capability over the
“no agreement” situation. Soviet capability improves more substan-
tially than US. (Note: This improvement is difficult to understand since
the “no agreement” force levels in 1978 are higher than those for Al-
ternative II.)

—The number of US ICBMs surviving a Soviet counterforce first
strike would be less than without an agreement, although there would
be more on-line SLBMs available than without an agreement.

—Soviet cheating (500 additional ICBMs or ABMs) would not have
a significant effect on US retaliatory capability.

Insurance against Soviet Violation or Abrogation
—Ample US safeguards are available.

Effect on Allies

—Should present no significant problems for allies.
Moratorium

—A moratorium would affect only the Soviets since the US is not
building any additional systems controlled by this alternative.

III. Dissenting Views

—]JCS opposed to ban on ABM-associated radars.

—Science Advisor wants an agreed limit on number of missile
flight tests (pre-announced and confined to known test ranges).

—DOD believes data insufficient to make judgments on cost savings.
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—Re strategic sufficiency, DDR&E and ISA do not believe uncer-
tainties with respect to both US and Soviet weapon systems have been
sufficiently taken into account. JCS believe too much emphasis is placed
on fatalities and urban/industrial damage as measurements of strate-
gic capabilities.

—DOD has reservations (in principle) about any moratorium.

—DOD believes Soviets have developed a simple MIRV that can
be tested without US knowledge and that US can deploy a MIRV sys-
tem without further testing.

ALTERNATIVE III
I. Description of Proposal

1. The number of land-based launchers for intercontinental-
range missiles (ranges of 5000 km. or more) would be limited to
those presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement
on their number. Enlargement or relocation of these launchers would
be prohibited.

2. The respective numbers of sea-based ballistic missile launchers
and submarine-launched cruise missile launchers would be limited to
those presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement as
to their number.

3. The number of fixed land-based launchers for missiles of in-
termediate or medium ranges (i.e., 1000 km or more) would be limited
to those presently existing or under construction. Replacement, relo-
cation, or conversion of such systems to those of intercontinental range
would be prohibited.

4. There would be a ban on mobile land-based strategic offensive
missile systems of ranges greater than 1000 km. Flight testing of land-
based strategic offensive missiles in a mobile system configuration
would be prohibited.

5. There would be a ban on the deployment on each side of more
than an agreed equivalent number of fixed, land-based anti-ballistic mis-
sile launchers and associated anti-ballistic missiles (including reload mis-
siles), and of ABM-associated radars. Land-mobile anti-ballistic missile
systems would be prohibited.

1I. Significant Features
Pros and Cons

—Would place a numerical limit on all strategic offensive and de-
fensive missile launchers, but would permit technological improve-
ments as a hedge against loss in strategic capabilities.

—Would allow US to proceed with planned programs while deny-
ing further increases in offensive forces to the Soviets.
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—Could shunt arms competition into other channels such as
bombers, MIRVs, missile payload and accuracy.

—Could be difficult to negotiate because of greater adverse effect
on Soviet programs.

Verification
—DMost difficult verification task is monitoring ban on land-mo-

bile strategic launchers.
—Some SDO would be of value.

Strategic Analysis

—Both sides retain a formidable retaliatory capability, although at
high ABM levels the Soviet capability drops below what it would be
in a “no agreement” situation.

—Neither side has a significant damage-limiting capability, and
both sides would suffer over 100 million deaths after striking first.

—Both sides improve their war-waging capability over the “no
agreement” situation, although this is difficult to understand because
US forces remain the same for both cases and Soviet forces are greater
in the “no agreement” case.

—The number of US ICBM’s surviving a Soviet counterforce first
strike would be less than without an agreement.

—There would not be an appreciable drop in US retaliatory capa-
bility if the Soviets cheated, adding 500 ABMs or ICBMs.

Insurance against Soviet Violation or Abrogation

—Ample US safeguards against violation or abrogation.
Effect on Allies

—Should present no significant problems for allies.
Moratorium

—A moratorium would affect only the Soviets because the US is
not building any additional systems controlled by this alternative.

Cost Savings
—None for either side, at least for the near term.

III. Dissenting Views
—Science Advisor wants an agreed limit on number of missile
flight tests (pre-announced and confined to known test ranges).

—DOD believes Soviets have developed a simple MIRV that can
be tested without US knowledge and that US can deploy a MIRV sys-
tem without further testing.
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—DOD has reservations (on principle) about any moratorium.
—]JCS opposes limitation on ABM-associated radars.

—DOD believes data insufficient to make judgments on cost
savings.

—Re strategic sufficiency, DDR&E and ISA do not believe uncer-
tainties with respect to both US and Soviet weapon systems have been
sufficiently taken into account. JCS believe too much emphasis is placed
on fatalities and urban/industrial damage as measurements of strate-
gic capabilities.

ALTERNATIVE IV
1. Description of Proposal

1. The number of fixed land-based launchers for intercontinental-
range missiles (ranges of 5000 km or more) would be limited to those
presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement on
their number. Enlargement or relocation of these launchers would be
prohibited.

2. The respective numbers of sea-based ballistic missile launchers
and submarine-launched cruise missile launchers would be limited to
those presently existing or under construction, subject to agreement as
to their number.

3. The number of land-based launchers for missiles of intermedi-
ate or medium ranges (i.e., 1000 km or more) would be limited to those
presently existing or under construction. Replacement, relocation, or
conversation of such systems to those of intercontinental range would
be prohibited.

4. There would be a ban on the deployment of mobile land-based
strategic offensive missile systems of ranges greater than 1000 km.
Flight testing of land-based strategic offensive missiles in a mobile sys-
tem configuration would be prohibited.

5. There would be a ban on the deployment of each side of more
than an agreed equivalent number of fixed, land-based anti-ballistic
missile launchers and associated anti-ballistic missiles (including re-
load missiles), and of ABM-associated radar. Land- and sea-mobile anti-
ballistic missile systems would be prohibited.

6. The deployment of MIRV’s and the further flight testing of
MIRV’s, FOBS, and related systems would be prohibited.

7. Flight testing of missiles would be preannounced and con-
ducted on agreed ranges.

II. Significant Features

(Note: The only difference between this alternative and Alterna-
tive III is the addition of a MIRV ban. This alternative is opposed by
JCS, ISA and DDR&E.)



January 27-November 12, 1969 115

MIRV Ban

—As defined in the proposal the ban on MIRV testing would meet
most of the criteria considered essential in the MIRV Panel Report® to
improve detection.

—Development, but not testing, of operational MRVs (Polaris A-3)
would be permitted.

—If the Soviets choose to claim that the SS-9/MRV is operational
it could be deployed but not tested.

—All strategic missile firings would be pre-announced and con-
ducted on agreed ranges.

Strategic Analysis

—Without MIRVs, US retaliatory capabilities decline, especially for
500 ABMs and Safeguard (though not stated in the paper, almost half
of the damage would be inflicted by US bombers).

—Soviet retaliatory capabilities are noticeably higher than in the
“no agreement” situation.

—Neither side would gain a significant advantage by a first strike
in terms of saving lives.

—This option is inferior to the “no agreement” situation in war-
waging capabilities, though it is better than Options I, II and III. It is
also worse for the Soviet Union at the Safeguard ABM level.

—Because of the MIRV ban about 230 more US ICBMs survive at
the Safeguard ABM level when compared with the “no agreement”
situation.

—At the Safeguard ABM level Soviet cheating (500 addi-
tional ABM interceptors) would significantly degrade US retaliatory
capabilities.

Moratorium

—The MIRV flight test can to be made at the outset of talks as a
matter of priority and for a fixed period (six months to a year).

Cost Savings

—Some likely in this option.

2 On July 7 Lynn sent Kissinger a draft of the MIRV Panel’s “Report on the Tech-
nological Consequences of a MIRV Flight Ban.” Lynn’s covering memorandum described
the report as “by far the best piece of work this Government has done to date on the
MIRYV issue.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 18,
NSC Files, MIRV Panel) Regarding the revised report, see Document 29.
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III. Dissenting Views

—]JCS believe this alternative to be unacceptable because of our
doubtful ability to verify a MIRV ban. Uncertainties regarding Soviet
ABMs should not preclude US MIRVs. A ban on MIRVs would reduce
coverage of time-urgent targets and would preclude development of
penetration aids. There would be adverse effects on both US and So-
viet space programs.

ALTERNATIVE V
I. Description of Proposal

1. There would be a quantitative and qualitative freeze on those
aspects of strategic offensive missile systems that can be adequately
verified.

2. The number of land-based launchers for intercontinental-range
missiles (ranges of 5000 km or more) would be limited to those
presently operational.

3. The respective numbers of sea-based ballistic missile launchers
and submarine-launched cruise missile launchers would be limited to
those presently operational.

4. The number of land-based launchers for missiles of intermedi-
ate or medium ranges (i.e., 1000 km or more) would be limited to those
presently operational.

5. There would be a ban on the deployment of mobile land-based
strategic offensive missile systems of ranges greater than 1000 km.
Flight testing of land-based strategic offensive missiles in a mobile sys-
tem configuration would be prohibited.

6. There would be a ban on the deployment on each side of more
than an agreed equivalent number of fixed, land-based antiballistic
missile launchers and associated antiballistic missiles (including reload
missiles), and of ABM-associated radars. Land- and sea-mobile an-
tiballistic missile systems would be prohibited.

7. The deployment and testing of MIRV’s, FOBS, and related sys-
tems; new types of missiles; or missiles incorporating new verifiable
improvements (such as increased accuracy or payload weight) would
be prohibited.

8. Flight testing of strategic missiles would be limited to an
agreed number of preannounced tests of existing missiles on agreed
ranges.

1I. Significant Features

(Note: This is a modified “stop where we are” proposal. It is op-
posed by JCS, ISA and DDR&E.)
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Pros and Cons

—It would, in effect, freeze the status quo, except for an agreed
ABM level; thus preserving strategic stability based on each side hav-
ing a sufficient assured destruction capability.

—It would mean abandoning a number of future programs, in-
cluding MIRVs, in an agreement that included significant verification
uncertainties and risks of cheating.

Verification

—Since almost all improvements in missile technology are banned
this alternative is heavily dependent on intelligence capabilities, over
which there is a controversy.

—The verification section stresses the necessity of telemetry.

—It acknowledges that telemetry could be denied by the USSR,
but asserts we would detect this effort, and suspect an evasion.

—It acknowledges that while changes in existing missile systems
would be detected, verification might be delayed until late in the test
program.

Strategic Analysis

—Both sides could maintain a relatively high retaliatory capabil-
ity (the US would decline, however, and be highly dependent on
bombers at the Safeguard ABM level).

—The US would not be able to prevent very high fatalities. (Note:
According to the statistics the US could save 45 million lives by strik-
ing first, at the Safeguard level).

—Damage potential of both significantly less than no agreement,
but the Soviets suffer more than US.

—Almost 600 more ICBMs survive a first strike than under no
agreement at Safeguard level.

—Addition of 500 ABMs clandestinely, at agreed Safeguard level
would significantly degrade US retaliatory capability.

—Hedges—Main one is to keep MIRV production lines ready.

Moratorium

—Would include new construction of ICBMs and SLBMs, devel-
opmental flight tests of MIRVs etc., and developmental flight testing
of new missiles or verifiable missile improvements (JCS and OSD

oppose).
IIl. Dissenting Views

—In general the JCS position is that there are too many risks in
verification capabilities to justify giving up US programs, that the
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analysis is too optimistic in expecting the Soviets to give up launchers
under construction, that bombers cannot be controlled, that throw
weight limitation not desirable.

—They recommend it be eliminated from further consideration.

28. Minutes of a Verification Panel Meeting'

Washington, July 22, 1969.

HAK: Smith suggested panel.” Need systematic review, statement
of disagreements, statement of capabilities and limitations.

This group would review MIRV Panel report,® but charter would
be broader.

Begin by outlining DOD’s concerns with verification report.
Packard: Issues are:

1. MIRV question: Can we control deployment through control-
ling testing. Should wait for report.
2. Controlling their ABM, viz.
Upgrading SAMs.
Comprehensive agreements which include aircraft systems.
Mobile systems. Hard to verify specific numbers.
Radars. ABM associated or not.
Verifying qualitative restrictions:
accuracy improvements (not difficult)
maneuvering RVs.
throw weight.
7. Frequency and Capablhty of recon to be sure they aren’t doing
something when we aren’t looking.

T W

Must take these matters into account in evaluating what agree-
ments we can live with.

Smith: I would like to see examination of issue, broader the agree-
ment, the more manageable the constraints, i.e. verification easier. I'm
not certain of validity of this proposition.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes Originals 1969-3/8/72. No
classification marking. Chaired by Kissinger, this was the first meeting of the Verifica-
tion Panel, which included members from the Departments of State, Defense, and Jus-
tice; the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; the Central Intelligence Agency; the
Office of Management and Budget; the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the NSC staff.

2 See footnote 8, Document 25.

3 See footnote 2, Document 27.
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HAK: Why start with any proposition? Why not analyze
proposition.

Packard: I agree: Should analyze the problem.

Smith: Shouldn’t fly blind. Should know what we are studying.

Nitze: Additional things like on-site inspection and our current na-
tional means, e.g., in having planes overhead at more frequent intervals.

Mitchell: You didn’t mention submarines, Dave.

Packard: Less concern with verifying subs.

Allison: Purpose is to deal with disagreements, so we haven't
made a point of it.

First step is, what can we do with unilateral means. Second, nev-
ertheless, we want to seek some on-site inspection. We should deter-
mine what we can do now. Should focus our attention on this.

How can Soviets deceive us. Then, what are potential improvements?

HAK: I have concern with issues like PL-1.*

How can technical information be made politically meaningful?

Second, July 15 report on naval missile.

either no telemetry
or frequencies unmonitored.

We are uncertain about essential characteristics.

We need capability to determine what goes on out of range of what
we are currently geared toward.

Then, principals should advise President on minimum time lag be-
tween detection and how he can act on it.

Therefore, in addition to analyzing evasion, we need analysis of
what we would do about it.

Problem of not banning ABM associated radars.

Allison: The Soviets have lots of radars now that could be
internetted.

HAK: We have developed 5possible terms of reference for a work-
ing group. [Passes out copies.]

Richardson: Very lucid exposition of questions. Most important is
clandestine development issue.

Without asking for new work, it would be useful to concurrently
or in addition, to consider measures to enhance efficacy of national
means, such as agreed use of test ranges. You reach residual problem
of 6 [requirement?] for on-site inspection or other means. Finally,
you get to question taking into account:

* A medium range air-to-air missile that was a Chinese copy of the Soviet AA-1.
® Not further identified. Brackets in the original.
¢ Omission in the original.
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a. adequacy of national means.
b. degree to which this effectiveness can be enhanced.
c. usual on-site requests.

What are possible combination of our control measures that lead
to highest level of verification.

This is a more rigorous context. Only way analytically you can face
issue squarely of risks you face, risks you are willing to undertake. So
two other questions are:

1. Agreed measures to 7 [enhance?] adequacy of national
detection means.

2. Residual on-site inspection requirements. What can you learn
from on-site inspection, what known or potential techniques.

HAK: You call attention to question, what would we like to have?
We should use ingenuity in discovering new means.

Packard: We should examine possibilities of adding to existing
capabilities.

Cushman: Should examine specific augmentations aimed at high
risks.

HAK: Elliot also calls attention to deterring categories of what
must be banned to improve verification. We examined this kind of
question in MIRV panel, i.e. putting warheads in space, Polaris A-3
testing.

We need list of associated measures to make particular measure
effective.

Also, MIRV ban must be related to ABM limits. Then we need a
similar listing.

This may or may not leave residual on-site inspection.

If you agree this is a possible procedure, Elliott would look after
panel.

Lynn look after technical report.

Hear report week of President’s return, then have a a session
on it.

Smith: I want it earlier. Should have before Aug 15.
HAK: End of next week, Larry?

Lynn: We can shoot for this.

HAK: We will aim for this.

Richardson: Want to work out schematic outline.

7 Omission in the original.
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HAK: Couldn’t we include these in report.

Richardson: I don’t know types of work involved. Dealing with
set of independent variables. On-site issue depends on other facts.

HAK: If we could get what it is we would want controlled, as-
sessment of unilateral capabilities. If weaknesses, we can ask for ad-
ditional controls within unilateral cap; or we can see whether we need
new capabilities, or on-site inspection, or a combination. Then Presi-
dent could judge risks he is running.

Allison: We might want separate working group on paragraph 4.

Both political and military issues.

Second, shouldn’t we get at issues like relationship between MIRV's
and ABMs?

HAK: Don’t have to settle this issue.
Do MIRV/ABM relationship separately.
Gerry would these ° you problems.

Smith: Yes. Final product should clearly outline disagreements. Get
beyond unidentified experts.

HAK: This is precisely purpose of panel. He was to weigh views
of verifying agency against those who must live with it.

19 [Facts?] be stated fully and fairly as possible. President
will take responsibility.

8 A Verification Working Group was formed and held its first meeting on July 23.
According to an unsigned July 24 memorandum for the record, procedures for prepar-
ing the Verification Report were established. A team of “ramrods,” chaired by Frank
Perez, who also oversaw the MIRV Panel Report, supervised the work of teams of ex-
perts on each Soviet force and weapons system. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-004, Verification Panel
Meeting—Review of Capabilities 7/22/69)

? Omission in the original.

!9 Omission in the original.
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29. Memorandum From Frank Perez of the Bureau of
Intelligence and Research to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 23, 1969.

SUBJECT
The Technological Consequences of a MIRV Flight Ban

The attached assessment of the technological consequences for the
U.S. and the Soviets of a ban on the flight testing and deployment of
multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV’s)” reflects the
suggestions and recommendations made at the July 16 meeting of
the MIRV group.® The study now addresses the various types of MIRV
concepts; the types of testing which must be banned for an effective
MIRYV test ban, as well as certain constraints which would assist in the
verification task; the possibilities for circumventing a MIRV ban; the im-
pact of a MIRV ban on existing weapons systems; the differences in view
concerning the workability of a MIRV test ban; and the MIRV-ABM
interrelationships.

Any agreement with the Soviets to ban the flight testing of MIRV’s
would need to be very specific in terms of what types of testing are
prohibited. To minimize the possibility of cheating, it would be neces-
sary to impose a ban on the testing of all multiple reentry vehicles,
maneuvering reentry vehicles (including any post-boost maneuvering
vehicle), multiple reentry vehicle dispensing mechanisms, and endo-
atmospheric pen-aids.

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box SCI 18,
NSC Files, MIRV Panel. Top Secret.

% Attached but not printed is the July 23 report of the MIRV Panel prepared for
Kissinger entitled “The Technological Consequences of a MIRV Flight Ban.” Perez wrote
the report with the cooperation of representatives from the Department of Defense, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Central Intelligence Agency, and Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
The paper contained five sections that addressed the following questions: “What are the
various types of MIRV concepts? What collateral testing must be prohibited for an ef-
fective MIRV test ban? What other constraints would be desirable, if not mandatory?
What are the U.S. and Soviet circumvention possibilities? What are the implications of
a MIRYV flight ban for U.S. and USSR weapon systems or space systems? and What are
the fundamental differences in viewpoints concerning the workability of a MIRV test
and deployment ban?”

% The MIRV Panel was formed by Kissinger to examine issues involved in includ-
ing MIRVs in an arms control agreement. It met at least four times between June 19 and
July 16. Members of the panel, chaired by Kissinger, included Perez, representing the
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, and representatives from the Department of De-
fense’s Directorate of Defense Research and Engineering, Central Intelligence Agency,
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the NSC staff.
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There are a number of tests or test-related restrictions which, al-
though not essential, would ease the verification task if they were ex-
plicitly agreed to beforehand. Among these would be an agreement to
conduct tests of strategic missiles only on agreed test ranges and at
preannounced times and an agreement to continue to transmit teleme-
try. The banning of space tests which place multiple payloads in orbits
would reduce the risk of the clandestine development of a MIRV dis-
pensing mechanism. Prohibition of exoatmospheric pen-aids testing
would ease the verification task; [1% lines not declassified].

[1 paragraph (15 lines) not declassified]

[1 paragraph (14 lines) not declassified]

It is clear that it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for
the U.S. to covertly deploy MIRV’s under a ban which prohibited de-
ployment of such systems, and this would be evident to the Soviets.
We could, however, take some steps to reduce the lead-time to a MIRV
operational capability if the agreement were abrogated. An example is
the conversion of Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarines to carry Poseidon.
Moreover, although we probably would not be confident enough to de-
ploy our MIRV at its present state of development in other than an as-
sured destruction role, it might be very difficult to persuade the Sovi-
ets that we had not already achieved a hard-target capability. As for
the Soviets, should they achieve development of a MIRV system prior
to a ban on MIRV testing, we see little prospect of determining the ex-
tent to which MIRV’s had been incorporated in deployed missiles with-
out highly intrusive on-site inspections.

Frank H. Perez

30. Editorial Note

The Verification Panel met on July 25, 1969, to discuss preparation
of a report on a review of capabilities before the beginning of strategic
arms limitation talks (SALT). The minutes, which are less than half of
a page, include brief statements by Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard and Carl Duckett from the Central Intelligence Agency on a
flight ban of multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs)
in relation to MIRV testing by the Soviet Union. The participants also
discussed the range of the Soviet SS9 intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM), which might allow the Soviets to exploit the greater throw-
weight of its larger missiles and surpass the United States in numbers
of ICBMSs. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
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NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Min-
utes Originals 1969-3/8/72)

When the Verification Panel met on August 8, it deliberated
whether a report on U.S. capabilities to monitor a strategic arms limi-
tation agreement should be prepared for President Nixon prior to the
beginning of SALT negotiations with the Soviet Union. The participants
listed what the President would want to know and how he would pre-
fer to read it. Under Secretary of State Elliot Richardson suggested that
President Nixon would need to know “risks associated with agree-
ments and ways of reducing risks [and] enhance unilateral verification
capability.” Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Smith believed that the panel should “screen technical factors through
top officials’ minds.” President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
Kissinger added that the key issues should be supported by a discus-
sion of the pros and cons of each. He directed the Verification Panel
Working Group to prepare an evaluation of U.S. capability to monitor
specific arms control options. The minutes of this meeting are ibid.

On August 18, acting on Kissinger’s request, Laurence Lynn of the
National Security Council staff sent the Working Group team supervi-
sors, known as “ramrods,” a memorandum with the instructions that
“U.S. monitoring capability should be assessed under four separate as-
sumptions: only the primary ban/limit is in effect; all mandatory/es-
sential collateral restrictions are in effect; all desirable collateral re-
strictions are in effect; and desirable on-site inspection or other
techniques are employed.” (Ibid., Box H-004, Verification Panel Meet-
ing—MIRYV 8/8/69)

On August 29 the Panel met for 2% hours in San Clemente, Cali-
fornia. ACDA working notes are the only record of this meeting that
has been found. According to these notes, five main questions were ad-
dressed in revisions of the Panel’s report:

“1) The ultimate question is: what risk—i.e., probability—is there
that the Soviets will decide to carry out and will succeed in carrying
out one or more concealed weapons development or deployment pro-
gram which will not be detected by the U.S. in time for us to prevent
a significant shift in the strategic arms balance?

“2) With respect to clandestine development/deployment of a
given weapons system, and accepting a conservative estimate of the
numbers that can be deployed before detection, what will be the effect
on the strategic arms balance?

“3) What about clandestine development/deployment of more
than one weapons system—does this change the ultimate risk?

“4) Assuming an optimum combination of bans, collateral bans,
and opportunities for selected direct observations, what is the aggre-
gate risk?
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“5) What are the risks—and costs—reasonably attributable to a
failure to achieve SALT agreement, including the present risk of clan-
destine Soviet weapons development/deployment?” (Washington Na-
tional Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-98-0089, Box 2,
ACDA /State Correspondence on Verification Panel, June-August
1969)

31. Memorandum From the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (Wheeler) to Secretary of Defense Laird'

CM-4469-69 Washington, August 1, 1969.

SUBJECT

Proposal for a Moratorium on Certain Strategic Weapons Systems

REFERENCE

Memorandum from Dr. Kissinger to the Secretary of Defense, dated 22 July 1969,
subject as above, with attachment

1. In the attachment to Dr. Kissinger’s memorandum,? the Direc-
tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency proposes that a
moratorium on missile testing be included early in strategic arms lim-
itation talks, and, specifically, that a mutual suspension of MIRV/MRV
testing be proposed if the USSR will agree to suspend starts of addi-
tional ICBMs and SLBMs.

2. While the Deputy Secretary of Defense in his memorandum to
Dr. Kissinger, dated 30 May 1969, subject: “MIRV Test Program,”> and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their memorandum to you, dated 23 June
1969, subject: ““Stop Where We Are’ Option for SALT,” and which you
forwarded to Dr. Kissinger,* have expressed appropriate reasons for

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-75-
0103, Box 16, USSR, 388.3. Top Secret. A notation on the memorandum indicates Laird
saw it on August 4. A notation in an unidentified hand reads: “ASD/ISA has for ap-
propriate action (Mr. Nitze has a copy).”

20n July 22 Kissinger attached a letter, dated July 21, from Smith to Nixon (see
footnote 2, Document 26), to a memorandum to Rogers, Laird, Helms, and Wheeler.
Kissinger asked for their comments on Smith’s letter by August 4. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 197, Agency Files, ACDA, Jan 69-Dec 30,
Vol. 1)

3 Document 13.

4 See Document 23 and footnote 2 thereto.
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opposing a MIRV test moratorium, it appears timely to reiterate the ar-
guments against such a course of action.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have expressed their convictions that:

a. AMIRV test ban amounts to a limit on technology which is nei-
ther desirable nor feasible and could foreclose the ability to develop
hedges against cheating and uncertain threats.

b. The potential adverse political impact of reaching an agreement
which falls substantially short of the moratorium argues against this
approach.

¢. Any moratorium prejudges the outcome of uncertain negotia-
tions and such arrangements may pose undue risk to the security of
the United States and should be examined most circumspectly.

d. A moratorium implies trust, in this case of an unpredictable ad-
versary, and foregoes the protection normally afforded%y a treaty.

e. While comprehensive MIRV flight testing to full ICBM range
could be detected if the Soviets perform such tests using procedures
thus far observed, there is less confidence that different approaches to
MIRYV flight test techniques could be monitored unilaterally, and there
is little prospect of determining the extent to which MIRVs have been
incorporated in deployed offensive missiles.

. Prudence dictates that a conservative view be taken of our fu-
ture verification capabilities.

4. In addition, the following points seem pertinent:

a. The appropriate quid pro quo for a cessation of further Soviet
construction OFICBMS and SLBMs would appear to be for the U.S. to
fore%)o the same option, rather than to cease testing MIRV.

. It is unwise to go ahead with a MIRV testing moratorium with-
out full consideration of the implications of its possible extension to a
MIRV deployment ban.

c. The assumption that a MIRV deployment ban might ultimately
be desirable may be erroneous because Eoth MIRVs and certain related
penetration aids are required to maintain high confidence in our abil-
ity to penetrate Soviet defenses, thereby contributing to our deterrent
posture.

d. The sufficiency of our current strategic forces is dependent
upon the timely deployment of MIRV in order to regain coverage of
the increased Soviet nuclear threat, as well as to counter some 300 ad-
ditional Soviet ICBM launchers now under construction, the comple-
tion of which would not be prevented by the proposed moratorium.

e. Operational testing of the Polaris A3, which makes up the bulk
of our highly survivable deterrent force at sea, would be halted under
the terms of the proposed moratorium, with consequent loss of confi-
dence in the performance of that system.

f. Adoption of the moratorium early in the talks as proposed
would encourage the Soviets to delay the conclusion of successful ne-
gotiations, since they would have achieved a significant relative ad-
vantage short of a formal agreement.

g. If the Soviets have concluded, as a result of their monitoring of
successful U.S. MIRV flight tests to date, that the essential elements of
MIRV technology have been proved, a U.S. proposed moratorium on
further MIRV/MRYV testing would be received with great suspicion.
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h. International moratoriums and similar understandings tend to
become de facto treaties which circumvent constitutional processes.

i. We have already experienced an unsatisfactory moratorium
agreement with the Soviet Union on atmospheric nuclear testing, which
the Soviets abrogated without warning in 1961 and conducted 113 tests
within the next year; [1% lines not declassified].

5. I can only conclude that the moratorium proposed by the Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency implies such risks
and disadvantages that it would not be in the national security inter-
ests of the United States. I would suggest that a moratorium of such
dimensions be eliminated from further consideration at this time.

Earle G. Wheeler

32. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, August 4, 1969.

SUBJECT

Proposal for a Moratorium on Certain Strategic Weapons Systems

REFERENCE
Your Memorandum of 22 July 1969, Same subject

1. This memorandum responds to your request for comments on
the proposal of the Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
for a moratorium on starts of additional ICBM and ballistic missile sub-
marine construction and on MIRV/MRV testing.?

2. With respect to the effect of a moratorium on Soviet ICBM and
SLBM force levels, a freeze that began on 1 October 1969 would limit
the number of ICBMs—operational and under construction on that
date—to about 1,400. The total number of SLBMs, operational and un-
der construction, would be stopped at about 480 launch tubes in 55
ballistic missile submarines (this includes 31 older boats with a total of
99 tubes). Assuming no moratorium and present rates of construction,

!Source: Central Intelligence Agency, DCI Executive Registry Files, Job
80-R01580R, Box 5, MIRV. Secret. Concurred in by Duckett and R.J. Smith on August 4.

2 See footnote 2, Document 31.
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the Soviets could have, by 1 August 1970, a total of about 1,580 ICBMs
(including 302 under construction) and 560 launchers on ballistic mis-
sile submarines (including 272 launchers on 17 Y-class submarines in
various stages of construction). The details on projected Soviet ICBM
and SLBM force levels are given in the attached table.’

3. With respect to US capabilities to determine the status of these
Soviet forces at the time a moratorium began and throughout its du-
ration, we are as you know participating in a comprehensive inter-
agency review of verification and monitoring problems. Without prej-
udicing the outcome of the review, it appears that a comprehensive
freeze on strategic weapons would in general ease problems of moni-
toring. As the comprehensiveness of an agreement increases, the like-
lihood of detecting an intensive effort to alter clandestinely the strate-
gic relationship would be greater.

4. In event of a moratorium, we would have confidence in our
ability to monitor within narrow limits the numbers of ICBM sites
and ballistic missile submarines. Monitoring MIRV/MRYV testing is a
more difficult problem and is one of those matters now under inten-
sive review.

5. There are other matters relevant to a moratorium that remain
to be studied. One of these is the question of how evidence indicative
of a possible violation of a moratorium’s terms would be handled. If a
US-Soviet Review Commission were established, as some have sug-
gested, we would have to study the potential risks in the use of intel-
ligence information to support the US members of such a Commission.

Richard Helms*

3 Attached but not printed.

4 Printed from a copy that bears Helms’s typed signature and an indication that he
signed the original.
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33. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff"

Washington, undated.

SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES IN VERIFICATION REPORT

1. Land Mobile MR/IRBM and ICBM Launchers (pp. 16-18)
If banned:

—with normal Soviet practices, we would detect deployments
within 100 after 200 had been deployed.

—we would detect a clandestine build-up of fewer than 200-300
missiles if Soviets exercised force.

—Soviets could conceal 200-300 mobiles if they did not exercise
force.

If limited:

—for limits on the order of 200, the Soviets might exceed permit-
ted force by 200-400.

—for limits on the order of 1000-1500, Soviets probably could not
exceed that by more than 500 and remain undetected.

Limit on dimensions of tactical mobile missiles is mandatory col-
lateral constraint.

2. Deployment of Additional Fixed Offensive Missile Launchers (p. 18)

100 illegal launchers might go undetected.

100-200 illegal launchers might not be detected until first few were
operational.

OSD/JCS doubt “suspicious new activity on large scale . .. could
be positively identified as missile deployment” if concealed under
buildings or in mines.

3. Installation of ICBMs into MR/IRBM Launchers (pp. 18-19)

We have no real confidence we could detect it.

4. Substituting SS-9s for SS-7s (p. 19)

Soviets might be able to do this without our detecting it.

5. Ban on Suppression of Telemetry (p. 20 footnote and Tab A, p. A-6)

“There may be difficulties in defining an agreement to prohibit
telemetry suppression because the Soviet Union and the U.S. use vary-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-004, Verification Panel Meetings—Status Report 9/29/69.
Top Secret. Lynn sent Kissinger the paper as an attachment to a September 27 memo-
randum that provided briefing materials for a Verification Panel meeting scheduled for
September 29. The paper, which summarizes the Verification Panel’s report, was pre-
sumably prepared by the verification panel working group.
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ing degrees of telemetry for different types of tests, ranging from no
telemetry on some vehicles to numerous channels of telemetry data on
a fully instrumented vehicle.” (p. 20 footnote)

OSD/]CS do not believe that telemetry suppression can be defined
in a way that would satisfy the intent of the constraint. (p. A-6)

6. Development of New Strategic Missiles (pp. 21-22)

ICBMs (p. 21)

State/CIA /ACDA believe we can confidently monitor ban on the
development of a new ICBM.

OSD/]JCS disagree, believing Soviets could double missile payload
and improve accuracy without our knowing it.
SLBMs and MR/IRBMs (p. 22)

Chances are “about even” that we would detect clandestine de-
velopment of new MR/IRBM or SLBM.

7. Accuracy Improvements (other than by changing re-entry vehicle
shape)

“It would be virtually impossible to determine that the Soviets
were improving accuracy through guidance system improvements if
they desire to do this clandestinely.”

OSD/]CS disagree with majority concerning potential accuracy of
present 55-11 ICBM; they believe 55-11 can achieve better than 0.63
single shot kill probability on Minuteman silo with present reentry
vehicle.

8. MIRVS (p. 26-28)

State/CIA/ACDA believe we can monitor Soviet MIRV develop-
ments even if the Soviets do it clandestinely. OSD/JCS do not believe
we can confidently monitor a MIRV test ban.

OSD/]JCS believe bans on multiple payloads in space and exoat-
mospheric penaid testing are mandatory collateral restrictions. State/
ACDA/CIA believe these are desirable but not mandatory.

9. ABMs (pp. 28-30)
Mobile Launchers

100-150 mobile ABM launchers might escape detection for sev-
eral years. (OSD/JCS believe the number could be substantially
higher.)

Reload Capability
Might escape detection.
Radars

Disagreement over whether a clandestine ABM radar program
could be detected.
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State/ ACDA /CIA believe problems of radar deployment, opera-
tion so complex that we would detect large scale 5-10 clandestine radar
program. OSD and JCS believe implementing a clandestine radar pro-
gram is not as complex and difficult as State/ ACDA /CIA believe.

10. Upgrading SAMs to ABMs (p. 30-31)

Upgrading SAM systems to give them some form of limited ABM
capability . . . primarily through netting with existing ABM radars
would be difficult if not impossible to determine.

OSD/]JCS believe Soviets could deploy clandestinely 5-10 new ac-
quisition radars and take other actions to allow “covert deployment of
a limited ABM capability.”

11. Limiting ABM-associated Radars (p. 32-33)

State/ ACDA believe a limit on number of ABM-associated radars
is a mandatory collateral restriction to an ABM launcher limit.

JCS believe that because it is not possible to differentiate un-
ambiguously among radar types, an effective ABM radar limit is not
practical.

12. Ballistic Missile Launchers/Submarines (p. 34-35)

Under conditions of maximum concealment, State/CIA/ACDA
believe an illegal increase of 5-10 submarines could be detected within
a year and certainly would be detected in a two-year period.

JCS/OSD believe this assessment is optimistic and that we do not
know what size of illegal increase or what period of time would be re-
quired for detection.?

% On September 29 the Verification Panel met to discuss its final report on U.S. mon-
itoring capabilities. According to minutes of the meeting, much of the discussion cen-
tered around clarifying specific language and terms such as “suppression of telemetry.”
The Verification Panel also discussed at some length a MIRV moratorium. [5% lines not
declassified] Before the meeting ended, Kissinger brought up the question of tying a MIRV
ban to a limit on ABMs. Packard explained it was related to ABM-associated radars, to
which Helms added that the issue was technical, with “no simple explanation.” The
Panel did not pursue the question further and Kissinger concluded that they continue
revision of their report and “clearly understand that it may never acquire Presidential
standing.” He added that an NSC meeting would soon be held. (Ibid., Box H-107, Ver-
ification Panel Minutes Originals 1969-3/8/72)
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34. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting’

Washington, October 8, 1969.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Vice President Agnew

Secretary of State Rogers

Secretary of Defense Laird

Attorney General Mitchell

General Lincoln, Director, OEP

Gerard Smith, Director, ACDA
Admiral Moorer, Acting Chairman, JCS
Director of Central Intelligence Helms
Under Secretary of State Richardson
Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard
Paul Nitze, Department of Defense
Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
Philip ]. Farley (ACDA)

[name not declassified] (CIA)

Laurence Lynn (NSC)

Helmut Sonnenfeldt (NSC)

William Watts (NSC)

RN—I would like to begin the briefings in the following order—
Director Helms, Dr. Kissinger, Under Secretary Richardson, Deputy
Secretary Packard and Director Smith.

Helms—The final draft of the paper of September 19 on U.S. ca-
pabilities to monitor a strategic arms limitation agreement” is one of
the most exhaustive analyses we have made. My briefing is based on
Section II of the report. I will consider our abilities to monitor an agree-
ment, Soviet capabilities to act, and the Soviet ability to act without
breaking a treaty.

The studies were almost totally on technical capabilities.

Our intelligence activities are designed to collect information, in-
terpret it, and satisfy the President’s requirements.

Our photography program concentrates on new weapons devel-
opment. Each mission covers a narrow swath.

[1 paragraph (2% lines) not declassified]

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969 [5 of 5]. Top Secret; [code-
word not declassified]. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting lasted from
11:10 a.m. to noon. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

% The September 19 paper is attached but not printed.
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We have received fragmentary and ambiguous information.

The information we gather and our capabilities have developed
gradually.

We have concluded that they are testing a new strategic system.
They are developing a mobile missile system with a range of 4,000 miles.

RN—What was the time span?

Helms—From February 1968 to the present—18 months.
RN—When would they have had to start? Four or five years ago?
Moorer—At least.

Helms—Their decision would have been taken 3 or 4 years ago.
New systems are on the way.

(Director Helms then reviewed the new systems described on
pages 10-15 of the September 19 paper, which is attached.)

Problems will, of course, remain.

RN—Is Soviet secrecy an obsession?

Helms—It has been literally for centuries, from the Czars to the
present. Our capabilities to monitor development will improve but they
can act to improve their capabilities also.

Kissinger—I will sum up where we stand. We set up a panel, with
Gerry Smith, the Under Secretaries and Dick Helms, and a working
group under Larry Lynn.

(Mr. Kissinger then reviewed the current situation, based on his
talking points in the attached NSC book.)?

RN—Couldn’t we do the same? (This refers to Mr. Kissinger’s clos-
ing remarks that the Soviets could cheat on a test ban.)

Kissinger—Their mode is more dangerous than ours. If we have
a MIRV ban, there would be no way to get Congress on board.

RN—Should we just go ahead?

Rogers—(less than 1 line not declassified]

Kissinger—The optimists believe that the danger of Soviet de-
ployment and subsequent crash testing is not realistic. They think that
the Soviets have little to gain from clandestine testing. Thus, a MIRV
test ban could stop deployment. If there were a MIRV ban there could
then be a collateral ban which would ease the verification task or lead
to earlier detection of violations.

We might have to ban all multiple releases.

The problem for us is that some intelligence satellites involved
multiple release.

3 Attached but not printed.
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We are refining the issues; this is a preliminary report to date.

With regard to ABM deployment, there could be a MIRV ban with-
out ABM deployment. There could be restrictions on radar. The JCS are
especially concerned about radar.* Missiles can be quickly produced.

The Soviets are radar rich—they can be knitted together, and there
would be a question whether they had an ABM or air defense role. Mo-
bile ABM launchers are hard to distinguish from MRVs.

It would be hard to determine an upgrading of existing systems
to produce ABM capabilities. Future studies will relate the verification
problem to existing options.

We don’t know what the Soviet position will be. We are creating
building blocks for new options. We are working on categories of
weapons and not a single negotiated position.

Our objective is to develop an overall Evaluation Report which
presents:

—the different types of agreements that should be considered;

—the arguments for and against each of them; and

—the key judgments that must be made in making a choice among
them.

It is quite possible that we may want to consider options other
than those the NSC has already considered, and the Committee is hold-
ing open that possibility.

Rogers—We think the Soviets have a MIRV capability. They could
deploy without detection. Then let’s go to MIRV. They know we won't
cheat.

Kissinger—They have a multiple warhead and could deploy it.
Rogers—If they know we can’t detect it.

Kissinger—If we have a MIRV test ban, it would be next to im-
possible for Minuteman III.

Smith—Even if they can deploy an anti-city system, they would
test further, unless you had something beyond a unilateral testing
agreement.

RN—Pending our getting into SALT, why not just stop testing. It
would show good faith. The answer is no. The national interest won't
permit. It is insane to pretend that if we don’t test, they won't. It is in
our interest to find ways to verify.

* On September 27 Wheeler sent Kissinger a memorandum, CM-4599-69, that out-
lined JCS reservations about ABM associated radars in SALT proposals. Those reserva-
tions were based on difficulties defining the terms for SALT negotiations, determining
which radars have ABM capabilities, technological complications, equivalency issues
with the Soviets, and verification problems. (Washington National Records Center, RG
330, OSD Files: FRC 330-75-103, USSR, 388.3)
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Rogers—There is no problem, since the Soviets have delayed the
opening of SALT.

RN—The number of their tests is not insignificant. What they may
have developed, how they have changed over the past months. We
must lay this out to the Senate group, but not to the public or allies.

Laird—It will not be in private.
RN—It may be open.

Rogers—In executive session Gromyko raised the testing question
in a private talk with me.” I said that they are proceeding at a faster
rate than before.

Richardson—The first question is to establish the risks and costs
of the present uncontrolled situation against the risks and costs, in-
cluding evasion, of a ban plus collateral bans.

The next question is the Soviet incentive to change the balance by
clandestine efforts after a limitation is in effect. Director Helms says
that we have a good monitoring capability.

Further consideration should be given to the following questions:
—the likelihood of cheating.
—the ability to detect and the effect of international opinion.

With regard to the first, at the conclusion of an agreement the So-
viets would generally abide by it. They would cheat if it was in their in-
terest. In other words, they could agree in order to cheat and they could
agree in order to stabilize, which on the whole would be beneficial.

They might want to pause then resume. Or if the terms were more
favorable to us, it would be a term which would promote cheating.
They would be more likely to abrogate it openly.

They might want political gain after intensive secret efforts to show
gains. Systematic concealment and deception would be required, with
problems of exposure. What if they do cheat? They could:

—openly deploy fixed, land-based missiles, which would be
caught by satellite photography.

—upgrade the SA-5 to an ABM system.

—carry on the clandestine development and deployment of
MIRVs.

With regard to the latter two, we would have suspicions, but not
early proof.

5 Gromyko and Rogers held talks on September 22, 26, and 30 while both were at-
tending the UN General Assembly session. For documentation on their meetings, see
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Doc-
uments 81, 83, 87, and 89-91.
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We might want to wait before moving. But this might have seri-
ous implications.

There would be controversy within the executive branch and leaks.
It might justify an approach to the Soviets. First to dissuade them from
the violation. If there were a Soviet/US mixed commission we would
bring violation evidence to it, in private.

Second, we could get assurance that our suspicions were
unfounded.

Third, we could get a record of their refusal to verify, and failure
to live up to an on-site inspection agreement.

There would be the question of convincing the Congress and pub-
lic. This could involve the revelation of sources of information, e.g.,
photo reconnaissance. Perhaps we should establish a national com-
mittee, to get Congressional action. There would be the option to de-
nounce the treaty and move ahead.

RN—That was a well-balanced analysis.

Rogers—How much cheating would be needed before the balance
shifts?

Richardson—That is the question. It requires weapon-by-weapon
analysis, and how it would cumulatively affect the balance if they cheat
on several lines all at once.

Rogers—If the Soviets cheat, then how successful could they be
before they were caught.  have heard that there must be massive cheat-
ing before it is effective.

Laird—It is a question of lead time. If it is over a six-year period,
they can disguise it for three years easily. If it is a question of 100%,
then it would be serious.

RN—Do we know its diplomatic effect?

Smith—It depends on U.S. objectives, and the degree of confidence
we want.

RN—If you MIRV a system, then it is four times as effective.

Packard—There are 12 missiles on a Polaris. On soft targets, you
can put a large number of small warheads. If there are large warheads
and missiles, then you MIRV a small number. This will give a counter-
force capability.

Our MIRVs are little help on hard targets. Theirs are effective
against hard targets. They are MIRVing heavy weapons.

Laird—The SS-9 goes from 25 to 15 megatons. They have heavy
capabilities.

RN—The numbers game affects diplomacy.

Rogers—If they could triple their capability, the diplomatic yield
would be great.
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Moorer—Their weapons are heavier, so they have a greater MIRV
capability.

Packard—I don’t fully agree on all points.

The Soviets will ultimately shy away from confrontation.

They want to reduce the level of natural resources they are using.
The survivability of deterrent forces, able to penetrate Soviet defenses,
is uncertain.

There is a limit to what we can do. ABM will help.

We want survivable missiles. They may be mobile. There are sea-
based missiles, MIRVs, ABMs, bomber force and air defenses against
bombers.

We want to limit ABM and SAM upgrades.

We could consider force reductions.

There are five options:

The first three, as the Verification Panel saw them, would limit
land-based missiles to those under construction and/or in place. There
would be no limitation on size. This would not limit the Soviet attack
ability, and might limit our defense ability. The 4th option would in-
clude no reduction and visible enlargements—ban MIRVs, FOBS and
related. This would reduce our defense capability. It would be more
extensive than the first three options. There would be greater verifica-
tion problems. It would be difficult to achieve an acceptable agreement.

The fifth option is to stop those under construction. It would re-
quire still more extensive verification. There would be a potential loss
of land-based capabilities. This option is more sensitive and risky.

It could give them the possibility of substantial damage to us. If
we give up MIRVs, we would want a quid pro quo from them.

There is a new option which would be a reduction of Soviet num-
bers, plus throw weight and a MIRV ban. If there were agreement on
numbers, size and [omission in the original] there would be less prob-
lem on land-based needs. We might use bombers for a trade. The ver-
ification problems are not yet analyzed.

Another option would be to reduce the total number and throw
weight of both. It would reduce land and sea-based missiles. No MIRV
ban gives alternatives. The bomber force could be reduced. There
would be a Safeguard level of ABM against third countries. This may
be best. It would lower force levels and costs. I would like to add these
two options.

Was the verification go-around helpful?
Nitze—Essential.

RN—The Soviet verification problem is moot. How can you cheat?
You can't.
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Smith—The intelligence assessments, if not in agreement, are a
great help. If verification is tampered with, then the deal is off.

Our interests are better protected under SALT than in an open sit-
uation. In the latter, it is a comparison of risks, and all uncertainties
obtain anew.

Our capability to get Congressional approval for worst-case plan-
ning will be weaker in the future.

SALT and ABM are better now than later.

I don’t believe any option should be thrown out because of
verification.

RN—Does Defense rule out a MIRV ban?

Packard—No. Option 6 includes a MIRV ban. But it should be
broader than just MIRV-for-MIRV.

Rogers—There could be a MIRV ban, beneficial to us or the Soviets.

Packard—I don’t recommend that. Without MIRYV, their large
weapons would be the major strategic picture. We can live with pres-
ent levels of the S5-9. We are already moving with submarine launched
missiles. Their bomber capability is reduced.

Smith—Options 6, 7 and 8 are the best news in years.

Lincoln—Can our intelligence check on throw weight?

Helms—In a ball park range.

RN—We didn’t learn from last week’s test. Maybe they did.

We want to leave every possible area open. We don’t want to re-
strict ourselves.

If we go to SALT, we want greater flexibility, and greater leeway;
leave it fuzzy.

Rogers—We should be inclined to live up to the letter and the
spirit. We should live up to the letter, letter by letter. There should be
no spiritual contact.

Smith—The Soviets have told us they are ready to talk to the Secretary.
Kissinger—In the late fall.
RN—Vienna would be good.

Smith—We are working on a contingency paper for the Under Sec-
retaries Committee. We are working on the first three alternatives un-
der NSSM 62.°

We need clear guidance on the MIRV question—negative? neutral?
positive?

RN—Is MIRV uppermost in the Soviets” mind?

Rogers—No. It must be on China. Gromyko said don’t ask questions.

6 See Document 27.
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Laird—Options 6 and 7 are just to be studied.

Smith—On ABM, we need a newer focus on numbers. We would
like a number we could live with. The JCS wants the other package,
and then numbers of ABM.

On verification, would we entertain negotiating a suspension?

Richardson—We must confront the Congressional impact on the
talks in progress.

RN—We will go ahead (with studies and) later discussion.

35. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, October 20, 1969, 3:30 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

The President
Ambassador Dobrynin
Henry A. Kissinger

Ambassador Dobrynin opened the conversation by handing the
President a brief announcement suggesting November 17th as the
opening of the SALT talks, and suggesting Helsinki as the place. The
President asked why Helsinki—he preferred Vienna. Ambassador
Dobrynin replied that it did not make a great deal of difference to the
Soviet Union, but since Helsinki had been proposed as one of the places
by the Secretary of State in June, they decided to go along with that.
The President said the Secretary of State had been under instructions
to point out the difficulties of Helsinki. Ambassador Dobrynin replied
that all the Secretary of State had said to Gromyko was, “to hell with
‘Sinki,” which is not a diplomatic suggestion. If the United States pre-
ferred some other place, this should not be too difficult.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1969 [Part 1]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Nodis. The
conversation took place in the Oval Office. On October 17 at 4:40 p.m. Dobrynin called
Kissinger to arrange a meeting to deliver a message to Nixon from the Soviet leadership
regarding SALT and U.S.-Soviet relations. According to a transcript of their conversa-
tion, “K[issinger] asked if Dobrynin had requested this [meeting] through the State De-
partment. D[obrynin] said no, he has spoken only to K. K said then he would keep it
that way.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 360, Tele-
phone Conversations, Chronological File) The full text of this conversation and the at-
tached message from the Soviet leadership are printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 93.
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Dr. Kissinger asked the Ambassador what they meant by prelim-
inary discussion. He replied that this meant only the first phase of the
discussions, and had no particular significance. But Ambassador Do-
brynin suggested that one possible way of handling it would be by be-
ginning in Helsinki and then moving on to Vienna. Dr. Kissinger
pointed out to the Ambassador that we had to consult some Allies, but
that there seemed to be no insuperable difficulties.

The President then said it would be dangerous if the talks were
only a series of platitudes. Ambassador Dobrynin replied that there
would be specific suggestions, depending on the range of our propos-
als, and they would probably be put in the form of several options.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

36. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)"

Washington, October 31, 1969.

SUBJECT
Moscow’s Linkage of SALT to Politics

Over the years both sides have made decisions on SALT that were
obviously colored by political considerations. This memorandum
shows how this has worked in the Soviet case.

When the US first broached SALT in late 1966 the Soviets were in
the midst of a major build-up of their new ICBM force (SS-9, 11s) and
beginning the Moscow ABM. They were evidently unsure of our mo-
tives, yet could not afford to reject the idea out of hand. In any case,
Kosygin in agreeing to the idea of SALT negotiations tied them into
Vietnam:

“More favorable conditions and business-like consideration of this
and other problems of usual interest would be created if such hotbeds
of tensions as Vietham were liquidated.” (Kosygin letter Feb. 27, 1967)

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 874,
SALT, Volume IV, October-November 16, 1969. Secret; Nodis; Sensitive; Kissinger Only.
Sent for information.

2 Gee Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XI, Arms Control and Disarmament, Doc-
ument 185.
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To what extent the failure to move ahead was due to the Soviet
desire to complete their ICBM programs will probably never be known.
But in addition the Soviets may have felt that since we seemed to want
SALT, they could by dilatory tactics exert pressure on us with respect
to Vietnam. No movement was made on the Soviet side until after the
bombing stopped.

By the summer of 1968, however, when agreement was reached on
the NPT and SALT talks, the Soviet strategic position was considerably
improved and Soviet conditions and motives had shifted because of the
burgeoning Czech crisis.”> Then, SALT became a way of mitigating our
reactions and SALT was dangled as a possible summit topic, with the
underlying implication that all of this might somehow have a favorable
influence on the Paris talks. Naturally the Soviets did not state this out-
right, but their propaganda complained that our “incendiary reaction
to the Czech invasion” threatened to “sabotage” SALT.

With the change of administration, Soviet tactics shifted again.
Now they were keenly interested in tying the President to early nego-
tiations, which would symbolically wipe the record clear on Czecho-
slovakia, perhaps influence our policy on Vietnam, and affect pending
weapons decisions. Thus, on inaugural day, the Soviets held a “press
conference” emphasizing the virtues of SALT but warning that “sub-
versive activities against the socialist countries” (Czechoslovakia), or
expansion of “existing hotbeds of international tensions” (Middle East
and Vietnam) “creates new definite obstacles in the search for agreed so-
lutions in the disarmament field.”

When confronted with our statements on the interrelationships,
however, they complained bitterly. Dobrynin raised this with the
President and Secretary Rogers. In his meeting with the President on
February 17,* however, Dobrynin did acknowledge that the USSR was
prepared to move forward simultaneously on a number of issues par-
ticularly the missile problem and the Middle East.

As for Vietnam, President Podgorny told Ambassador Beam that
the lack of a settlement was a “block to understanding” between the
US and the USSR.

As it became clear in Moscow that they would not succeed in rush-
ing the new administration into SALT, the line began to shift to a sort
of negative linkage especially because of the China problem. Thus,
Kosygin’s letter to the President of May 27,” warned:

3 On the night of August 20-21, 1968, 200,000 Warsaw Pact forces invaded Czecho-
slovakia. See ibid., volume XVII, Eastern Europe, Documents 80-97.

4 See Document 4.

5 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969—-October
1970, Document 51.
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“...much of what could be done now, having the mutual desire
to do so and casting aside current considerations may in the course of time
become either totally impossible to realize, or much more difficult and
complex.”

When handing over the letter to Beam, Gromyko added this cryp-
tic reference following a discussion of China:

“In any case all circumstances must be considered, and first of all as
they pertain to possible long range consequences of this or that deci-
sion with respect to US-Soviet relations and the situation in the world
today.”

In the meantime, the Soviets have continued to reject any connec-
tion between their actions in Czechoslovakia and our response on other
issues.

And, of course, the Soviets practiced their own linkage, in hold-
ing up their reply on SALT until they had worked out the immediate
crisis with China, all the while complaining about US decisions on
ABMs and MIRVs as forcing a Soviet review of their position (Soviet
testing of MIRV continuing, of course).

Perhaps the most blatant example of the interrelationship of issues
was Dobrynin’s aide mémoire given to the President on October 20.°
This document, accusing us of evading discussion on a “number of is-
sues,” refers to a “number of cases” in which our actions differ from
our statements and concludes that “all” of this cannot but “alert” the
Soviet leaders.

In other words, Soviet policies and assessments are not determined
by an examination of each and every issue on its merits, but conclu-
sions are drawn on the basis of the overall state of relations. This is not
surprising or novel. It simply points up that the Soviets would like us
to accept their linkages, while reserving the right to reject ours.

6 See footnote 1, Document 35.
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37. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, undated.

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE OPTIONS

Option 1. This option would

—Ilimit the number of land-based ICBM and IRBM /MRBM launch-
ers to those operational or under construction at the time the agree-
ment was negotiated;

—Dban mobile land-based strategic offensive missile systems;

—Ilimit the number of fixed ABM launchers and the number of
ABM-associated radars.

It would put no constraints on

—sea-based offensive missile systems;

—MIRVs or on any other improvements to ICBMs or their
launchers;

—characteristics of ABM systems.

Option 1I. This option would

—Ilimit the total number of land-based and sea-based strategic of-
fensive ballistic missile launchers to those operational or under con-
struction at the time the agreement was negotiated;

—permit land-mobile ICBMs within the allowed combined total
of ICBMs and SLBMs;

—ban land-mobile IR/MRBMs;

—limit the total number of fixed, land-mobile and sea-mobile ABM
launchers and ABM-associated radars;

—prohibit further construction or relocation of fixed launchers for
IR/MRBM:s.

Option III. This option would

—Ilimit the respective numbers of land-based and sea-based strate-
gic offensive missile launchers to those operational or under construc-
tion at the time the agreement was negotiated;

—ban land-mobile strategic offensive missile systems;

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-025, NSC Meeting 11/10/69 SALT (NSSM 62). Top Secret.
Attached but not printed is a chart that provided the limitations imposed by each op-
tion. This paper is annex A to a briefing memorandum that Kissinger sent to Nixon for
the NSC meeting scheduled for November 10.
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—ban enlargement of existing silos, changing the basic external
configuration of silos and other launchers, and relocation of launchers;

—limit the number of fixed ABM launchers and the number of
ABM-associated radars;

—prohibit land and sea-mobile ABMs.

MIRYV testing and deployment would be allowed.

Option IIIA. This option is identical to option IV [III?], except that
it would

—permit each side to substitute SLBM launchers for ICBM launch-
ers on a one-for-one basis;

—Ilimit the respective number of land-based and sea-based strate-
gic offensive missile launchers to those operational at the time the
agreement was negotiated; i.e., launchers under construction could not
be completed;

—limit the numbers of heavy bombers/tankers, medium
bombers/tankers and SAMs to those existing in each category at the
time the agreement was negotiated.

MIRYV testing and deployment would be allowed.

Option IV. This option is identical to option I, except that it would

—prohibit deployment of MIRVs;

—ban further flight testing of MIRVs and MIRV-related systems.

There would be no restriction on the improvement or flight test-
ing of other offensive missile system characteristics.

Option V. This option would

—limit the respective numbers of land-based and sea-based strate-
gic offensive missile launchers to those operational at the time the
agreement was negotiated;

—ban mobile land-based strategic offensive missile systems;

—Ilimit the numbers of ABM launchers and ABM-associated radars;

—prohibit changes in verifiable strategic offensive and defensive
missile and launcher characteristics, except that the testing and de-
ployment of exoatmospheric penaids would be permitted;

—ban the deployment of MIRVs and the further flight testing of
MIRVs and MIRV-related systems;

—limit the numbers of strategic bombers and air defense missile
launchers to existing levels;

—prohibit verifiable changes in the size and external configura-
tion of existing weapons types or systems;

—prohibit all strategic missile flight testing, except for an agreed
number of pre-announced confidence firings of present types of mis-
siles on agreed ranges.
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Option VA. This option would

—limit the respective numbers of land-based and sea-based strate-
gic offensive missile launchers to those operational at the time the
agreement was negotiated,‘

—allow replacement of deployed offensive strategic missiles by
operational missiles of the same category whose throw weight was not
more than twice that of the replaced missile (this would permit the
planned deployment of Poseidon and Minuteman III but with single
warheads only);

—permit each side to substitute SLBM launchers for ICBM launch-
ers on a one-for-one basis;

—ban mobile land-based strategic offensive missile systems and
limit the physical dimensions of such tactical systems;

—ban the deployment of MIRVs and MRVs and the further flight
testing of MIRV-related systems. Agreed procedures would permit the

conversion to single RV systems of missiles which had been tested with
MRVs or MIRVs;

—Ilimit the numbers of ABM launchers and ABM-associated radars
and prohibit mobile ABMs;

—prohibit changes in certain specified characteristics of offensive
and defensive strategic launchers and missiles;

—prohibit all strategic missile flight testing, except for an agreed
number of pre-announced confidence firings on agreed ranges;

—Ilimit the numbers of heavy bombers/tankers, medium bombers/
tankers and SAMs to those existing in each category at the time the
agreement was negotiated;

—prohibit the introduction of new types of strategic bombers or
SAMs and certain changes in the size and external configuration of
these existing systems.

Option V1. This option would

—limit the number of fixed ICBM launchers and associated mis-
siles to 1000 on each side;

—Ilimit the total throw weights of these ICBMs to not more
than 3,000,000 pounds for the Soviet Union and 2,000,000 pounds
for the U.S. after January 1, 1972. By this date, the Soviet ICBM
force would consist only of SS-11s, SS-13s and up to 120 SS-9s, all in
silos.

—ban land-mobile ICBMs or, alternatively, permit them within the
limit of 1000 launchers;

—limit the numbers of SLBM and SLCM launchers and sub-
marines to those operational or under construction;
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—prohibit flight testing of new ICBM or SLBM RVs or of new mis-
siles of volume greater than 65 cubic meters or throw weight capabil-
ity of greater than 2000 pounds;

—prohibit flight testing and deployment of multiple RVs except
for the Polaris A-3.

The Soviets would be permitted 64 ABM launchers with 1 reload
each at Moscow and the U.S. would be permitted 128 launchers at
Washington, D.C. Each side would be permitted to have only the ABM-
associated radars needed to support its system.

Option VII. This option would

—require the destruction of at least 100 ICBM launchers each year,
beginning with launchers whose associated missiles are largest in vol-
ume, until each side has no more than 600 operational after July 1, 1975.
The U.S. would destroy 1 B-52 bomber and 1 missile for each SS-9
launcher and missile destroyed by the Soviets;

—Ilimit the total number of SLBM, IRBM, and MRBM launchers to
700 after July 1, 1971, and the total number of ICBM, SLBM, IRBM and
MRBM launchers to 1300 after July 1, 1975;

—prohibit the deployment of additional land-mobile strategic mis-
sile launchers prior to July 1, 1975;

—require that new or modified offensive missiles not exceed 50
cubic meters in volume;

—permit each side to deploy a nationwide ABM system consist-
ing of not more than 500 fixed land-based interceptors plus associated
radars;

—limit the total number of SAM batteries deployed to 1200 after
July 1, 1971;

—specify that no SAMs with a volume greater than 1 cubic meter
could be deployed after January 1, 1970;

—limit the total gross take-off weight of operational strategic
bombers on each side to 150,000,000 pounds after July 1, 1975.
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38. Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, undated.

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY OF THE ISSUES

Where We Stand

The November 10 NSC meeting will be the first NSC review of
SALT issues since last ]uly.2

At last July’s meeting, you reviewed several specific arms control
packages or options—ranging from those emphasizing a simple freeze
on the number of ICBMs to comprehensive “Stop Where We Are”
proposals.

Following this meeting, on July 21, you wrote a letter to Gerry
Smith containing interim guidance on how he should approach SALT.?
Your main points were:

—Any agreement must satisfy your criteria of strategic sufficiency
so that our security will not be jeopardized;

—you were willing to consider both “quantitative” and “qualita-
tive” limits on offensive and defensive strategic weapons; i.e., limits
on both numbers of strategic missiles and on important missile char-
acteristics, such as whether they carry MIRVs;

—any agreement must meet the test of verifiability to your own
personal satisfaction.

There was divided opinion on which options were best:

—the JCS tended to OFpose the comprehensive options because
they would gut too many limits on our programs, would be difficult
to verify, and thus would be risky;

—ACDA tended to favor comprehensive options, and to oppose
limited ones, because they would have the greatest impact on “the arms
race” while still maintaining our security;

—virtually everyone, however, would have settled for the previ-
ous Administration’s position, which we called Option III, which was
a middle-ground option to which they were all previously committed.

Since July, the Government has done a substantial amount of ad-
ditional analysis. Some believe that the work of the MIRV Panel and

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-025, NSC Meeting 11/10/69 SALT (NSSM 62). Top Secret;
Sensitive. This paper is annex B to a briefing memorandum that Kissinger sent to Nixon
for the NSC meeting scheduled for November 10.

2 See Document 25.
3 Document 26.
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the Verification Panel—which you asked to be set up—is the most thor-
ough work ever done on arms control issues.

We have learned a great deal from this work. For example, the pre-
vious Administration’s option—Option III—now appears to be one of
the weakest options, whereas a few months ago it looked to be one of
the strongest. Option III freezes ICBMs and SLBMs, bans mobile
ICBMs, the relocation or replacement of ICBMs, and changes in silos,
but permits MIRV and sets ABMs at agreed levels. It thus precludes
the US from taking measures that would improve the survivability of
ICBMs (relocation and new silos) and prevents the development of mo-
bile missiles to reduce ICBM vulnerability to a Soviet attack.

Because your letter to Gerry Smith does not reflect our improved
understanding of verification problems, your guidance to the delegation
should be revised in the light of our new understanding of the issues.

What Are the Options: (Descriptions of the Options are in Annex A)*

The various options which have been considered in US planning
break down into three general categories.

1. Those options which limit numbers of missiles and provide for
no MIRV ban and no reductions (Options I, II, III, III-A). In general,
these options would stop the growth of some or all strategic missile
forces. In most other respects, they would not change the strategic sit-
uation from what it would be without an agreement.

2. Those options which include, in addition to limits on missiles,
a MIRV ban and other limits on the missile capabilities (Options IV, V,
V-A and VI). These options would significantly change the situation
from what it would be with no agreement.

—Some believe that we could significantly slow down the arms
race without serious risk to our security.

—Others believe such options wou]}(li create great uncertainties and
risks because we could not verify compliance with confidence and be-
cause cheating or sudden abrogation could seriously threaten our
security.

3. That option which provides for mutual reductions in fixed land-
based missiles (Option VII).

—This way of reducing the offensive threat is an alternative to a
MIRV ban.

—It has been offered as a substitute for a MIRV ban because options
with a MIRV ban may not be verifiable; if force reductions can be agreed
upon, it makes living with MIRVs more acceptable strategically.

4 Document 37.
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The numbers of permitted ABMs under each option is an open
question. However, it is generally agreed that:

—if MIRVs, which we used to penetrate defenses, are not banned,
it is acceptable to have ABM levels equivalent to our Safeguard pro-
gram on both sides;

—if MIRVs are banned, ABMs would have to be reduced to much
lower than Safeguard levels if we are to have high confidence in our
deterrent. Thus, if MIRVs are to be banned, we will probably have to
give up Safeguard, particularly the area defense against China and
other third countries.

What Are the Issues?

The Verification Panel has looked at these options in terms of the
strategic issues they raise and of their verifiability.”

In general, and at the risk of oversimplification, each option can
be analyzed in terms of:

—the constraints it puts on the strategic offensive threat;
—the constraints it puts on ways to counter offensive threats.

As a general rule, we should avoid options which put very few
restraints on the threat but a great many constraints on ways of
countering these threats. (This is the basic weakness, in my judgment,
of Option 1IIL.)

Constraints on the Threat

There are several ways of constraining the strategic threat:

1. We can seek to freeze strategic land-based and submarine-based bal-
listic missiles at the levels of those now operational and under construction.

—There is general agreement that we can verify such measures
and that they should be included in an agreement.

—ACDA believes such measures are one-sidedly in our favor be-
cause the Russians are still building missiles and we are not. ACDA
asserts that to be negotiable an agreement would have to include more
than these measures, including concessions on our part.

—Others believe that such measures (a) are not one-sided, because
we would be limiting our freedom to deploy more missiles, too; and
(b) would represent a fundamental step forward in arms control and
thus should not be downgraded.

2. We can seek to ban MIRVs.
Proponents of such measures argue:

—MIRVs are the most destabilizing element in the strategic arms
competition because they may make it possible for one side to use one
missile to destroy several enemy missiles, thus shifting the strategic
balance in its favor.

5 See Document 33.
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—MIRVs are the most important program we have underway; if
we don’t include them in an agreement, the Soviets won’t think we are
serious about arms control.

—Very soon it will be too late to stop MIRV deployment; both sides
will have tested MIRVs to such an extent that neither can have confi-
dence the other has not deﬁlo ed MIRVs already. (Some believe this
point has already been reached.)

—We can verify a ban on MIRV flight testing.

Opponents argue:

—We cannot verify a ban on either MIRV testing or deployment
except under conditions that are unacceptable to us, for example, with
collateral constraints on tests of exoatmospheric penetration aids and
of multiple objects in space.

—Both sides could already deploy their multiple warhead systems
now without further flight testing for use against cities. If MIRV tests
were banned in an agreement, Congress would not let us deploy ours,
while the Soviets could deploy theirs and improve them clandestinely.

(Note: Relationship Between MIRV's and ABMs.

If we give up our MIRVs, we will be giving up our high-
confidence means of penetrating ABM defenses. There is general agree-
ment that this makes it necessary to place low limits on Soviet ABM
defenses which in turn means that we would have to agree to our ABM
defenses being kept at a low level.

On this aspect of the MIRV argument, there is disagreement be-
tween those who would be prepared to give up much if not all of our
Safeguard program and those who would wish to preserve at least the
protection of our bomber bases and of the country as a whole against
small attacks or against an attack from China.

There is a further disagreement between those who believe that
we could detect Soviet cheating on an agreement limiting ABMs in time
to take countermeasures and those who believe that Soviet scope for
clandestine improvement and enlargement of their ABM defenses
would be substantial.)

3. We can seek to control missile accuracy, payload size or throw weight.

—There is agreement that such measures would be useful, partic-
ularly because they would constrain counterforce threats.

—However, there are problems in defining these complex issues
for purposes of an agreement, and there would be severe problems in
verifying such agreements.

4. We can seek force reductions, i.e. trade off our older Minuteman Mis-
siles and B-52s, in exchange for reductions in Soviet S5-9s.

—Proponents in OSD argue that since MIRVs cannot be banned
with confidence, seeking force reductions is the only alternative ap-
proach to controlling strategic weapons that would be regarded in Con-
gress and elsewhere as fundamental.
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—Others believe that reductions, though desirable, would not be
negotiable at this stage. Also, such moves might alarm some in NATO,
who would worry that strategic threats to them—the IR/MRBMs—
would be more serious because of the weakening of our offensive de-
terrent forces.

Constraints on Countermeasures to Offensive Threats

Most options now ban some or all measures to enable both sides
to take actions to offset growth in the opponent’s offensive threats. This
may be unwise.

1. Should we seek to ban land mobile missiles?
Proponents of a ban argue that

—Unless we ban mobile land-based missiles, we will have diffi-
culty counting how many the Soviets have [until?] we can verify a to-
tal ban with confidence.

—It is not necessary for the US to maintain an option to deploy
land mobiles because the survivability of our strategic forces is ade-
quate without them.

Opponents argue that

—The verification problems aren’t significantly worse if land mo-
biles are allowed than if they are banned.

—The US should preserve the option to deploy land mobile mis-
siles as a means of insuring the survival of its land based forces.

2. Should we allow relocation of ICBMs into hard rock silos?

—Proponents of a ban on relocations argue that if it were allowed,
the Soviets could make the “relocated” missiles much larger and more
capable than those they replace.

—Opponents argue that we need to preserve this option to insure
that we have a survivable land based missile force.

3. Should an agreement allow both sides to substitute submarine-based
for land-based forces?

—Proponents of a ban of such substitutions argue that unless we fix
a separate limit on land-based and sea-based forces, we will not be able
to determine with confidence how many missiles the Soviets have in to-
tal and whether or not they are complying with the agreed overall total.

—Oppponents argue that the freedom to move our missiles to sea
if we wished is an important way of insuring an adequate surviving
strategic posture and that verification problems are not serious.

4. Should an agreement allow for ABM defense of missile silos?

—Current Safeguard plans call for the US to deploy about 260 ABM
missiles to defend 300 Minuteman silos (out of a total of 880 Safeguard
interceptors).

—There seems to be general agreement that this part of Safeguard
is neg(giable if other means to insure the survivability of our forces are
assured.
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These various individual measures are building blocks which
could be combined in many different ways. The options the Govern-
ment has been considering represent illustrative combinations of these
measures.

The Moratorium Issue

Gerard Smith has recommended putting to the Soviets in Helsinki
a proposal for a short-term moratorium—renewable if there is progress
in the talks on (a) MIRV/MRYV testing, (b) new ABM deployments—
meaning in our case deferment of Safeguard Phase II and in the Soviet
case stopping after the 64 launchers around Moscow, and (3) new con-
struction starts on ICBM launchers.

The proposal has not been examined in detail in the Government.
Smith argues that

—we need to make an early effort to slow up the current mo-
mentum of Soviet strategic programs;

—we are sufficiently ahead in MIRV technology that we can af-
ford to test the possibilities of agreement and would still be in a good
position to resume our MIRV activities if no agreement occurs and the
moratorium is ended,;

—we would strengthen our hand with Congress.
Others argue that

—the terms of the moratorium would have to be defined in detail
and thus would involve negotiations as complex as those for an actual
agreement;

—there are serious verification problems;

—the Soviets would string us along and begin deployment of their
MIRV while Congress would never let us proceed with deployment if
testing were prohibited under a moratorium;

—by focussing on MIRV now, we would have to include it in an
agreement which, in this view, would not be verifiable.
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39. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, November 10, 1969.

The President opened the meeting and called upon Director Helms
to give a run-through of the missile situation, on the basis of latest
intelligence.

Mr. Helms’ presentation is attached in his formal brief.”

The President then asked for questions on the basis of Mr. Helms’
presentation. There were none.

The President then called on Mr. Kissinger to outline the issues for
discussion. Kissinger set these forth as contained in the analytical sum-
mary and talking points contained at Tabs B and I in the attached NSC
book.?

The President then turned to Ambassador Smith to open the
discussion.

Smith—The problem is now one of proceeding on two tracks: (1)
continue and finish the efforts of the Verification Panel; and (2) open
explorations in Helsinki.

The President’s letter of July* gives extremely helpful guidance. I
would, however, like to add to it.

First, you foreshadowed Options I, II, and III. I would like to add
Option Illa, which would be a mixture of land and sea based missiles.”
I would also like to raise a freeze on bombers. We have an advantage
there.

Second, I would like to have permission to add some discussion
of MIRV, with no commitment as to whether to ban or not.

Third, I would appreciate guidance as to whether negotiations for
a suspension on MIRV are in the cards or not.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1969. No classification mark-
ing. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting took place in the Cabinet Room
from 3:03 to 5:03 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files) The minutes are marked “draft”
but numerous handwritten minor editorial corrections appear on the original and “OK”
is written in the upper right-hand corner. No final version was found. The corrections
have been incorporated in the text printed here.

2 Attached but not printed is Helms's briefing, entitled “The Soviet Threat,” which
focused on three points: “a) Numbers of operational Soviet ICBM launchers and new
groups of S5-9 and SS-11 silos; b) Soviet program to build their equivalent of U.S. Po-
laris submarine; and c) photography of a new strategic bomber prototype.”

® Attached but not printed. The analytical summary is printed as Document 38.

* Document 26.

® For a description of the options, see Document 37.
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Tests on their and our part may soon go beyond the point of no
return concerning MIRV. Alternatives include the following:

(a) Soviets stop initial starts of new ICBMs.

(b) Both the Soviets and the United States agree not to deploy new
ABMs.

(c) That there be an agreement of no flight testing of MRVs and
MIRVs.

I would like to be able to talk in Helsinki as if these options had
not been ruled out.

RN—How do you think the talks will work? Will this be purely a
trial effort?

Smith—They will be private. There will be no daily press
briefings.

RN—There has been speculation from someone in my office that
the Soviets have found the subject far more complicated than they ex-
pected. Maybe they are not as far along as we are. Maybe the Soviets
will not have as much to say as we will.

Smith—The nature of these talks will be unprecedented. On the
Seabeds discussion,® each time they go out for discussion, we go out.

RN—Dick (Helms), have you heard that they are not prepared?
Helms—No.

Rogers—It might be useful to ask Ambassador Thompson about
that. Remember, we proposed the talks. They might say to us, “what
do you have in mind?”

RN—Concerning MIRV, what is the relative standing?

Packard—That’s hard to answer.

RN—I'm not sure just what we have already tested.

Packard—We are ready with the Poseidon. Our Poseidon missiles
go against cities.

RN—What is the Poseidon?

Packard—It is a submarine-launched missile.

RN—Can it do-in a city?

Packard—Yes. In addition, our Minuteman III is in good shape.

I would like to go for more testing on it.

RN—But in general, where do we stand?

Helms—Basically, we are well ahead on MIRV.

Packard—Our system is more sophisticated. The Soviet system is
not as reliable.

® Reference is to negotiations that began in March 1969 between the United States
and Soviet Union for an arms control treaty for the seabeds.
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Kissinger—Our system is targeted more for cities, and with ABM
defense in mind. Their system, if accurate, is designed against our Min-
uteman. They are not the same things; there are different purposes.

Packard—That is correct. We are concerned over these differing
purposes.

RN—When did we start testing?

Wheeler—In August 1968. We have conducted 25 tests.

Smith—Didn’t they start just about one week later.

Nitze—The main purpose of the Helsinki meeting is exploratory.

RN—But how will they work? Who goes?

Smith—In addition to me, there will be Brown, Allison, Nitze and
Thompson. The Soviet delegation will be headed by Semyonov.

RN—Will they have any lawyers?

Helms—They have two Foreign Service Officers, two Generals,
and one electronics specialist.

RN—Do we know any of them? Were any of them at the Seabeds
talks?

Smith—Korniyenko was there. Will you send a message to the first
day of the talks?

RN—Yes.

Nitze—Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin has told us they will discuss
substance. We want to get to know what the Soviets have in mind, and
we want to give credence to our own position. We don’t want to un-
dermine our system.

Mr. Nitze then presented his views as contained in his memoran-
dum of November 6, enclosed at Tab C of the attached NSC book.”

At the end, he said that the Soviets may ask if a MIRV ban is on
the agenda, and they might raise the issue of a moratorium on further

testing.
RN—Would this be in their interest?
Nitze—Yes.

Helms—I would think that would be unacceptable. Why go that
way?

RN—What about a freeze on submarines, bombers and mobile
launchers?

7 Nitze’s memorandum discussed three categories of options: “1) those options
which provide for no MIRV ban and no reductions (Options I, II, III, III-A); 2) those op-
tions which include a MIRV ban (Options IV, V, V-A and VI); and 3) the option which
provides for mutual reductions of fixed land-based missiles, and thus reduces the sig-
nificance of MIRVs as a counterforce threat (Opinion VII).”
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Nitze—They might want an ABM freeze. Our ABM is more so-
phisticated, and they could suggest freezing deployment beyond what
is now in place.

RN—Are MIRV and ABM interrelated? MIRV can break through
ABM?

Nitze—Yes.

Wheeler—MIRYV is important to us not only as it concerns pene-
tration, but also as we have targeted at Soviet target system. We have
540-580 hard targets which we are not able to hit now.

Nitze—Put another way, when we talk of freezing the Minuteman
force at 1000 and subs at 400, we had planned to MIRV that force. This
would give us an extra capability. The submarines are in for conver-
sion, and Minuteman III is about ready.

Smith—We could still deploy Poseidon with a single warhead. We
must stop deployment of the SS-9.

RN—If the SS-9 is a first-strike weapon, is it not a weapon de-
signed against cities?

Packard—While we have been developing MIRV since 1966, the
Soviets have been continuing deployment of their SS-9. Even if they
stop MIRVing, they can still threaten our Minuteman capability.

Agnew—Can S5-9s go against our Minuteman?

Packard—We are concerned that they would go against our hard
silos. On the basis of data from testing, CIA says this is doubtful, while
the Department of Defense is not so doubtful.

Mitchell—Do the last tests of the SS-9 give them any lead on
accuracy?

Packard—No.
Helms—That is correct.

Nitze—Since 1966, our effort has been based on the assumption
that Minuteman III and the Poseidon would balance their S5-11s and
55-13s. The Soviets have much greater throw weight. If we now give
up MIRYV, they may have as much as a 3 to 1 advantage in throw weight.
We face a major decision, concerning both parity and assurance. We
could build ABMs beyond what they have. They are not so strong now.
But if they go further, or if they expand their radar, then that would
be a major threat to us.

Helms—We don’t know how much they have improved at this
point.

Smith—What is the purpose of our defense against China?

RN—We want area defense.

Rogers—The Soviet estimate of Chinese capability is greater than
our estimate.
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RN—Maybe it is just a game on their part.

They might feel reluctant to give up development in submarines
and aircraft. This gives them flexibility vis-a-vis others. The Soviets
have 1/2 of the submarines in the world.

But we have an overall collection they don’t have.

Nitze—They have 700 medium bombers which could go against
the Chinese and Europe.

Allison—We find bombers useful in a wide variety of roles. They
have good refueling capability.

RN—Henry (Kissinger), what about your point to Congress and
the Senators that their thrust is more flexible, while we are on a plateau.

Kissinger—They have several missiles, capable of varying roles.
We have one which is retaliatory. What if their SS-9 is MIRVed against
our Minuteman? If they know what they are doing, then they intend
to make the SS-9 more accurate. As accuracy improves, and if the S5-11
is accurate to within 1/3 of a mile, then they don’t need to MIRV. This
could mean a fundamental change in the situation, which had been un-
thinkable in the 60s.

RN—Let’s come down to the point—what shall we give our
negotiators.

Nitze—I don’t see a moratorium, unless the long-term results are
clear.

Can we live with a MIRV ban?

(1) We must have a high assurance that ABMs and SAMs won't
expand. But how can we get this assurance.

(2) If we cannot get clear on how to control the radar networks,
then what assurance do we have of launchers?

Kissinger—The radar problem is crucial.

Nitze—Their MIRVs are more dangerous than ours since they have
greater throw weight, but the roles are different. We are particularly
concerned about ABM and SAM upgrade.

Agnew—Strictly as a negotiator, can’t we talk about payload lim-
itations. This is just as disadvantageous to them. It may not be as so-
phisticated, but it is just as disadvantageous.

Nitze—They won’t show us their payload.

Smith—We do have an overall advantage. What about airplanes?

RN—What do you think Andy (Goodpaster)?

Goodpaster—The caliber of discussion today is far beyond any-
thing heretofore held. With the number of uncertainties that exist, we
are held to exploration at this stage. We must assess carefully what the
Soviets say, to narrow things down for the next step. The debate here
makes it clear that we are not prepared to go beyond exploration. But
going slowly may not be going bad.
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We must take measure of these people and sense their concern. We
don’t know the degree of Soviet concern about the Chinese Commu-
nists. We don’t want to take steps which Paul says would trap us.

Wheeler—I am utterly opposed to foregoing MIRV. A moratorium
is equivalent to a ban. It would kill the Poseidon program, and we have
no single reentry vehicle warhead for the Poseidon.

I think the first thing the Soviets would try to get would be whether
we would be willing to accept parity in strategic forces—a parity which
is not necessarily symmetrical. I base this on a conversation of a year
ago with Dobrynin, who said don’t talk to the Soviets on the basis of
superiority. They want to talk at minimum on the basis of parity.

What is our ultimate objective—superiority or parity?

Goodpaster—There is the NATO aspect. My NATO colleagues are
aware that an increasing number of targets on the nuclear list are left
uncovered. It is important to have NATO consultations in advance.
They will understand the meaning for them of any action proposals.

We will have to be clear about the net balance before we consult with
NATO.

Smith—I talked with Brosio this morning. I said flatly we would
consult with NATO.

If we are not going to choke off the nuclear competition, then the
land-based missiles only give us a short-run advantage. We have new
missiles on the way. The Minuteman is a gone goose anyway. If MIRVs
are not included in the negotiations, then an agreement is meaningless.

Nitze—I think it is important that we would be able to discuss
MIRV if they raise it. But how would we handle such an issue, since I
am reluctant to discuss a moratorium until we know the terms. Equal-
ization of throw weights becomes increasingly important.

Agnew—Throw weight is more inspectable than MIRVing. If there
is a throw weight agreement, then we don’t need a MIRV ban. I think
we ought to get away from MIRV discussions.

Rogers—There will be great international interest in this. We
shouldn’t get locked in. I worry about a moratorium we can’t get
out of. We should give our team flexibility.

RN—Gerry (Smith), do you feel we have to discuss MIRV or there
is no game?

Smith—I think this is about 70% of the issue.

Nitze—It doesn’t have to be so.

RN—We must rationalize our position. To say we have a morato-
rium which then locks us into a ban, is like saying let’s just have a lit-
tle bit of pregnancy.

Smith—That is so, as a moratorium automatically means a ban.
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RN—I would like to prepare a memorandum on this business. I'll
have it by Wednesday.® I am keenly aware you can’t go ask just what
they have in mind. You have to have something to say. We must be
prepared to talk about MIRV.

Smith—I don’t want to highlight within the North Atlantic Coun-
cil our thinking concerning reductions.

Nitze—But we should raise the possibility.

Rogers—There was great interest in having Congressional
representation on the delegation when I testified. You might want to
brief the Congressional leaders.

RN—That is an excellent idea. Be careful with the Senate.
Rogers—We might pick out a few of the leaders to brief.
Kissinger—We could give facts from the Verification Panel.
RN—We don’t have to tell them about the MIRV business.

Smith—TI have a press backgrounder right now. I leave for Helsinki
Thursday.

Rogers—We can go slowly—we don’t need to get in a trap quickly.

RN—Instead of options, can we go weapon by weapon? Will we
talk the whole approach, parts, or what? Do we want to rule anything
out? They might come in with some very simplistic suggestions. When
I saw Alastair Buchan recently, he said he thought the Soviets were
worried about SALT; that they are not fully ready.

The meeting adjourned.

8 November 12.



160 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

40. National Security Decision Memorandum 33’

Washington, November 12, 1969.

TO

The Members of the National Security Council

The Attorney General

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

Preliminary Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

The President has made the following decisions with respect to
the preliminary strategic arms limitation talks with the Soviet Union,
which begin on November 17, 1969 in Helsinki.

1. During this phase of the talks, the primary objective of the U.S.
Delegation shall be to develop a work program for the main talks and
to acquire information concerning Soviet views in order to aid in the
formulation of future positions. The Delegation shall therefore avoid
statements that would prejudge these positions.

2. The United States is prepared to discuss (a) limitations on all
offensive and defensive weapons systems, and (b) proposals the Sovi-
ets may advance for the work program. The Delegation should make
it clear that in accepting subjects for further discussion the United States
is not thereby committed to the inclusion of any given measure of lim-
itation in a final agreement either individually or in combination with
others. The President will make the judgment on what limitations are
acceptable, and he will do so in light of the criteria for strategic suffi-
ciency set forth in NSDM-16,? the evaluations of the Verification Panel,
and other considerations he deems pertinent.

3. Furthermore, the Delegation should emphasize that any agreed
measures must be subject to adequate verification. The verification is-
sues associated with any measures should be discussed on the basis of
the work of the Verification Panel.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-212, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDMs 1-50.
Secret; Nodis. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and senior
members of the U.S. SALT Delegation. The memorandum bears President Nixon’s ini-
tials in the upper right-hand corner.

2 See footnote 2, Document 24.
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4. As a contribution to the work program and in order to elicit So-
viet views, the Delegation should draw on the elements in Option m
as illustrative of a possible approach to limitations. At the same time
the Delegation should indicate that this illustration does not exclude
additions, modifications or other approaches. In the interest of explor-
ing Soviet attitudes, the question of MRV /MIRV may be included in a
work program. The Delegation should discuss it in the light of the prior
examination of limitations on defensive systems and within the con-
text of the verifiability of (a) limitations on defensive systems and (b)
possible bans on MIRV flight testing and deployment and the con-
straints associated therewith. The President will judge the feasibility of
restraints on MIRV in terms of their strategic consequences and their
verifiability.

5. As regards limitations on defensive systems, the President is
committed to the area defense component of the Safeguard program.
Consistent with this commitment the Delegation may explore limita-
tions on strategic defensive systems together with the related problems
of verification. It may be useful to begin this part of the discussion with
exploration of the minimum area defense requirements against third
country threats.

6. The Delegation is authorized to discuss throw weight limitations
as a type of qualitative restriction we are prepared to explore further.

7. As for other elements to be included in a work program, the
Delegation is authorized to discuss quantitative and qualitative limi-
tations raised by the Soviet Union.

8. Before engaging in a discussion of moratorium issues, or agree-
ing to their inclusion in a work program, the Delegation should seek
instructions from Washington.

9. Issues related to numerical reductions of strategic weapons may
be discussed and included in the work program after authorization
from Washington and consultation with Allies, who have not yet been
informed of this possibility.

10. The Delegation should take the position that tactical nuclear
forces and strategic forces of other nations are not to be included in these
talks.

11. The Delegation is not authorized to accept Helsinki as the site
for the main talks.

8 See Document 37.
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12. The President reaffirms his Directive of October 31, 1969, en-
titled “Avoidance of Leaks on SALT.”* The Chairman of the Delega-
tion shall ensure that all activities dealt with in that Directive are con-
ducted in conformity with it.

Henry A. Kissinger

* The directive, based on an earlier one of September 11, issued at Colorado Springs,
Colorado, stipulated that all public statements, press releases, and official communica-
tions “on matters of known or potential Presidential interest” be cleared by the Presi-
dent’s Assistant for National Security Affairs. Copies were sent to the Secretaries of State
and Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, and Director of the U.S. Information Agency. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-025, NSC
Meeting 11/10/69 SALT (NSSM 62))



Opening Round at Helsinki and Preparations for
Vienna, November 17, 1969-April 15, 1970

41. Editorial Note

The first round of strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) opened
in Helsinki, Finland on November 17, 1969. The United States Dele-
gation was led by the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Gerard Smith. It also included five additional delegates:
Philip Farley, Deputy Director of ACDA; Paul Nitze, who represented
the Department of Defense; Lieutenant General Royal Allison, who
represented the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Ambassador Llewellyn Thomp-
son; and Harold Brown, President of California Technological Insti-
tute and an expert in the field of science and technology. The six-man
Soviet SALT Delegation was headed by Soviet Deputy Foreign Min-
ister Vladimir Semenov and included Colonel General Nikolai Oga-
rkov, who served as the principal military adviser; Aleksandr
Shchukin, an authority on defense research; Deputy Minister of the
Radio Industry of the Soviet Union Petr Pleshakov; Colonel General
of Engineering-Technical Services Nikolai Alekseyev; and Ambas-
sador Georgi Korniyenko, chief of the U.S. Division of the Soviet For-
eign Ministry.

In a November 18 letter to President Nixon, Smith communicated
his first impressions of the negotiations:

“The first business session this morning went off slightly better
than I had expected. Semenov’s statement had a minimum of polemic;
and although it gives evidence of being designed for public consump-
tion in the event the talks collapse, it also seems clearly intended to lay
the basis for a serious exchange of views. The whole text will, of course,
be available through normal channels, but I was struck with a few pas-
sages that seemed unusual. He spoke of nuclear war as a disaster for
both sides—of the dangers of grave miscalculations—of unauthorized
use of weapons—and of hostilities resulting from third power
provocation.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Box 875, SALT, Volume V, November 17-30, 1969)

Smith continued to provide Nixon with summaries of the initial
talks between the two delegations. In a letter sent to Nixon on No-
vember 24, Smith stated that the U.S. Delegation presented “Illustra-
tive Elements” (from NSDM 33, Document 40) in an attempt to elicit
Soviet thinking about various strategic systems and to set an agenda
for discussing offensive and defensive systems. (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 875, SALT, Volume V, No-
vember 17-30, 1969) Smith’s third report, sent to Nixon on December

163
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1, was more detailed yet no more definitive on resolving issues be-
tween the two nations:

“Neither side in the full meetings or in private exchanges has so
much as mentioned Multiple Independently-Targeted Reentry Vehicles
(MIRV). I have no clear idea to offer as to the Soviet reasoning. My
hunch is that they calculate that there is sufficient Congress/public
pressure to cause us to raise MIRV and that they will not, therefore,
have to take whatever small loss in bargaining power may go along
with being first to raise MIRV. And it may be that feeling behind in the
MIRV competition, they sense that they would be showing weakness
by raising the subject and so prefer to wait us out. So far the Soviets
have not reacted to our Option II illustration except to subtract
MRBM/IRBM and add forward based and carrier aircraft. Semenov
acknowledges they owe us a ‘debt’ on this score. Even though their
ABM declaratory policy is likely not unrelated to the upcoming Safe-
guard Phase II decision, it is strikingly different from past Soviet dec-
larations about defensive missiles.” (Ibid.)

42. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, December 3, 1969.

SUBJECT
Summary of Salto 58, Thinkpiece re Present Position of Preliminary SALT

Ambassador Smith has sent in the attached telegrams, including
separate memoranda from Nitze, Thompson, Allison, and Brown. Each
comments on Soviet motives and where we may be headed in the talks.
All seem to agree that the Soviets are “serious.” Most see their princi-
pal tactic as driving for a total ban on ABMs, which leads logically to
a ban on MIRVs. All see certain political byproducts in the form of
propaganda proposals designed to cause trouble in NATO, and in the
US. Most comment favorably on the mutuality of views on strategic
concepts, mainly acceptance of mutual deterrence, the interaction of

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 875,
SALT, Volume VI, December 1-31, 1969. Secret. Sent for information.

2 Attached but not printed is telegram Salto 58, December 2, which was sent in six
sections.
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offensive-defensive deployments, and the threat of heavy ABM
systems.

Nitze: He feels that the Soviets are laying the foundation for a plau-
sible agreement to curb the arms race in a manner inconsistent with
approved US positions, the logic of which, however, will be difficult
to resist. The main points will be a zero level of ABMs, a ban on MIRVs,
and simple flight test ban, with third country threats met by politico-
strategic consultations. They may also have in mind a halt to further
construction of offensive launchers, if the above conditions are met.

This position may be difficult, he feels, unless we lay foundation
for limiting and reducing offensive launchers, while permitting MIRVs
and nationwide ABM, or by guiding a MIRV test ban in the direction
of the Option that provides for limit on number of SS9 and throw-
weight.3 If, however, we want to move toward a MIRV ban, then there
may be advantages in raising moratorium now rather than postponing.

Thompson: The Soviets seriously wish to work toward an agree-
ment, though some of their positions are propagandistic and for bar-
gaining purposes. They will press for a low level of ABMs and this
may well be a critical issue in the subsequent negotiations. Though the
Soviets have not raised MIRVs, Thompson assumes we should do so
in some form before we conclude; at a minimum we should get the
subject on the work program and it might be helpful to know whether
Washington believes the delegation should probe Soviet thinking.

Allison: The major Soviet purpose is to assess for Moscow how se-
rious the US is. The Soviets have staked out areas they wish to develop
(bombers, exclusion of IR/MRBMs, etc.), but without illustrating in any
detail a proposal of their own. The Soviet presentations have been de-
signed to encourage forthcomingness on the US side, and have been
cast in a form we want to hear.

Brown: His memorandum is too long to summarize adequately.
He sees the talks as serving various Soviet purposes: formalization of
parity; freeze by agreement of those areas where we have momentum
(MIRV, ABM) while allowing continued deployment in areas where
their momentum exceeds ours (submarines, SS-9s); silence on MIRVs
may mean they believe we are far enough along to deploy while they
are not; or they may be trying to slow down our programs without
agreement, or aiming at stabilization of strategic situation near the
present level.

On the other hand, we gain by developing strategic picture for So-
viets of the situation with or without agreement. They have come some
distance in expressing common strategic concepts. We could use talks

8 See Document 37 for a description of the various U.S. options.
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to impress on their establishment the disutility of strategic power be-
yond certain levels. They have not been negative toward elements of
Option II. They may want equal numbers of missiles rather than equal-
ity in payload.

We should avoid the concept of parity; we should mention throw-
weight, ask about reductions and note the MIRV question for inclusion
in the work program, but not agree to stop our programs while theirs
continue; we should plan to resume in early February somewhere else.
Washington should look harder at low, including zero, ABMs; look
again at options which allow MIRVs and those which do not. MIRVs
may not be controllable after next spring, but some new agreements
could be formulated which inhibit qualitative improvements. Perhaps
an agreement that permits MIRVs, but stops higher betas, and any more
RVs per vehicle than have been tested already.

43. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of Defense
(Packard) to the Under Secretary of State (Richardson) and
the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, December 8, 1969.

SUBJECT
Need for U.S. SALT Delegation to clarify U.S. Posture on ABM Levels

I am concerned that the statements made so far by our delegates,
both formally and informally, may have given the Soviet side the mis-
leading impression that Safeguard is negotiable down to quite low
levels. This may lead the Soviets to miscalculate the strategy that they
adopt for the main talks, thus at least prolonging those talks. I have at-

! Source: Ford Library, Laird Papers, Box 24, SALT, Chronological. Secret. On De-
cember 11 Sonnenfeldt forwarded this memorandum to Kissinger under a covering mem-
orandum that noted: “I think you should be aware that not only on the ABM issues, but
on some other questions, the delegation seems to go beyond its instructions. We just
learned that without formally asking for instructions they submitted to the Soviets a new
version of a final communiqué without having discussed the first version in any detail.
This first version had been cleared in Washington, and the delegation had been told we
wanted to defer considering any fallback positions.” Kissinger drew an arrow to that
paragraph and wrote: “How could this happen?” (National Archives, Nixon Presiden-
tial Materials, NSC Files, Box 875, SALT, Volume VI, December 1-30, 1969)
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tached an analysis of the comments our delegation has so far made, to
explain this concern.”

The President has made quite clear that he is committed to the
area defense component of the Safeguard system, whose purpose is to
reduce U.S. fatalities to a minimum level in the event of a Chinese at-
tack or an accidental launch. He has also made clear that the total Safe-
guard deployment is subject to modification as the threat changes, so
that if the U.S. reaches verifiable stable agreements with the Soviets,
which increase or reduce the threat against which Safeguard is de-
signed, then that portion of Safeguard which defends against the So-
viet threat will be modified accordingly.

I propose that Gerard Smith be instructed to take an opportunity,
before the close of the Helsinki talks, to clarify the U.S. position in this
matter. One way would be for Smith, in the final presentation in which
he plans to reaffirm our commitment to NATO security, to also reaf-
firm the U.S. commitment to ABM defense against China, and to in-
clude the quotation from the President’s statement of March 14, 1969:
“Since our deployment is to be closely related to the threat, it is sub-
ject to modification as the threat changes, either through negotiations
or through unilateral actions by the Soviet Union or Communist
China.”

David Packard

2 Attached but not printed.

® On March 14 Nixon’s decisions about ABM and MIRV testing were announced
in a White House press release. See Public Papers: Nixon, 1969, pp. 216-219.
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44. Letter From the Chief of the Delegation to the Preliminary
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (Smith) to President Nixon'

Helsinki, December 9, 1969.

Dear Mr. President:

This may be the last report from Helsinki giving my personal im-
pressions, as we hope to wind up after this week’s drafting of a gen-
eral work program for the next stage and a communiqué. It is just pos-
sible, of course, that we may get some further Soviet views on
substantive matters this week, and may also get some informal “mes-
sages to Washington” from Semenov as we wind up.

Although still unclear as to Soviet intentions re SALT (as they likely
still are about ours), I think we have come upon a few points in this
exploration which have made it a worthwhile operation.

First: They appear to be seriously interested in avoiding an ABM
competition.” They explicitly recognized that ABMs can be considered
“offensive” and a major stimulant to the arms competition. They have
suggested the possibility of a zero ABM level which one Soviet official
said could involve dismantling the Moscow Galosh System® which he
described as experimental.

Second: Their probing of my use of the term “initial” agreement
may indicate some interest in a negotiating moratorium of some sort.
When I explained that I did not use the term to mean an agreement
reached at the beginning of the next stage, but one reachable perhaps
in 1970, my colleague Mr. Garthoff (an experienced Russian expert) de-
tected a flash of disappointment on Semenov’s visage.*

Third: When we discussed verification, the Soviets stated (as ex-
pected) that national means would be sufficient. But Semenov went on
to say that US ideas for cooperative verification techniques could be a
subject for discussion. I take this to be a slight opening toward some

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 875,
SALT, Volume VI, December 1-31, 1969. Top Secret; Nodis. Kissinger wrote on the letter:
“All these letters must be acknowledged.” He also wrote “Secretariat has action.” No re-
ply to Smith has been found. On December 17 Kissinger sent the letter to Nixon under
a summarizing memorandum. Notations on the memorandum indicate that Nixon saw
it.

% Nixon noted after this point on Kissinger’s memorandum: “They are ahead.”

3 The system consisted of eight launch sites near Moscow of the Galosh missile, an
ABM interceptor.

% Kissinger’s memorandum summarized this point as the Soviets’ expressing in-
terest in “a simple agreement early in the next phase.” Nixon wrote: “Not in our
interest.”



November 17, 1969-April 15, 1970 169

of the ideas we have considered between national means and on-site
inspection. If so, it may be a sign that the Soviets are sufficiently in-
terested in a SALT deal to change somewhat their past policy.

Fourth: Though I don’t know exactly what to make of it, their MIRV
silence seems significant. At least, I think one can assume that they are
not ahead of or even abreast of us in the field. One Soviet official pri-
vately said, in effect: You have MIRV, we don’t; so it’s up to you to
raise it. Related to this is their UN position opposing the Mexican res-
olution.” At very least, they do not give the appearance of wanting a
MIRV moratorium.®

Fifth: We find somewhat unexpectedly an apparent Soviet strong
interest in the third country problem in its “provocative attack” con-
text. The Soviets seem to be thinking here of US/USSR communication
arrangements to identify rapidly the source of attack rather than aim-
ing at an agreed level for an anti-Chinese ABM system.

Semenov has stressed that in such a new field, diplomacy must
start with “hints.” I trust we have identified and reported all the sig-
nificant hints they have made.

It is worth speculating that the Soviets may be surprised at our il-
lustrative elements which emphasize freedom to build improved mis-
siles and missiles in less vulnerable configurations. It may be that the
Soviet military are inclining to favor our Option II” since it would per-
mit a number of new strategic systems to be built, e.g.: a) land mobile
systems, b) hardened fixed land-based systems, and c) more sub-
marines. The more budget conscious Soviet civilians, however, may see
trouble with such an approach.

My hunch at this very early stage of the talks is that Soviet pur-
poses are a mix of at least three possible main ingredients:

a) To see if an arrangement can be negotiated that would improve
their prospects, or stabilize the strategic balance at lower cost,

b) To “cover” their ICBM/SLBM build-up and hopefully to defer,
if not defeat, a US reaction.

5 Reference is to a 15-nation draft resolution, A /C.1/L.490, introduced in the United
Nations General Assembly on November 26, which urged the United States and Soviet
Union to hold bilateral negotiations on the limitations of offensive and defensive strate-
gic nuclear weapons systems. (Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 595) On December 9
the Mexican Representative to the United Nations, Alfonso Garcia Robles, addressed the
First Committee of the General Assembly on a moratorium on new nuclear weapons
systems. His address is ibid., pp. 644-648.

© On Kissinger’s memorandum, Nixon commented: “They are behind.”
7 See Document 37 for a description of the various U.S. options.
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¢) To advance their general arms control image as well as their
specific non-proliferation interests by appearing to meet the obligations
of Article VI (NPT).®

Finally: I must say the Finns have exceeded all expectations as hosts
for the talks and deserve, in my judgment, a vote of thanks.

Respectfully,
Gerry

8 Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons reads: “Each
of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control.” (21 UST 483)

45. Editorial Note

As the first round of the strategic arms limitation talks drew to a
close in Helsinki, Finland, leaders of the United States and Soviet Union
discussed possible venues for the second round of negotiations. On De-
cember 19, 1969, at 7:15 p.m., President Nixon and President’s Assis-
tant for National Security Affairs Kissinger discussed the issue:

“K: The SALT talks. N: They are going to change it? K: This is the
problem. You remember our problems with Dobrynin. Bill [Rogers] was
reluctant to raise the issue. You had given [Gerard] Smith the instruc-
tions and now the Russians had backed off. I thought just as a matter
of discipline I ought to call Dobrynin and remind him of this conver-
sation before. N: Tell him we gave in on Helsinki and why not Vienna.
We don’t have to be anxious but the point is that it ought to be either
Geneva or Vienna.” (Transcript of Telephone Conversation; Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 361, Telephone
Conversations, Chronological File)

When Kissinger met with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on the
evening of December 22, they had the following discussion concern-
ing SALT:

“Dobrynin then made another effusive statement of the need for
Soviet/ American cooperation and of the good faith of his government
and earnestness in trying to seek it. He said a good example was the
rapidity with which they had agreed to the President’s preference on
the site for the SALT talks. He said, “You know Smith had tried for two
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weeks but when the President requested Geneva, we gave him Vienna
even though he had not asked for it. This is what could happen in other
areas if we understand each other.” ”

On December 24 Kissinger sent the memorandum of conversation
to Nixon under cover of a memorandum that described the discussion
with Dobrynin. Kissinger remarked that “the Russians seem eager to
talk on a number of substantive issues. They are probably trying to
head us towards a summit meeting. This could be a reflection of a de-
sire for real détente, or it could mean they are getting ready to hit China
in the Spring. The latter interpretation—that they are repeating their
Czechoslovakia drill—is reinforced by their choosing April 16 as a date
for resumption of the SALT talks.” Kissinger’s memorandum and the
attached memorandum of conversation are printed in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Doc-
ument 110.

On December 29 Kissinger and Dobrynin met for continuing dis-
cussions about SALT and other issues. In a memorandum of conver-
sation prepared by Kissinger, he stated:

“We then discussed what subjects might be included and the or-
der in which to take them up. Dobrynin suggested European security
and the Middle East. I said that there might be some merit in discussing
SALT—not from the point of view of technical solutions but simply to
see what sort of an arrangement was generally conceivable, whether,
for example, it should be limited or comprehensive. Dobrynin thought
about this for a minute and then said that perhaps we should put SALT
very high on our agenda. Moscow would undoubtedly be making de-
cisions on how to proceed with SALT during February and March and
it might be helpful if we could get our general thinking in harmony.
The details could then be worked out by the negotiators.” The full text
of the memorandum of conversation is ibid., Document 112.
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46. Memorandum for the File by the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency (Smith)"

Washington, January 9, 1970.

Kissinger called me on January 6 (from San Clemente to Easton)
and said that the President did not have trouble with the approach on
ABM that I had suggested.” He was quite open on this philosophy, but
he felt that if a little money was appropriated for phase II, it would
strengthen our bargaining position. Kissinger said the White House
hoped that ACDA would cooperate in this approach. I told him that
we certainly would and inferred that no ACDA people would lobby
on this hill against this approach.

I got the impression that the President might agree to a zero
level ABM if the Soviets would negotiate an otherwise reasonable
agreement.

Kissinger also said that the President had no objection in princi-
ple to the idea of communicating with (as he put it Dobrynin) Semenov,
but the President would like to see anything that we sent along. Of
course, anything that we might receive in this channel from the Sovi-
ets could be very interesting.

GS®

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC
383-97-0010, Director’s Files, Smith /Farley Chronological File, Smith—-White House Cor-
respondence, January—December 1970. Secret; Nodis. Smith initialed the memorandum
and added a handwritten “nodis.”

% On December 30 Smith wrote Nixon a letter requesting an administration review
of the relationship of ABM to SALT. Smith declared that “the question of ABM seems to
be the central issue of SALT” and suggested that “it would be desirable to keep Safe-
guard Phase II in R & D status during FY-71.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, Box 840, ABM-MIRV, ABM System, Vol. III, Memos and Misc.,
January-March 1970)

3 Printed from a copy that bears these typed initials.
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47.  Letter From General Lauris Norstad of the General Advisory
Committee for Arms Control and Disarmament to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)"

Toledo, Ohio, January 20, 1970.

Dear Henry:

As you know, Mr. McCloy has designated several rapporteurs to
facilitate consideration of the questions posed by the President in the
course of his recent meeting with the General Advisory Committee on
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament.” I have been asked to assist the
MIRV-ABM study® and, at the suggestion of Mr. McCloy, I am writing
to you in that capacity since he was not present at our meeting last
Saturday.*

Saturday evening, a group which included most, but not all, of the
Committee members who attended earlier sessions that day continued
a discussion of several levels of ABM’s which might be considered in
connection with the SALT conferences. As you would suspect, it de-
veloped that views on this subject cover some reasonable range of
thinking. However, it was generally felt that evidence now of action
leading substantially beyond Phase 1 of Safeguard might limit the
scope of later negotiations, and the hope was expressed that this pos-
sibility would be given the fullest consideration, particularly in con-
nection with the presentations the President will make to the Congress
in the very near future. Although the Committee members present were
sure this thought would have occurred to the President and his advi-
sors, we did feel moved to bring our interest to your attention in this
informal manner. We do this with some hesitancy because we recog-
nize the difficulties and the dangers of offering suggestions on current
matters involving decisions which may already have been taken or ac-
tions which may already be underway.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-026, NSC Meeting 1/23/70 Safeguard (ABM). Confidential.

2 Nixon met with the GAC on December 16, 1969, to summarize the first round of
negotiations in Helsinki. The President posed a series of questions for consideration by
the GAC. Memoranda of conversation between Nixon administration officials and the
GAC during the course of SALT I are ibid., Box 197, Agency Files, ACDA, Jan 69-Dec
70, Vol. L.

® On March 13 Kissinger forwarded the GAC'’s 21-page report, March 2, which ad-
dressed the multiple SALT-related questions. The report and subsequent GAC submis-
sions are in the Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC
383-98-0089, Director’s Files, Gerard Smith'’s Files, Reports of GAC.

4 January 17.
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It is my understanding that it is not the intention of Mr. McCloy
or the Committee to attempt any substantive recommendations on
weapons levels in the short time remaining before the President pre-
sents his messages to the Congress.

Sincerely,

Lauris

48. Memorandum From the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (Smith) to President Nixon'

Washington, January 21, 1970.

SUBJECT
Safeguard FY 71 Budget Decision

At last week’s DPRC meeting,” Henry Kissinger indicated that a
paper from me in connection with the Safeguard “Annual Review”?
now under way would be in order.

I would like to stress the relation of this decision to SALT. If the
Administration adopts the current DOD recommendation to start a na-
tionwide area defense system under Phase II;* there likely will be an-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 840,
ABM-MIRV, ABM System, Vol. 111, 1/70-3/70, Memos and Miscellaneous. Top Secret. A
handwritten notation on the memorandum reads, “Encorporated into NSC Books,
1/22/70.”

2 Notes of the January 15 meeting are ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-099, DPRC Meeting 1/15/70. The notes are printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972, Document 118.

% The Department of Defense had been reviewing ballistic missile defense since
January 1969, specifically in relation to the FY 1971 budget.

* Phase I of Safeguard permitted ABM deployment at Grand Forks Air Force Base,
North Dakota and Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana. Phase II called for construction
at additional sites. On January 12 OSD prepared a memorandum on the Safeguard sys-
tem. Included in its recommendations was authorization of two additional sites in FY
1971 to be chosen to: “a) extend area defense against the Chinese threat; b) broaden the
base for Minuteman defense; and c) begin to implement the defense against the SLBM
threat.” Packard forwarded this memorandum to Smith on January 14 and invited him
to attend the DPRC meeting on January 15. (Washington National Records Center, RG
330, OSD Files: FRC 330-76-076, 110.01, January-May 1970) The memorandum is printed
in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XXXIV, National Security Policy, 1969-1972, Doc-
ument 117.
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other major Congressional debate, the outcome of which cannot be pre-
dicted for sure. Whether the Administration wins or loses, the results
could prejudice SALT.

The USSR acknowledges that ABM levels are an important ele-
ment in limiting strategic armaments. In stating that ABM systems
could play an offensive (destabilizing) role by raising doubts about the
inevitability of retaliation, the Soviets reversed their previous view as
expressed at Glassboro® that ABMs are acceptable since they serve the
humanitarian purpose of saving lives. While we do not know what
their position on ABM levels will be, I think that it is clear that the So-
viets are concerned by the prospect of a nationwide area defense de-
ployment, and so the existence of the US Safeguard program exerts a
positive pressure on the Soviets to negotiate promptly an equitable
SALT agreement. From this angle, the initiation this year of Phase II
might increase the incentive to the Soviets to reach an agreement of in-
terest to the US; but I question how much more pressure this course
would raise over the alternative course of stepping up R&D and not
this year making a Phase II deployment decision.

My main concern is that, if Congress does not approve the pro-
posal to move now to a nationwide area defense system under Phase
II, not only would any increased bargaining power not be gained, but
we might also lose the pressure raised by Phase I. There is a risk that
Soviet leaders would then conclude that a main Soviet objective of
SALT had been achieved.

Some say that not to move now on Phase II would also put Phase
I in doubt. My judgment is that keeping Phase II in R&D would not
have this effect and likely would broaden somewhat support for
Safeguard.

Even if by dint of a major effort the Administration obtains Con-
gressional approval of a Phase II program, this likely will require tak-
ing such strong positions on the nature of the threat, strategic utility
and technical capabilities of Safeguard as to reduce significantly our
flexibility in future SALT negotiations. At this stage, I believe there is
advantage in keeping the Safeguard commitment sufficiently flexible
as to permit consideration of a SALT decision for a zero ABM level or
for an ABM defense limited to the National Command Authority if this
proves to be in the US security interest.

In these circumstances, I believe that from the point of view of
SALT the most desirable ABM decision for FY 71 would be to continue

®In June 1967 President Johnson and Kosygin held a summit at Glassboro, New
Jersey. See ibid., 1964-1968, volume XIV, Soviet Union, Documents 227-238.
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Phase I as planned with increased R&D effort on the improved Spar-
tan area defense and improved hard point defense for Minuteman and
defer any deployment actions connected with Phase II.

I appreciate that this is a close decision involving expertise beyond
the scope of my Agency, but I hope this viewpoint will be factored into
the decision.

Gerard Smith

49. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, January 22, 1970.

SUBJECT
The Soviet Position on ABM Limitation in SALT

There has been increasing speculation and debate over the Soviet
position on limiting ABMs in a SALT agreement. Some observers, in-
cluding members of our delegation, feel there is a good chance the So-
viets would agree to a complete ban. Others, however, feel that the So-
viet preference is for a limited defense against third countries.

The record of the Helsinki conversations includes evidence to sup-
port both sides. The head of the Soviet delegation, Vladimir Semyonov,
in his speech of November 28, shifted the Soviet position from a
justification of ABMs—the line Kosygin had taken at Glassboro—to an
admission that a heavy system could be destabilizing by threatening
the ability of one side to retaliate. On this basis he outlined three pos-
sible approaches:

1. a complete ban; this is Possible, he said, because “work on ABM
systems is in an initial stage;”

2. “some kind of limited system,” based on agreed level deter-
mined by the size of the systems, nature of coverage, targets defended,
etc.;

3. a heavy area ABM.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon President Materials, NSC Files, Box 840,
ABM-MIRV, ABM System, Vol. III, Memos and Misc., January—March 1970. Secret. Sent
for information. Sonnenfeldt sent the memorandum to Kissinger on January 20, in-
forming him that he had revised it as Kissinger suggested and recommending it be sent
to the President.
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He indicated no preference, but he did say (in oblique reference
to Safeguard) that defending strategic offensive weapons with ABMs
and other targets “a considerable distance apart” would create uncer-
tainties because of the possibility that such a thin system could evolve
into a system “facilitating a first strike.”

In private conversations the Soviets confused the picture by mak-
ing contradictory interpretations. One Soviet official, a specialist on dis-
armament matters, confirmed that the already-installed Moscow ABM
system could be dismantled if there was an agreement on a complete
ban.

On the last day of the talks, however, a Soviet General clearly in-
dicated that Moscow’s preference was for a limited ABM system for
protection against third country attacks.?

One explanation of this discrepancy, of course, is that these two
were reflecting differences between the Soviet arms control viewpoint
and the military establishment (though the military is usually careful
not to contradict totally the political line).

Conclusions

There is little doubt that the Soviets were concerned over Safe-
guard, and they apparently had instructions to draw us out by pre-
senting three alternative “models.”

It is impossible to draw any firm conclusions, but it seems most
likely that their preference is for a limited system capable of provid-
ing protection against third country attacks, as General Alekseev
indicated.

The Soviets may have mentioned the “zero ABM” possibility to
give ammunition to our Safeguard opponents.

% Nixon underlined most of this sentence and wrote in the margin: “K—This is
what they will insist on.”

50. Editorial Note

On January 23, 1970, the National Security Council was scheduled
to discuss issues that could potentially affect the strategic arms limita-
tion talks, specifically Department of Defense proposals for the Safe-
guard anti-ballistic missile (ABM) program for fiscal year 1971. Talk-
ing points prepared by the NSC staff, which President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs Kissinger sent to President Nixon, noted that
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part of the discussion would focus on how further deployment of Safe-
guard beyond the Phase I sites of Grand Forks and Malmstrom Air
Force Bases would affect SALT. An issues paper included in the Pres-
ident’s briefing materials contains the following section about the im-
plications for SALT of further Safeguard deployment:

“The SALT argument can be expected to receive greater attention
at the meeting. Gerard Smith will presumably state his view that we
should not go beyond Phase 1, plus continuing R&D, until we have a
better idea how SALT is likely to turn out. As I understand it, his ar-
gument is:

“—In view of the stated Soviet interest in ‘zero” ABM levels, a pub-
lic U.S. commitment to a system as large as Phase 2 may make the So-
viets unwilling to discuss meaningful limits on their offensive forces,
because they would fear that we could use it as the base for a thick
area defense which would threaten their retaliatory capacity.

“—Suspending U.S. ABM deployments, while retaining the option
to resume, will:

“—be a sign of our seriousness in the negotiations which will
favorably impress the Soviets, some foreign countries, and Congres-
sional arms control advocates. It might even prompt reciprocal Soviet
restraint;

“—give the Soviets an added incentive to negotiate seriously to
forestall resumption;

“—avoid the possibility of a Congressional defeat, which would
fatally undercut any bargaining advantage which might be secured by
proceeding with deployment.

“The counterargument, which I find compelling, is:

“—In the first place, we must be prepared to live with the situa-
tion which would prevail if the talks fail to result in a constraint on So-
viet offensive forces buildup. A year’s delay in starting new construc-
tion apparently means two years” delay in completing sites, even if we
were to start up again next year.

“—We may, even with a SALT agreement, want some ABM pro-
tection beyond what Phase I gives us:

“—In your instructions to the Helsinki delegation you stated that
you are ‘committed to the area defense component of Sateguard.” What-
ever Sﬁstem may be needed to meet that commitment, it means more
than the two Phase 1 sites.

“—Some protection of the deterrent, i.e., the Minuteman defense,
will be needetf whether or not we get an agreement.

“—In any event, additional deployments increase rather than re-
duce the chance of meaningful agreements. ABM is the U.S. weapons
system the Soviets seem most anxious to stop. An actual on-going con-
struction program is a far stronger bargaining counter than a sus-
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pended one, especially if one takes into account the domestic political
problems involved in starting up once we stop.

“—A decision to begin further deployments toward the full 12-site
Phase 2 system is not irreversible, and there is no reason for the Sovi-
ets to think it is. If the prospect of a SALT agreement made it appear
advisable, we would cancel all or part of the additional deployments.
Indeed, if that were to happen in the next year, the financial costs of
such cancellation would be modest, because the very long lead times
involved mean that little is actually spent on new sites for some time
after they are approved.

“There is also the consideration that Phase 1 standing alone is very
vulnerable both politically and strategically:

“—The technical argument against further deployment of the Safe-
guard components for Minuteman defense applies equally to continu-
ing with Phase 1, and we can expect that it would be made if we did
not begin additional deployments.

“—Phase 1 was never intended to act as a separate system. The
whole point of Phase 2 is that the system, including the two additional
Minuteman defense sites would operate as a whole, enhancing the ef-
fectiveness of each part.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-026, NSC
Meeting 1/23/70 Safeguard (ABM))

At 10:10 a.m. on January 23 the NSC met in the Cabinet Room to
discuss Safeguard. The following attended: Nixon, Kissinger, Vice Pres-
ident Agnew, Secretary of State William Rogers, Attorney General John
Mitchell, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Smith, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Earle Wheeler, Di-
rector of Central Intelligence Helms, Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness George A. Lincoln, Deputy Secretary of Defense
Packard, Under Secretary of State Richardson, and Lee DuBridge, Sci-
ence Advisor to the President. (Ibid., White House Central Files, Pres-
ident’s Daily Diary)

Richardson’s handwritten notes are the only record of the meet-
ing that have been found. After discussing the nature of the Soviet
strategic threat and related technical developments, the participants
turned to SALT. According to Richardson’s notes, the President de-
clared, “SALT—that’s tough one. We must take into account men who
are on the ground. My view is probably a minority one. [I] have never
felt that what we did in this field had much to do with their willing-
ness to negotiate. Editorials thought otherwise. I don’t believe [in] go-
ing ahead with area defense. I have decided we will go forward with
DOD program. Whether to construct an ABM site near Washington,
D.C. or in the northwestern part of the United States in FY 1971 can be
decided later. I don’t want there to be any doubt that I'm committed
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to area defense. In terms of negotiations, I feel we must go forward
with the plan, etc.” Nixon concluded by stating, “I want to emphasize
at this time, however, that I am determined to have the Government
speak with a single voice on this issue. This year we not only may face
a renewed fight on the Hill, but we have to be very careful that our
statements here at home in defending the Safeguard program don’t in-
terfere with our position in the negotiations with the Soviets.” (Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Richardson Papers, Box 97, Mem-
cons, January 1970)

On January 28 the NSC met to discuss Europe. British Prime Min-
ister Harold Wilson, British Foreign Secretary Michael Stewart, and
British Ambassador John Freeman also attended the meeting. At one
point, Nixon asked Kissinger to “touch on the Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks and, in particular the Soviet attitudes toward intermediate
range ballistic missiles (IRBM) and NATO arrangements.” Kissinger
replied that “the key problem is the definition of strategic weapons.
We consider that IRBMs which are aimed at Europe are strategic, while
tactical weapons are not. On the other hand, the Soviets take the posi-
tion that weapons aimed at home countries are strategic and others are
not. Under their definition, then, IRBMs are not considered strategic,
and Polaris missiles are. This gives them an overwhelming advantage
vis-a-vis Europe. In the next phase of SALT, the definition question will
be crucial.” Secretary of State Rogers added: “One thing is clear and
that is we will have plenty of time for discussion. There will be no
quick decisions.” No further discussion about SALT occurred at the
meeting. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals
1970)
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51. Memorandum of Conversation®

Washington, February 9, 1970, 1:15 p.m.

SUBJECT
SALT and CCD

PARTICIPANTS

USSR
Ambassador Anatoliy F. Dobrynin
Yuly M. Vorontsov, Counselor

us
Gerard C. Smith, Director, ACDA
Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director, ACDA

SALT

Dobrynin questioned, along familiar lines, why, shortly after
Helsinki, the Secretary of Defense started talking about the danger of
the Soviet S5-9 buildup and the importance of going ahead even be-
fore a year was up with the second stage of ABM. The implication was
that the anti-Chinese ABM rationale was just a cover for an anti-Soviet
buildup. I stressed that one should look at the facts rather than the
press treatment of the facts, and the Soviet S5-9 buildup was a fact that
the United States had to take into consideration.

I stressed the asymmetry between the knowledge that American
editors had of the US strategic program and what the Soviet editors
who just visited Washington” have of their own strategic buildup. Do-
brynin admitted that their editors were probably not knowledgeable
about the Soviet strategic weapons buildup, except perhaps those who
were members of the Central Committee.

Both Dobrynin and Vorontsov kept coming back to the ABM mat-
ter. I flatly stated that as long ago as five years, the United States had
concluded that an ABM area defense system against the Soviet offen-
sive missiles was not a practical proposition and that when the United
States talked about a Chinese defense it was seriously referring to that.
Dobrynin said that my answer did not jibe with what he had heard

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-98—
089, Director’s Files, Smith’s Files, Memcons, January 1969—October 1970. Secret; Limdis.
Drafted by Smith on February 10. The meeting took place at the Soviet Embassy.

2 Eleven Soviet editors, led by Lev Tolkunov of Izvestia, arrived in Washington on
January 19 for a 3-week tour of the United States. The Soviet editors were reciprocating
a visit made by 10 members of the American Society of Newspaper Editors to the So-
viet Union in 1969. (“11 Soviet Newsmen Here for a U.S. Tour,” The New York Times, Jan-
uary 20, 1970, p. 20)
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from people in other parts of the Government. I pointed out that we
also saw things in the Soviet press that did not seem consistent with a
good negotiating atmosphere, and that “across the board” the Soviet
press line was much more anti-American than is the American press
anti-Soviet. I thought we ought to work on facts not on press lines.

I argued that the Soviets should not be concerned about a thin area
defense oriented toward China, and that their people should not think
this is provocative on the part of the United States. It was quite clear
that the Soviets did not accept our Chinese rationale.

Vorontsov wondered why his Government put all of their public
relations stress on ABM and did not talk about the American buildup
of MIRVs. He demonstrated the truth of the proposition that Soviets
know a great deal about our system from reading the newspapers, etc.,
by citing the “mark” numbers on both the Poseidon and Minuteman
III. The subject of MIRVs was not otherwise mentioned.

I stressed the fact that the Soviets had a good knowledge of all
American weapons systems at a very early stage in their development
through the press and our Congressional process. Dobrynin pointed
out that the recent evidence of very high cost overruns made it diffi-
cult for an outsider to assess the scope of American weapons systems,
but I pointed out that I was sure their experts had good fixes on the
numbers of American weapons regardless of how the cost estimates
matched actual costs.

I pointed out that we saw no sign of the Soviets giving up any of
their weapons programs in anticipation of a SALT agreement and we
did not think that it would be rational for us to. Dobrynin seemed to
say that he understood this but did not understand why our press out-
put put such a strong anti-Soviet twist on it.

I made the point that although they seemed very displeased with
Mr. Laird at the present time they might end up with a position anal-
ogous to what Semenov told me about McNamara: after having scolded
McNamara for years in their press, they have come to have a very high
regard for him. Dobrynin agreed that may very well be the case when
history finally came to be written.

Dobrynin backed the advantages of a simple SALT agreement for
a starter. After confidence had been built up, then one could think of
more comprehensive arrangements. I asked him if on-site inspection
was really ruled out as a matter of principle. He said “Well, for a first
phase agreement, they were very strongly against on-site inspection,”
but they did not rule it out for a subsequent agreement.

On the subject of a simple agreement, I pointed out the importance
of not negotiating an agreement which would merely lead to a quali-
tative arms race with perhaps more uncertainties and suspicions than
presently existed.
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Dobrynin said that if we had any ideas to help the Vienna process
get off to a good start he could get word to Semenov quickly and would
get an early reply.

I told him that the Soviet suggestions about accident/unautho-
rized launch had been of interest and asked them what they had in
mind. He ducked an answer to this. I asked if they had in mind com-
munications. He agreed, plus other methods about which the Soviets
would speak with more precision at Vienna.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

Miscellaneous

He asked me what I thought of the Soviet Delegation. I told him
we had formed a good impression of their Delegation, especially of
Semenov, Ogarkov and Shchukin. He said that Kornienko was still in
the hospital.

Dobrynin asked about our Vienna Delegation. I said it would be
about the same as before, with Mr. Farley as my Alternate. He asked
how long I would stay in Vienna, and I said it simply depended on the
discussions and whether I would be needed back in Washington for a
time.

We had a discussion before lunch of the importance of military
and civilian sides of the house getting a better understanding of each
other’s problems.

There was some joking reference by the Soviets to the need for So-
viet ABM against the Israelis.
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52. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, February 18, 1970.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Mr. Henry A. Kissinger

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

Dobrynin then turned to the issue of sufficiency” and said this was,
of course, a very vague term on which further discussion might be use-
ful. He wondered in what respect the ABM fitted into the sufficiency
concept. He said that it was unfortunate that Helsinki was immedi-
ately followed by the ABM announcement.” I told him that the ABM
announcement came up, as he knew very well, as part of our regular
budgetary cycle. It would have come up in January regardless of
Helsinki, and nothing had happened in Helsinki that could affect our
budgetary decisions. As he knew very well, we were engaged in a
purely exploratory conversation.

Dobrynin then asked about the difference between area defense
and point defense. I gave him a very crude explanation because I did
not want to go into missile characteristics. With the President’s au-
thority, I gave him a brief account of what the request would be like
for next year, and I told him it was a minimum request which would
keep the program going but which would retain all options for SALT.

Dobrynin said that he simply did not understand how the Min-
uteman defense could also be useful for area defense and how, if it was
useful for area defense, it could make any difference to the Soviets what
our intentions were. I told him that the best thing would be if I would
let one of my technical experts explain the system to him, and we
arranged a meeting for some weeks ahead.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1970, Vol. 1 [Part 2]. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes
Only. The luncheon meeting took place in the Residence Library at the White House.
The full text of the memorandum of conversation is printed in Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 135.

% On February 18, the White House released the “First Annual Report to the Con-
gress on United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s,” which discussed the strategic pol-
icy of “sufficiency,” as well as the role of ballistic missile defense. The full text of the re-
port is printed in Public Papers, Nixon, 1970, pp. 116-190.

3 At his January 30 news conference, Nixon stated that he had decided to move
forward with Phase II of further deployment of the Safeguard system. See Public Papers:
Nixon, 1970, pp. 40-41.
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Dobrynin then read a little note to me (attached)* which did not,
he said, represent a formal communication but some tentative instruc-
tions. The note reads as follows:

“ At the time of the Helsinki meetings the American delegation em-
phasized that it displays business-like attitude toward discussing the
problem of curbing strategic offensive and defensive armaments race.
We would like to say frankly that further development raises questions
on our side in this respect.

“We do not understand, in particular, what was that that guided
the American side when despite agreement about the confidential na-
ture of the talks it in fact released to the press through its various
spokesmen many elements of the contents of the Helsinki negotiations.
Such an approach can hardly make a favorable impact on the atmos-
phere of the talks in the future.

“We would also like to stress that in the light of the exchange of
views in Helsinki we are puzzled by the position on issues of strate-
gic armaments taken by certain members of the U.S. Government, in
particular, by the U.S. Secretary of Defense Laird. Mr. Laird has recently
come out demanding substantial speed-up in the deployment of the
ABM ‘Safeguard’ system, as well as declared the intention to speed up
the development of a new type of strategic bomber and underwater
long-range missile system. The Pentagon also advocates development
of a new ground-based intercontinental ballistic missile.

“The demands by members of the U.S. Government that the U.S.
should expedite nuclear missile arms race make for some thought as
to the intentions here with respect to achieving agreement on curbing
strategic offensive and defensive arms race.

“It is known that earlier, when the U.S. Government was taking
its decision on deployment of the ‘Safeguard’ system President Nixon
connected its deployment with the course of Soviet-American talks. A
question arises as to whether it should be understood that the Laird
statement about speeding up the ABM deployment in the U.S. is con-
nected with the position that the American side is going to take at the
Soviet-American negotiations in Vienna?

“The Soviet Union in preparing for the Vienna talks proceeds from
the assumption that statements by the American delegation at the
Helsinki talks reflected the position of the Nixon Administration, and
that that position has not changed during the time passed since the
end of Helsinki negotiations. However, in connection with the Secre-
tary of Defense Laird statement a question arises whether or not the
American delegation is going to change its position?”

4 Not attached.
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I told Dobrynin that the best way to proceed would be for us to
schedule another conversation devoted primarily to SALT. I told him
that we were serious, and that it was difficult to talk in the abstract.
Dobrynin wanted to know whether we were interested in a compre-
hensive or a limited agreement, whether we were going to change our
position in Vienna, and what approach we were going to take. I told
Dobrynin that we should have a full discussion, and that we might set
up two channels—one for the formal negotiations, and one between
him and me to deal with general principles.

53.  Special National Intelligence Estimate'

SNIE 11-16-70 Washington, February 19, 1970.

SOVIET ATTITUDES TOWARD SALT
[Omitted here are a Note and table of contents.]
Discussion

[Omitted here are sections entitled “How the Soviets Saw
Helsinki” and “Factors Bearing on Soviet Negotiating Tactics.” See For-
eign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-
October 1970, Document 137.]

Possible Soviet Positions At Vienna

17. It is unlikely that the Soviets will come to Vienna with a fully
formulated package for negotiation. They will probably think of the next
stage as requiring a further and perhaps lengthy “feeling out” period.

1 Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIC Files, Job 79-R01012A. Top Secret; Sen-
sitive; Limited Distribution. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence or-
ganizations of the Departments of State and Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission,
and the National Security Agency participated in the preparation of this estimate, which
was submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence and concurred in by all members
of the USIB. This SNIE superseded SNIE 11-16-68, November 7, 1968, “The Soviet Ap-
proach to Arms Control,” which “dealt with the attitudes the Soviets might be expected
to bring to talks on limiting strategic weapons (SALT). It discussed how such factors as
the USSR’s economic position and its view of the strategic relationship with the US might
be thought to bear on the Soviet approach to SALT.” For text of SNIE 11-16-68, see For-
eign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XI, Arms Control and Disarmament, Document 291.
On January 26 Kissinger reminded Helms that at the January 21 Verification Panel meet-
ing they agreed that an SNIE would help prepare for the Vienna round of negotiations.
Kissinger asked Helms to forward an estimate by February 20. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 876, SALT, Volume VII, January 1970)
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Their aim at the outset will be to make a more precise assessment of what
is negotiable. They would probably prefer to await a coherent set of pro-
posals from the US side, hoping that they can then bring these closer to
their own positions. And the Soviet delegation itself will be unsure as to
precisely what its superiors in Moscow will accept or reject.

18. When the negotiations reach the stage of concrete formula-
tions, the Soviets are likely to indicate a preference for a limited, quan-
titative agreement affecting only the principal weapon systems, as op-
posed to a more comprehensive and complex one. This approach would
be based on a fear that a too comprehensive agreement might involve
disadvantages they could not anticipate or foreclose developments by
which they might eventually improve their relative position. Further,
they would expect that the more complex the agreement, the more the
US would be disposed to press for modes of verification unacceptable
to them. In any case, they probably regard a complex agreement as too
difficult to negotiate.

19. When they first come to Vienna, however, the Soviet negotia-
tors will probably not be completely clear as to what the categories and
content of even a simple, quantitative agreement ought to be. Their un-
certainty will relate in particular to what scale of deployment of ABM
and MIRV the US is committed to and to what extent these programs
are negotiable.

20. ABMs. At Helsinki, the Russians showed much concern over
this issue. They seemed to regard control of ABM deployment as a key
to determining whether an early, limited agreement is negotiable. At
Vienna, their probing in this area will undoubtedly be continued and
probably intensified because of the US decision relating to Safeguard
announced since Helsinki. Soviet interest in the ABM question proba-
bly rests not only on concern for the potentially destabilizing effect of
any extended deployment but also on a fear that US technology could
put it ahead in this field. The Soviets may be concerned as well about
the cost of the effort they would feel obliged to make to compensate
for any large-scale US deployment of an ABM system.

21. At Helsinki, the Soviets listed for consideration three possible
levels of ABM deployment: zero, light, and heavy. Their apparent pref-
erence was for a light level of ABM defenses, but they did not rule out
the zero level option, though obviously this would necessitate dis-
mantling the Moscow system. They seemed to regard heavy ABM lev-
els as the least acceptable. They pointed out that these would entail the
“highest levels of both offensive and defensive strategic weapons,”
since each side would presumably wish to compensate for the defenses
of the other by enhancing the capabilities of its own strategic systems
in some way. They also noted, calling attention to similar US expres-
sions of concern, that “the deployment by one side of an ABM system
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to a level which might give it confidence in the sufficiency of its in-
vulnerability to a retaliatory strike might generate a temptation to use
strategic offensive weapons against the other side.”

22. It is not clear how the Soviets would define “light” ABM de-
fenses in terms of the scale and coverage the two sides would be al-
lowed to have. Their reference to the danger of third-country attack
suggests that they might want the system to have a significant capa-
bility against such attack, but they did not make clear how widely-
deployed a system they would want for this purpose. They may have
in mind a system defending only the national capitals and possibly a
few additional command centers.

23. It seems clear, in any case, that the Soviets will argue strongly
at Vienna against arrangements which permit deployment by the US
of a countrywide ABM system—even a thin one. They will register their
concern that by moving into the second phase of Safeguard deploy-
ment the US could be laying the foundations for a heavy, nationwide
system intended to defend its population against large-scale attack, and
will argue that this would be destabilizing to mutual deterrence. They
may indicate that if ABM deployment is held to a relatively low level,
they might be prepared, in return, to hold deployment of their offen-
sive systems, especially SS-9, to levels at which these would not be a
serious threat to the US land-based retaliatory capability. We think that
an attempt to probe US intentions concerning ABMs will be an imme-
diate Soviet objective at Vienna, and that Moscow’s conclusions on this
score will bear heavily on its positions on other issues.

24. MIRVs. Clearly the Soviets recognize the linkage between ABM
and MIRV. Their failure officially to broach the MIRV question at
Helsinki and their privately expressed interest in having the US do so
may have represented no more than their customary caution in ap-
proaching critical issues. They must believe, however, that the US is
ahead in MIRV development and must fear that an agreement could
trap them into a situation in which the US was in a position to deploy
and they were not. At present, they evidently believe that MIRV de-
ployment, and perhaps even testing, cannot be monitored by any
means of verification they could accept. On the other hand, they face
the dilemma that, if MIRVs are not controlled, they could find them-
selves at some disadvantage, at least for a time.

25. If the Soviets do not see any way to bring MIRVs directly un-
der an agreement, they may well argue at Vienna that the requirement
for MIRVs is dependent on the level of ABM deployment and that the
control of these linked systems can best be approached from the ABM
side. They could argue that, if the ABM were held to a low limit and
the number of ICBMs suitably limited to reduce each side’s counter-
force potential, the deployment of MIRVs would add little or nothing
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to each side’s security; hence, there would be so little incentive to de-
ploy them that a declaratory, i.e., uninspected, ban on MIRV deploy-
ment would suffice. In any case, it seems altogether unlikely that they
would change their position on verification in order to allow inspec-
tion of MIRV deployment.

26. Throw Weight and Accuracy. Limitations pertaining to elements
such as the throw weight and accuracy of missiles are unlikely to ap-
peal to the Soviets. They would not want to be asked for concessions
to compensate for the size of the S5-9 warhead, and, in any case, they
would believe that approaches of this kind would present impossible
problems of verification. They may not reject outright a US attempt to
develop such approaches, but in the end they would probably find
them too complex and uncertain to be negotiable at this time.

27. Verification. The Soviets have accepted the principle that there
must be adequate means of assuring both sides of compliance, but have
once again asserted that national means should suffice to monitor an
arms limitation agreement. The Soviets probably are not sure that the
US will be satisfied to rely on national means only. They would expect
that the more complex the agreement, the more the US would be dis-
posed to press for modes of verification unacceptable to them. It is not
clear what the Soviets include in national means, or how they rate their
own capabilities. It is likely, however, in view of dissimilarities in na-
tional means of verification, that measures which the US considers
could be verified by national means would not appear in this light to
the Soviets, and vice versa.

28. Although specific cooperative measures were not actually dis-
cussed at Helsinki, the Soviet attitude suggested that Moscow might
be willing to consider some fairly simple measures that would increase
the effectiveness of national means of collection (examples might be:
tests only at agreed missile ranges or an agreement to prohibit the use
of cover for certain weapon systems). In addition, the Soviets seem well
disposed to the idea of supporting an agreement by continuous con-
sultation which might, among other things, gradually lead to progress
in developing new modes of verification.

29. Combinations of Force Elements to be Limited. The Soviets rec-
ognize that there are—and, for geographic and other reasons, are
bound to be—asymmetries between the US strategic forces and theirs.
The idea of allowing the two sides to have different combinations of
forces under agreed ceilings and to vary them over time does not
seem to cause them any trouble in principle. But they will obviously
be very sticky when it comes to agreeing on an initial combination
for the two sides, and perhaps even more so in agreeing on what con-
struction can be completed or what improvements and replacements
are permissible within an agreed total. On this subject, the Soviets
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will probably not have firm proposals but will leave it to the US to
take the lead.

30. IRBM/MRBMs, SLCMs, and Air Defense Systems. We see little
chance that the Russians will alter the position that they took at
Helsinki, namely that IRBM/MRBMs pose no threat to the security of
the US but are an essential part of the USSR’s defenses against third
countries. They will continue to argue that US forward-based aircraft
represent a more pertinent issue. They will probably contend that avail-
able means of detection give the US reasonable assurance against the
possibility that IRBMs might be converted into ICBMs. The Russians
will attempt to discover whether the US is willing to concede any of
these points. If not, they may attempt to discover what US thinking is
on alternatives, e.g., a trade-off which would exclude both IRBMs/
MRBMs and forward-based aircraft from an initial agreement. With re-
gard to SLCMs, the Soviets opposed their inclusion among strategic
systems. We believe, however, that they would be willing to consider
some trade-off here as well. We think it unlikely that they will agree
to the inclusion of air defense systems, whether or not the US is will-
ing to include its heavy bombers, and they are almost certain to con-
tinue in their refusal to discuss SAMs in an ABM context.

31. Other Subjects. A variety of additional issues were raised by the
Russians at Helsinki. Among these were: measures to guard against ac-
cidental or unauthorized firing of nuclear weapons, or to deal with at-
tack by a third party designed to provoke the USSR and US into conflict;
prohibition on the transfer of strategic delivery vehicles and related tech-
nology to third parties; limitations on the operational spheres of nuclear-
capable aircraft and submarines. The last of these has the earmarks of a
mere bargaining point; although it is sure to be raised again at Vienna,
the Russians are unlikely to press it, especially if prospects for progress
in other areas seem reasonably good. They are likely, however, to press
the subject of transfer with considerable vigor, in part because they may
be concerned about the acquisition of ABM defenses by US allies. In con-
nection with third-party attack, they may have in mind such things as
additional “hot line” communications between the US and USSR, or even
explicit understandings as to how to handle such a situation.

32. Whatever the course of discussions on these questions, the So-
viets evidently see some value in preserving the forum which SALT
provides for exchanges on a broad range of matters relating to the
Soviet-American strategic relationship. They seem, moreover, to rec-
ognize that continuing talks might be useful to facilitate the execution
and perhaps the eventual expansion of any SALT agreement.

33. Concluding Observations. Given the distances that will separate
the two sides on most of the above key issues and the complexities that
will need to be overcome, the Soviets have almost certainly not yet de-
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cided whether, in the end, an agreement acceptable to them can be
achieved. Nor is there a single view in Moscow at present as to whether
Soviet long-term interests would be better served by stabilizing the
strategic relationship under an agreement rather than by continuing a
competitive situation. The play of group interest and personal ambi-
tion which will surround this choice is bound to be intense.

34. Clearly there is much in the traditional Soviet outlook which
would generate negative attitudes toward the idea of agreed stabiliza-
tion. Long-held premises about the inevitability of conflict, mistrust of
American motives, fear of being duped, even ignorance of the relevant
technical facts would help to sustain such attitudes. And it is true that
conservative instincts seem to be dominant in the present leadership.

35. On the other hand, there are obviously a number of people,
including some military men, who have the ear of the leadership and
will be able to make a strong case for a serious try at stabilization by
agreement. The argument for easing economic pressures is a strong
one, particularly for those who want more margin to experiment with
economic reform. It will be said that as the arms race enters a new tech-
nological phase Soviet chances of lagging seriously behind are high.
Some will argue that at present levels of strength strategic weapons are
no longer as critical to the power competition, that, in fact, if the strate-
gic arms race can be contained by agreement, other factors, including
conventional military power, could be enhanced and would better
serve the security and ambitions of the USSR.

36. We see no way of forecasting how such arguments will net
out. Obviously the concrete choices presented by the interaction of the
two sides in negotiations will be more determining than arguments
made in the abstract. We would judge, however, that at present the So-
viet leaders have a consensus, perhaps a shaky one, that the option of
strategic stabilization by agreement should be given a long, hard look
through SALT.
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54. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, February 24, 1970.

SUBJECT
Report on Safeguard II

General Haig received a call this morning from Mr. Jordan, Sena-
tor Baker’s” Administrative Assistant, who stated that there is a gen-
eral impression among the Senators who had been supporting the Safe-
guard Program that Gerry Smith is strongly opposed to ABM in any
form. He stated that this impression was very worrisome to those mem-
bers of the Senate who had been in the forefront on support for the
Safeguard Program.

With your approval, I will instruct Gerry Smith to take immedi-
ate steps to come out on record in favor of Safeguard II in unequivo-
cal fashion and in a forum which will insure that the impression de-
scribed by Mr. Jordan is promptly eliminated.’

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 841,
ABM-MIRV, ABM System, Vol. IV, Memos and Misc., February-April 30, 1970. Confi-
dential. Sent for action.

2 Senator Howard Baker (R-TN).

3 Nixon underlined most of this sentence, initialed the approval option, and wrote
at the bottom of the page, “Do it—or resign.” On February 28, in a transmittal note, Haig
asked Kissinger when he wished to deliver the message to Smith. A notation at the bot-
tom reads, “HAK would like to see him for 5 minutes after Verification Panel meeting
tomorrow, Thursday, 3/12.” No record of whether Kissinger and Smith spoke after the
meeting has been found.
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55. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, March 10, 1970.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger
Dr. Laurence E. Lynn

I met Dobrynin in the Military Aide’s Office at the White House
at 3:00 p.m. The meeting had come about because during our last con-
versation® Dobrynin had indicated some doubt about the relationship
between the Safeguard components for area defense and the Safeguard
components of point defense, and I told him that I would give him a
briefing explaining the difference.

I took Larry Lynn of my staff along. We talked briefly about the
problem of area defense and of point defense, the various types of mis-
siles that were necessary for both, and why the area defense we were
planning was not a threat to the Soviet Union. It was clear, however,
that Dobrynin was not interested in that. He asked a few perfunctory
questions which, incidentally, showed that he had studied the subject
very carefully. He then said that he wanted to talk to me alone.

He made the following points:

I. SALT. Dobrynin said he had been asked by the Soviet Govern-
ment to make three points with respect to SALT:

a. The Soviet Government agrees with our proposition that he and
I might have an exchange of views both before and during the SALT
talks with a view to coming to a conclusion between us on some of the
principal outstanding issues.

b. The Soviet Government wanted the President to know that the
Soviets were approaching the Vienna discussions very seriously and
would try to find an area of agreement.

c. The Soviets were prepared to discuss either comprehensive or
separate a%reements. They believed that a comprehensive agreement
would be better because it would lead also to a solution of other po-
litical problems. But they were prepared to make separate agreements,
provided it was understood that the limited agreements would not pre-
clude coming eventually to a comprehensive agreement.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 489, Pres-
ident’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger, 1970, Vol. 1 [Part 2]. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only.
The meeting took place in the East Wing of the White House. Kissinger forwarded the
memorandum of conversation to Nixon on March 11. For the full text, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1969-1976, volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 140.

2 See Document 52.
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Dobrynin said that the Soviet Government had some doubts about
the seriousness with which we approached the negotiations and that
it had some genuine worries whether we really meant to have a ne-
gotiation. I told him that we were extremely serious about the negoti-
ations and that we were hoping to come to an agreement. I said that
they should know the President well enough by now to realize that
our approach was always concrete and detailed and that the way to
find out whether we were serious would be for them to engage in se-
rious discussions. I was sure they would not be disappointed.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

56. Memorandum From Laurence Lynn of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, March 18, 1970.

SUBJECT
Radar Limit Problem

The principal outcome of today’s meeting? is total disarray on the
radar issue. You said something must be done to make it clear what
specific provisions we would require to be confident we were getting
a real constraint on Soviet ABM capability by a radar limit. However,
no agreed procedure was set up for doing it.

OSD will no doubt grab the ball and run. There are two problems
with letting this happen:

—NRather than doing careful analysis, they have consistently pro-
duced papers badly slanted toward their own views, so that instead of
resolving disputes, they only set off a new round of differences.

1 National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 841, ABM-MIRYV,
ABM System, Vol. IV, Memos and Misc., February—April 30, 1970. Top Secret. Sent for
action.

% The Verification Panel met to discuss a Department of Defense paper on a SAM
upgrade, a Y-1 task force paper on ABM/MIRV options, and a Y-13 task force paper on
verification policy. Materials for the meeting are ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files),
Box H-004, Verification Panel Meeting—SALT 3/18/70. Minutes of the meeting are ibid.,
Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes Originals 1969-3/8/72.
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—Richardson, Smith, the Joint Staff, and CIA are disturbed that
OSD can so easily preempt the discussion of controversial issues with
poor, biased papers® and get away with it.

The answer is to have the Working Group do a paper. The sub-
stantive material exists; it is a matter of getting a sharply focused pres-
entation of its meaning for a possible agreement. We can get such a pa-
per by Monday* if we get agency cooperation.

Authorize Working Group to prepare paper. (Be firm that OSD must
cooperate)’

Let OSD prepare paper
Other

3 For the Verification Panel meeting held on March 18, the OSD SALT Support
Group prepared five papers: “NIE Position on 55-9 MIRV vs. MRV”; “S5-9 MRV vs.
MIRV”; “Accuracy of the SS-11"7; “Accuracy of the SS-9”; and “Bomber Drawdown
Curve.” Copies of these papers are in Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD
Files: FRC 330-76-076, Box 12, USSR, 388.3.

* March 23.

® Kissinger initialed his approval of this option on March 20. See Document 58.

57. Letter From the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (Smith) to President Nixon'

Washington, March 23, 1970.

Dear Mr. President:

As we approach the reopening of the SALT talks, I wish to submit
for your consideration some views as to the stance the United States
should take.

We have learned from some fourteen months of studying SALT
problems that there are no clear cut answers to all the important is-
sues. It seems to me that all decisions on these issues are close. There

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 876,
SALT, 1/70, Vol. VII, Memos and Miscellaneous. Secret. On March 24 Kissinger sent
copies of the letter to the Rogers, Laird, Mitchell, Moorer, and Helms. In a March 25
memorandum to the President, Kissinger summarized and commented on Smith’s let-
ter: “The Government is not fully agreed on what, if any, verification arrangements are
‘necessary,” in the sense of adequate, for the proposal he endorses and this affects whether
his condition is one that is likely to be met.” (Ibid.)
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are risks attached to each of the various possible courses of action, as
there are risks to continuing on our present course of independent
strategic arms development and deployment. Even if the approach best
calculated to advance the United States interest could be clearly iden-
tified, one cannot foresee clearly what arrangement might be negoti-
ated with the Soviet Union, or on what conditions.

In approaching the next phase of SALT, a central question is whether
to try for (1) a relatively simple quantitative arrangement freezing num-
bers of launchers for major systems, or (2) a comprehensive arrangement
including a MIRV ban and perhaps other qualitative limitations.

I think the security interests of the United States would be better
served by a more comprehensive agreement if the necessary verifica-
tion arrangements can be negotiated. The current strategic balance,
while in process of change, rests on high levels and a variety of strate-
gic weapons on both sides. A limited agreement would not remove a
number of the concerns which we now have about the sufficiency of
our strategic forces in the years to come. It might also leave unchecked
a costly, risky competition in areas not covered by the agreement. Un-
less we make comprehensive proposals, we will fail to test fully the
depth and nature of Soviet interest in agreements to constrain the strate-
gic arms competition.

If a MIRV ban and low or zero ABM levels can be negotiated with
the conditions which have been worked out in the Verification Panel,
and for a short term of perhaps five years, I think that United States
security would be subject to no greater risks than obtain under the pres-
ent uncontrolled situation. There would be risks in such a controlled
environment, but I believe that they are calculable, insurable, relatively
short term, and reasonable ones to run. My suggestion is in line with
the recent recommendations to you of the General Advisory Commit-
tee chaired by John McCloy.?

From an international as well as domestic political point of view,
it strikes me that if a posture is adopted of not trying for controls over
MIRVs or for ABM levels less than the full Safeguard program, there
will be heavy psychological costs.

If SALT fails, Congressional support for strategic weapons pro-
grams in the future may depend in good part on the nature of United
States SALT offers that the Soviet would not accept.

If you reach a similar conclusion as to how this nation’s security in-
terests might best be served, I believe from the negotiating point of view
that it would be preferable for us to put forward proposals for compre-
hensive SALT arrangements at Vienna. This will help us to take control

2 Gee footnote 3, Document 47.
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of the negotiating process. We would, of course, retain the option of
agreeing to simpler quantitative arrangements if that proves to be all the
Soviets are interested in or all they will agree to on our conditions.

We would of course make clear at the outset that any compre-
hensive agreement would have to

(1) Cover Soviet systems which we want brought under control
as well as excluding Soviet proposals (such as a no-transfer agreement
or unacceptable restrictions on operations of our strategic forces) which
are contrary to our interests;

(2) Include collateral restraints to make major limitations effective
and verifiable;

(3) Provide for a short duration (e.g., five years) which reflects the
experimental nature of any agreement in such a sensitive and un-
precedented arms control area and limits our commitment to a period
of time tolerable even in the event of unexpected technological change
or unsatisfactory operation of the agreement without explicit proof of
Soviet violation.

If your decision is that the risks and uncertainties leave you un-
willing initially to authorize us to put forward proposals for a com-
prehensive agreement, an alternative would be to propose a simple
quantitative agreement, coupled with explicit statement of our readi-
ness to explore actively more comprehensive quantitative and qualita-
tive limitations on strategic arms—if the Soviets are interested and if
we can reach agreement as to scope and equitable balance of commit-
ments, verification, and other provisions such as duration.

Such a posture would still enable us to probe Soviet interests and
positions without commitment on our part, and would in my judg-
ment be accepted by the majority of Congressional and Allied opinion.
If the Soviets indicated a positive attitude on such key issues as the
collateral restraints we consider essential for verification of the MIRV
test ban, or destruction of the major facilities associated with their
Moscow ABM system, this might weigh importantly in your decision
as to the risks and benefits of a broad strategic arms limitation. My
concern is that, if we are not able to make specific proposals on key ar-
eas of limitation, such as MIRVs and ABMs, we may find it difficult to
ascertain what conditions the Soviets might agree to.

On the question of a negotiating moratorium or some kind of tem-
porary mutual restraint in strategic arms development and deploy-
ment, I recommend that our posture be that we recognize the possible
value of such action, and would be prepared to consider it with regard
to any equitable package of strategic systems on which the Soviets ev-
idence a general interest in reaching agreements under conditions
which would make them verifiable.

Respectfully,
Gerard Smith
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58.  Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, March 23, 1970.

ANALYTICAL SUMMARY
SALT ISSUES AND OPTIONS

Introduction

For the past several weeks, the Verification Panel has directed a
series of 15 analytical studies on the key substantive issues that must
be resolved in deciding on the U.S. position for the next phase of SALT.

The results of these studies have been incorporated in the Panel’s
draft report on the “Evaluation of Possible Strategic Arms Control
Agreement Between the United States and the Soviet Union,”* which
has been distributed to the NSC members.

The Evaluation Report presents the issues in two ways:
—Section IV discusses and summarizes the issues analytically;

—Section V groups the substantive issues into the three categories
of agreements you outlined in your recent Foreign Policy Report:>

—limited agreements, characterized mainly by concentration on nu-
merical limits on major strategic systems;

—comprehensive agreements, providing important limits on the char-
acteristics and capabilities of major strategic systems, as well as on their
numbers;

—uagreements going beyond numerical or qualitative limitations to
embrace reductions in existing forces as well.

An unavoidable characteristic of the key issues is their extraordi-
nary technical complexity. Unfortunately, the most complex aspects of
these problems often have the most crucial bearing on whether or not
a particular limitation would be consistent with the maintenance of our
security. Therefore, the Panel has made every attempt to master them.

For the past two weeks, the Verification Panel has held a series of
meetings® to see, first, if we could develop an approach to the issues

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-027, NSC Meeting 3/25/70 SALT. Top Secret. Kissinger in-
cluded the paper as part of the President’s briefing materials for the NSC meeting sched-
uled for March 25.

2 A copy of this paper, March 21, is ibid., RG 59, Policy Planning Council Miscel-
laneous Records, 1969-72, SALT March 1970.

% President Nixon submitted his first annual report on foreign policy to Congress
on February 18. See footnote 2, Document 52.

4 The Verification Panel met on March 5, 12, 18, and 20. Minutes of these meetings
are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), H-107, Verification Panel Minutes Originals 1969-3/8/72.
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that would illuminate the basic decisions you must make without
bringing in all the esoteric details that have held our attention, and,
second, if we could reach some agreements on basic issues that would
further ease the task of developing our position.

The Panel generally agreed that the best way to approach the ques-
tion of which option or options we want to use as basis for our posi-
tion at Vienna is, first, to review the basic substantive policy issues and,
second, to see how decisions on these issues relate to the choice of an
approach and to the various possible options within each approach.

ABMSs and MIRVs

The Panel agreed that the best way to simplify the problem is to
begin with the ABM issue.

The critical ABM question is, do we want to deploy a nationwide
area defense of the magnitude planned in the Safeguard program no
matter how such a decision affects the type of agreement we may be
able to reach with the Soviet Union? The Safeguard area defense calls
for 19 radars deployed nationwide and 633 interceptor missiles.’

This is the critical question because the Verification Panel is in full
agreement on three major issues:

—Maintaining the Safeguard area defense rules out a MIRV ban;

—From the Zpoint of view of reaching a verifiable arms control
agreement, the only practical alternative to maintaining a Safeguard level area
defense is to ban ABMs altogether or, at the outside, to defend the National
Command Authorities in Washington with a small deployment.

In particular, the Panel agreed that it would be practically impos-
sible to define an agreement which would allow both sides to deploy
an intermediate level ABM defense of their land-based missiles but no
area defense.®

The reason is that the Soviets have not developed a small ABM mis-
sile like our Sprint. If we allowed them to use their much larger ABM
missiles for defending their ICBMs, (assuming they would have any

5 The 19 radars include 7 Perimeter Acquisition Radars [PARs] and 12 Missile Site
Radars [MSRs]—including the ones authorized for deployment at Grand Forks and
Malmstrom and the MSR at Whiteman; the 633 interceptors include 465 long-range Spar-
tans for area defense and 168 short range Sprints for radar defense. (An additional 246
Sprints are required for Minuteman and defense of the National Command Authorities
in the Washington, D.C. area.) [Footnote and brackets are in the original.]

¢ However, we may well want to add Safeguard Minuteman defense to the area
defense, giving a total of about 900 launchers, if we freeze SS-9s at near their present
levels. Adding Minuteman defense to area defense might then be an efficient way to pre-
serve Minuteman until the advanced sea-based missile system, ULMS, is available in the
early 1980’s and we can, in effect, move Minuteman to sea. [Footnote is in the original.]
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interest in such a proposition) we would be conceding to them a signif-
icant area defense capability that we would not have for two reasons:

—many of their ICBMs are deployed near large cities, whereas
ours are not, so missile defense is also population defense in the So-
viet Union;

—they already have a radar network adequate for area defense;
we do not and would not if we limited ourselves to Minuteman
defense.

If we insisted that only small missiles were allowed for the pur-
pose of defending ICBMs, we would in effect be denying the Soviets
any ABM for the time it would take them to develop a Sprint-type mis-
sile, probably several years.

—An area defense system thinner than Safequard would not give us
enough capability to justify it.

Though these three conclusions seem harsh, the Panel reached
them only after the most thorough assessment of the technical issues
associated with defining ABM limits that would be verifiable without
highly intrusive on-site inspection.

The problem with controlling ABMs is that, unlike a limit on offensive
missiles, a limit on ABMs has two components:

—a limit on the number of ABM-capable missiles, and
—a limit on the number of ABM-capable radars.

A control on the number of ABM launchers would be ineffective
if each side is allowed to have a nationwide network of large ABM-
capable radars which could support a much larger number of ABM
launchers than the agreement permits. The existence of this radar net-
work would pose two risks to our retaliatory capability:

—The Soviets might build and stockpile ABM missiles that could
be difloyed rapidl ollowinE abrogation of an agreement using the
already existing radar network;

—Again using the existing radar network, the Soviets might up-
grade their extensive air defense missile systems—mainly the SA-5 or
Tallinn system, which is projected to have about 2000 launchers and
about 8000 missiles, more than half within range of populated areas—
to give them an ABM capabﬂitg which, though limited, might still jeop-
ardize our second strike capability. This latter problem, which we re-
fer to as the SAM upgrade problem, is one of the most complex and
difficult we face.

In effort to resolve these problems, the Verification Panel grappled
with two questions:

—Is the present Soviet radar network, let alone a larger one, ca-
pable of supporting a clandestine ABM build-up or extensive upgrad-
ing of SAMs or could it be made so without our knowing it?
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There are disagreements about this issue:

—Some argue that the present Soviet radar network is not capa-
ble of supporting an extensive ABM or upgraded SAM system, and,
further, that many of these radars are relatively undefended and thus
highly vulnerable to attack.

—Others argue that, if it is not now, it could be made so without
our knowing it and, furthermore, that 5-10 new advanced (phased ar-
ray) radars could be deployed without our detecting it.

—The second question is, can we find ways of limiting the Soviet
radar network so that their ABM capability is effectively limited to lev-
els that would not pose unacceptable risks to us.

—The JCS say the answer is no. Because the Soviet radars are so nu-
merous and can serve so many different purposes, the JCS argue that
it is impractical to try and define effective and verifiable constraints on
ABM-capable radars.

—Others believe that a fairly comprehensive package of limits on
radars, SAMs, and ABMs could provide a verifiable constraint on ABM
capability. However, as I read their argument, a simple numerical limit
on radars is by no means enough, even to those who believe we can
control ABM capability.

Thus, if one takes the view that the present Soviet radar network
could support SAM upgrade and that practical and effective limits on
ABM radar capability are difficult if not impossible to achieve, then an
ABM level that allows the maintenance or increase of Soviet radar ca-
pability, which is true even of intermediate ABM levels, poses the two
risks I mentioned earlier: a clandestine ABM build-up or SAM upgrade.

MIRVs are the best hedge against this possibility. They give us the
highest confidence that we can penetrate future defenses and strike So-
viet targets even if the Soviets violate an agreement to limit ABM de-
fenses. That is why the Panel believes that MIRVs are required if Safe-
guard level ABM launchers and radars are allowed on both sides.

[There are other ways to penetrate defenses. However, last year
the MIRV Panel agreed that the testing of many of them would also
have to be banned if we were to be able to verify that MIRVs were not
being tested, and the DOD representatives on that Panel believed that
tests of virtually all of the alternative ways to penetrate defenses would
have to be banned along with MIRV tests.]”

In deciding whether or not the Safeguard area defense should be
non-negotiable, you should be aware that there are some sharp dis-
agreements concerning both the technical capability and the political/
diplomatic usefulness of the system against the Chinese threat.

The Safeguard system’s design goal is to deny damage from a
threat of 10-25 Chinese ICBMs, even if they have first generation

7 All brackets are in the original. See footnote 2, Document 27.
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penetration aids. If the Chinese threat continues to grow, the system’s
goal is to reduce damage to 20% or less of that expected with no de-
fense. Proponents argue that the system will work as planned. (The es-
timated performance of Safeguard Phase 2 area defense as now defined
is to limit losses from the postulated 1980 Chinese threat to 1-3 mil-
lion fatalities, compared to 3040 million without Safeguard. There is,
however, some chance it would prevent any losses.)

Others argue, however, that only a single three-megaton Chinese
weapon leaking through and hitting one of the 6 largest U.S. cities
would cause one million instant deaths and negate the damage denial
capabilities the system must have for it to be credible. The Chinese will
be able to insure this with simple penetration aids and by concentrat-
ing their fire on a single site and exhausting it.

As far as the diplomatic value is concerned, the question is whether
a light area ABM defense of U.S. cities would permit the U.S. to take
actions against a nuclear armed China which we would deem too risky
in the absence of such a defense.

Proponents believe that even a small Chinese nuclear threat
against unprotected U.S. cities could make a major difference in the ef-
fectiveness of U.S. diplomacy in Asia. A Chinese ability to hold U.S.
cities hostage against U.S. intervention on the behalf of U.S. and allied
interests in Asia, leaving the President with the single option of a nu-
clear attack on China if he is to blunt the Chinese nuclear threat, could
increase Chinese influence or adventurism in Asia, promoting insta-
bility or nuclear proliferation.

Others argue that our overwhelming nuclear superiority over
China is an adequate deterrent to Chinese nuclear adventurism. For
ABM defense to strengthen this deterrent, it would have to be perfect.
But it won’t be both on technical ground and because the Chinese can
threaten Alaska, Hawaii, U.S. forces overseas or Asian cities instead.

Further, our NATO allies could interpret claims that the U.S. needs
an anti-China ABM to make its deterrent umbrella effective in Asia as
raising questions about whether U.S. deterrence alone is sufficient in
Europe against the far greater Soviet threat, for which we have no ABM
protection.

If we want to give up area defense and the strategic capabilities it
provides, it is presumably because we want to keep open the possi-
bility of:

—a MIRV ban aimed at reducing the S5-9 threat to Minuteman
and, secondarily, at reducing the threat MIRVed SLBMs would pose to
bombers and other time urgent targets in the U.S,;

—a ban or very low limit on Soviet ABMs, including radars, which
would make it very difficult for them to build the ABM capability they
would need to backstop a first strike offensive force.



November 17, 1969-April 15, 1970 203

Many of our technical people believe that an ABM ban would re-
quire destruction of existing large radars in the Moscow area, and, at the
same time, that we should seek measures to increase our confidence
that other large radars elsewhere in the Soviet Union (Hen Houses)
could not be used to violate an ABM prohibition. Without such de-
struction and collateral constraints, we cannot be certain that Soviet
SAM systems could not be given ABM capability using the existing
radar network. [The measures suggested include prohibiting the de-
fense of the Hen Houses with SAMs and devising a limitation formula
based on the number, geographical orientation and technical charac-
teristics of the Hen Houses. I do not believe ACDA would concur that
all these measures are required.]

The Verification Panel addressed the question, if you ban ABMs,
can you safely ban the testing of MIRVs?

In general, the answer was that if the ABM ban is accompanied by
measures which reduce the Soviet radar network to the point where
the risks of a clandestine ABM build-up or upgrading of air defense
missiles to give them an ABM capability are minimal, a MIRV test ban
is feasible.®

However, many Panel members, and I believe the JCS in particu-
lar, believe that even if we consider an ABM ban, we might want to
permit MIRVs. [Paul Nitze believes this strongly. He thinks this might
be Laird’s view.]

—Unless we can achieve reductions, the Soviets will soon have at
a minimum 1,400 land-based ICBMs, in addition to their submarine-
based missiles. If they are made accurate in the next few years, they

8 You may want to point out the verification problems associated with a MIRV test
ban. Both sides can now deploy their multiple warhead systems for retaliation against
cities. However, we cannot verify the actual deployment of MIRVs, only their testing, with-
out on-site inspection.

Thus, a MIRV test ban may have an asymmetrical effect: Congress wouldn’t let us
deploy our MIRVs in clear violation of the intent of an agreement, but we couldn’t be
sure the Soviets had not gone ahead and deployed their SS-9 triplet.

Also, we will have about 8 Polaris submarines being converted to the Poseidon/
MIRV configuration; it would take two years or so to develop a single warhead for these
Poseidon missiles. Thus a MIRV ban would leave up to 20% of our submarine force out
of commission for a sustained period.

If we attempted to get Congressional authorization to stockpile our already de-
veloped MIRVs but not actually deploy them, as a hedge against Soviet violations of an
agreement, the Soviets might well take the opportunity to accuse us of bad faith before
the agreement had a chance to work; in fact such a move on our part, because it would
become public knowledge, might lead to some of the clandestine Soviet activities we
fear.

The issue is, if the Soviets deployed their S5-9 triplet, could they make enough im-
provements clandestinely so that, with a few quick tests following abrogation they would
have a reliable anti-Minuteman system? We can make this possibility less worrisome by
having the agreement permit the replacement of land-based missiles with sea-based mis-
siles, “a point I will return to in a minute.” [Footnote is in the original.]
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could destroy our Minuteman force even without MIRVs. Thus, we
want to preserve the capability to MIRV our submarines.

—Even now, the JCS believe we do not have enough nuclear war-
heads to cover all of the important strategic and other military targets
in the Soviet Union, and the Soviet target system is growing. There-
fore, MIRVs may be required for improved target coverage.

—We might not get the Soviets to destroy existing ABM radars
such as the Dog Houses, though they might agree not to build more.
Thus, we may want MIRVs as a hedge against Soviet use of their ex-
isting radar network to violate an ABM prohibition. [If the Soviets
won't destroy existing radars, we might insist on Spartan protection of
NCA and allow the Soviets the Moscow system.]

To summarize our conclusions concerning ABMs and MIRVs, we have
three practical alternatives:

—Safeguard level area defense with MIRVs permitted;

—a ban on ABMs with MIRVs banned;

—a ban on ABMs (or possibly an agreement that the Soviets can
retain the Moscow system and we would defend the NCA) with MIRVs
permitted.

Force Survivability

The Verification Panel agrees that, regardless of the decision on
ABMs and MIRVs, we should seek to put a ceiling on the total number of
offensive missile launchers and that, within the total, it is desirable to allow
freedom to convert ICBMs to SLBMs. The JCS (mainly out of deference
to the Air Force) would also like to allow a shift from SLBMs back to
ICBMs. The objection to this is that it would permit the Soviets to build
new ICBM silos into which they could put S5-9s or even larger mis-
siles, a possibility that would be to our net disadvantage.

The Verification Panel also agreed that, in connection with con-
trols on ICBM numbers, we should seek a ban on land mobile ICBMs
(The Soviets have active mobility programs; we do not.), a ban on the
relocation of existing ICBMs and on changing the external configura-
tion of existing silos, a ban on the construction of new silos for inter-
mediate and medium range ballistic missiles (IR/MRBMs),” and a ban
on mobile IR/MRBMs with a range greater than 1,000 kilometers.

We believe that these measures could be verified with national
means. However, there would still be uncertainties. For example, all
agree that at least 100-150 land mobile missiles, about 100 fixed land
based missiles, and 5-10 ballistic missile submarines (say 80-160 mis-

 Many believe we should seek to limit the soft IR/MRBMs, but we should not get
into concrete on this. If the Soviets insist on talking about NATO nuclear forces, we may
want to drop discussion of soft IR/MRBMs as a quid pro quo for their dropping NATO
forces. Our Allies wouldn’t be disturbed if this occurred. [Footnote is in the original.]
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siles) could be deployed without our knowledge. OSD and the JCS be-
lieve that if the Soviets practiced maximum concealment and decep-
tion, these numbers might be larger. Some 70 older S5-7 missiles could
be replaced with S5-9s without our detecting it.

On the other hand, there is a possibility that we could detect their
activities accurately, and this possibility might be enough to deter the
Soviets from extensive cheating of the kind just described.

The Panel reached no conclusions concerning the desirability of
seeking to control missile accuracy and missile payload. Such qualita-
tive controls are a practical possibility mainly if we seek a MIRV ban.
They are relatively hard to verify, and the Soviets showed little inter-
est in such provisions at Helsinki because of the verification problems.

However, such provisions in conjunction with a MIRV ban would,
if verifiable, greatly enhance the long-term survivability of our Min-
uteman force.

Force Reductions

The Panel’s Report discusses two basic forms which reductions
could assume:

—modest, largely symbolic, first step reductions of limited num-
bers of existing systems on a comparable basis by the two sides;

—ambitious reduction programs, with rather large reductions in
some systems, ﬁossibly coupled with allowed increases in others,
aimed at establishing a new and more stable strategic balance at a some-
what lower level in which the fixed, vulnerable land based ICBM force
would be eliminated or greatly de-emphasized on both sides.

The Verification Panel reached no conclusions concerning the de-
sirability of proposing force reductions. I think it is fair to say that:

—Some (mainly Paul Nitze) believe that reductions are the most
dramatic, yet serious, proposal we could make other than proposing a
MIRV ban and that reducing offensive missile potential on both sides
would be advantageous for the United States because otherwise the
Soviets will build up an enormous advantage over us in offensive mis-
sile payload.

Particularly if we choose not to propose a MIRV ban, proponents
of reductions believe we should propose force reductions to convince
the large number of Senators who believe a MIRV ban is the test of
whether the Administration is serious about arms control '’ that, though
a MIRV ban is not in our interest, we are serious nonetheless.

—Others doubt that reductions are a negotiable proposition, at
least in the initial stages of the discussions. They also point out that

10 See Document 18.
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the strategic importance of reductions appears to be much less if the
agreement leaves the U.S. free to shift its land based missiles to sea, a
provision all agree should be included in any agreement.

I believe that the reductions issue should continue to be taken se-
riously even if it has no bureaucratic sponsors.

Other Issues

There are a large number of issues that will have to be resolved
before the delegation goes to Vienna. The two most important of these
are our position on limiting strategic bombers and our position on seek-
ing limits on total Soviet intermediate range and medium range bal-
listic missiles.

The other issues essentially involve a choice of negotiating tactics
rather than policy.

These issues can be discussed at a later time.
Options

We are now in a position to show how decisions on the basic pol-
icy issues relate to the choice of an option.

—If you choose to maintain Safeguard level ABMs and MIRVs,
you rule out a comprehensive option covering both numerical and
qualitative controls. Your choice is then between one of the limited op-
tions and an option calling for force reductions.

—If you are willing to seek a ban on ABMs, you could still choose
a limited option, that is, an option which permits MIRVs, but you could
also consider a comprehensive option involving a MIRV ban and perhaps
other qualitative controls, as well as an option involving force reductions.

The Evaluation Report provides an illustrative option of each type
and lists the variants and alternatives available within each type.

For example, the illustrative limited option includes the following
major provisions:

—a ceiling on the total number of ICBM and SLBM launchers op-
erational as of the date of the proposal, with later substitution of SLBMs
for ICBMs;

—a ban on land mobile ICBMs and IR/MRBMs and launchers;

—a ceiling both on the total IR/MRBM force and on IR/MRBM
silos;

—ABM missiles, launchers, and radars would be limited to agreed
numbers, and some provisions relating to the upgrading of surface-to-
air missile systems would also be included.

The illustrative comprehensive option includes all the provisions
of the limited options and, in addition,

—a ban on the deployment and flight testing of MIRVs/MRVs, of
new types of missiles, and of missiles with improved accuracy or throw
weight;
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—Flight tests of strategic offensive and ABM missiles would be
limited to preannounced confidence firings of operational types of mis-
siles on agreed ranges.

—Flight testing of MIRVs, MRVs, MRV dispensing mechanisms
(such as that for the SS-9), maneuvering RVs, post-boost maneuvering,
endoatmospheric penetration aids, and fractional orbit bombardment
systems would be prohibited. OSD and JCS, but not State/CIA /ACDA,
would add to this list flight tests of exoatmospheric penetration aids
and the testing of multiple payloads in space flights.

A reductions option could be based on either of the two options
just discussed.

For example, the combined offensive launcher ceiling could be set
at 1,500 or 1,600 rather than the 1,700 that would otherwise be called
for thus requiring each side to eliminate some of its operational launch-
ers, presumably the older ones.

A more ambitious proposal would involve an agreement to reduce

the number of offensive launchers by 100 per year until a total of 1,000
ICBMs and SLBMs is reached.

59. Minutes of a National Security Council Meeting'

Washington, March 25, 1970.

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Vice President Agnew

Secretary of State Rogers

Secretary of Defense Laird

Attorney General Mitchell

General Earle Wheeler, Chairman, JCS
Under Secretary of State Richardson
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense Packard
Gerard Smith

Henry A. Kissinger

William Watts

Paul Nitze

CIA Director Helms

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Meeting Minutes Originals 1970. Top Secret; [codeword not de-
classified]. According to the President’s Daily Diary, the meeting took place in the Cabi-
net Room from 10:35 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)
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RN—This is the first of two discussions I want. Today should be
general—then we can have another one prior to the departure of the
delegation on the 15th of April.

I note that there is an honest and substantial difference of opinion
on how to proceed. My own view is not fixed. I want to see what
is possible within the range of national security interests. Whether or
not agreement is reached remains to be seen. Everybody here wants
agreement—Ilet’s get that out.

It is to the credit of the Department of Defense that it has been so
forthcoming and flexible. It may look at times as if it is bent more to-
ward security.

In both ACDA and State the views are more from a negotiating
standpoint, which may seem less sensitive to the security considerations.

I want a solid basis for a negotiating position which has a chance
to proceed in relation to national security interests. I want everybody
today to feel free to express their views.

—The President then called on Mr. Kissinger, who set forth the ba-
sic considerations as contained in the talking points and analytical sum-
mary in the attached NSC book.?

RN—This was a superb job of pulling everything together. Please
tell your staff what a fine job they did.

Kissinger—There are two ways of going at this subject—either op-
tions or issues.

RN—Are we talking about a “comprehensive” agreement?

Kissinger—This means not only number but qualitative controls.
A comprehensive agreement goes beyond a limited one. Then there is
a 3rd approach which involves reductions as well. Paul Nitze is strong
on this.

RN—If we get too tied down on charts, and if the other side gets
tied down as well, then the Nitze proposal can break some ground.

Kissinger—The major issue is ABM/MIRV. If Soviet missiles can
be hooked into the system, then we need MIRV.

RN—Is a launcher easier to make, and more quickly deployed,
than radar?

Packard—You can add missiles more rapidly than radar.

Kissinger—Also it depends on whether you keep the production
lines going.

% The briefing book is attached but not printed. The analytical summary is Docu-
ment 58. Talking points for Laird and Wheeler not included in the NSC book are in the
Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-76-076, USSR, 388.3.
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Wheeler—It is easier to detect launchers. We know the Moscow
system has a reload capability which we don’t have—two missiles per
system.

Kissinger—If we can limit the number of radars, this is the most
foolproof ABM restriction.

RN—Is radar for the ABM the same as for other uses?

Kissinger—There is disagreement on this. But radar needed for
ABM can be distinguished.

RN—Then it is different.

Kissinger—The Joint Chiefs say they have so many that they don’t
need it specially for ABM. Others say they don’t need that kind for
anything except ABM.

RN—But are they really different?

Packard—It takes the same radar for space tracking. We can tell
the use [less than 1 line not declassified]. They will need those for space
tracking.

RN—Then they are multi-purposed?

Packard—VYes.

Kissinger—If space coverage was all that was needed, then we
could limit them. They can upgrade other radars, which also compli-
cates the issue.

Helms—Where they are building against the Chinese, they are
looking down the Polaris routes as well as the Chinese. They are in-
creasing their construction. We estimate it will take two years for area
coverage.

Smith—They must put in interceptors as well as radars.

HAK—Without missiles, it is not a full ABM system; but missiles
go in faster, and there is also the possibility of SAM upgrade.

RN—We must take into account their fear of the Chinese.

Packard—(less than 1 line not declassified] It is bigger and more
sophisticated.

RN—Then how are we on radars?

Laird—DBetter.

Packard—Ours is more sophisticated and better, but our program
has been delayed. We can’t have it fully until 1976-1978.

Laird—They have some capability, and we don’t, concerning [less
than 1 line not declassified]. They are moving more rapidly than we had
thought.

Richardson—Concerning their capability [less than 1 line not de-
classified] there is a tie between the [less than 1 line not declassified]. Tak-
ing into account the SAM upgrade problem over the next five years,
do they have a system which is much more capable.
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Packard—They need a 3-step system. We use a two-step. Their
technology will move ahead, as they can presumably move toward a
2-step capability.

Kissinger—There doesn’t seem to be a good intermediate level be-
tween zero level and national area defense.

If there are to be ABM limitations, then there must be large radar
limitations as well to cover the SAM upgrade problem.

Wheeler—There are basic uncertainties in the radar field. One in
the [1% lines not declassified]. We have found the SA-5 radar deployed
close to the Galosh missiles.

Laird—It isn’t realistic to assume the Soviets will tear down their
radars.

RN—Their radars have enormously more powerful capability.
Laird—They have ABM capability.
Packard—We don’t have a comparable set-up.

Kissinger—If they don’t destroy radars, they can go more easily
to ABM. Thus, some radar limitation is needed.

If we agree to its ban, we agree to a deployment ban as well. We
could never get money from Congress to deploy. The Soviets could
cheat on this to achieve counterforce capability.

A deployment ban requires on-site inspection.
Rogers—At one point, didn’t they agree to on-site inspection?

Smith—On the test ban treaty they offered 3 (per year) while we
said 7.

Rogers—But can’t we say that we can agree on on-site inspection?

Mitchell—Maybe we have abandoned too soon the on-site in-
spection thought.

RN—The problem is the Soviet obsession with secrecy. They
should be interested in limitation too. Maybe we can make the honest
point that we can do much more with on-site inspection.

Nitze—I doubt it. It is worth trying, but I doubt.
Rogers—Why won't they accept on-site inspection?
Nitze—This is what we said at Helsinki.

Laird—Do we want a MIRV ban even if we get on-site inspection?
Maybe we would not want it then.

RN—We should hit hard at the on-site inspection idea, and push
to open up their society.

Mitchell—There was a problem earlier wasn’t there, concerning
opposition between the Pentagon and military?

Laird—We don’t want to tie ourselves to a MIRV ban.
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Smith—I spoke to Dobrynin. He said he didn’t rule out on-site in
a comprehensive agreement, although it was out at the outset of any
discussions.’

Packard—We were concerned about the S5-9 triplet. We still don’t
know whether they are MIRV’d or not. There are now over 1500 on
their side. The accuracy of SS-11 is uncertain.

We are worried that they can hit our Minuteman without much
new construction. They have 25 submarines and are building 8 more
per year. They will have 40 operational by 1974. With these deployed,
there will be a serious threat to our cities and airfields. Then our land-
based force would be in jeopardy and the bombers would be in jeop-
ardy. We must then rely increasingly on the Polaris. We have 20 Polaris
subs on station with 16 missiles per sub. This means 320 warheads. If
we assume 80% reliability, then we have 256 which are reliable. If they
have ABM then that would be bad news for us.

We continue to need a MIRV since no President wants to face the
limited choice without MIRV. We propose to put 10 warheads per mis-
sile, but with no more destruction capability. MIRV increases the de-
struction insurance, but not the amount.

Kissinger—When you convert you lose about 20% of the destruc-
tion capability.

Agnew—Then MIRV is a distribution device. There is no increase
in the destruction factor. Isn’t the factor with throw weight?

Packard—We want to get our reliance on land-based missiles
down.

RN—Is Defense then suggesting “no” on MIRV?

Laird—Yes, “no” on MIRV.

RN—What about MIRV/ABM tied?

Laird—That is a different question.

RN—Can we buy a MIRV/ABM ban?

Packard—If we get a reduction in SS-9 or in total missiles, then
MIRV is possible.

RN—We must look at the whole picture.

Smith—The Soviets must look at our MIRV system as something
that permits the Americans to upgrade, make more accurate, and give
a first strike capability.

Therefore, if we go to MIRV the Soviets will go to a new round.
Also, if we ask them to do this and that, and yet we go to MIRV, then
they would say this whole presentation is not interesting.

3 See Document 51.
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Wheeler—Concerning MIRY, it is important to remember it is not
just a destruction capability. MIRV provides flexibility for strategic tar-
geting. An improved MIRV gives a counterforce, not a first-strike
capability. In this sense I disagree with Jerry Smith. There are over 500
Soviet silos which are not targeted.

Nitze—Just reduction doesn’t protect without MIRV capability.

Helms—We may know soon what the [less than 1 line not
declassified].

RN—But the Soviets have outdone every intelligence estimate.
This discussion has been extremely useful to me. We must know what
is negotiable. I wish to set up another two hours again before we go.
We must not talk loosely.

Richardson—I would like to make a few comments which, I hope,
will clarify the issue.

Point I—Target Coverage.

The more limited the coverage, the more our strategy relies on
fixed capability. Therefore, if we start with the premise that security
needs full targeting, then there can be no MIRV ban or limitation. Only
an assured destruction capability is adequate.

Point [I—Numbers.
Sub-launched and bomber-launched might cancel out land-based

missiles. If you have more land-based missiles, there could be a resid-
ual capacity.

Point III—Verification.

If we don’t know whether they are MIRVing, then can we rely on
what we know of their testing? State, CIA and ACDA seem to think
we can.

To the extent that we don’t feel adequate confidence, then we must
rely on on-site inspection.

If Point I is fixed, then we can’t even go to Point II or III.

Kissinger—That is a fair summary. I would like to add one point.
If they have a substantial residual capacity, then they only need to im-
prove some missiles and use others for bargaining.

Richardson—If they can thicken easily, then MIRV is needed.

Packard—Perhaps we can work out a one for one trade off. One
Minuteman III for one SS-9.

Rogers—We need to get across the story on MIRVs.

RN—MIRV capability would be only for defensive purposes.

Laird—I am going through the Senate member by member.

Smith—To the extent to which we explain MIRVs, this way makes
it harder to get a control on MIRV.
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RN—In whose interest is it to get MIRV control?

Smith—It is more in our interest than in theirs. With their large
missiles and throw weight, they are automatically way ahead.

Packard—In the short haul we need it. In the long haul it is dis-
turbing.
RN—I want to hear Paul Nitze’s argument.

Nitze—Last fall you approved several criteria for sufficiency*—
second-strike capability; no temptations to strike first; no great dis-
parity in damage capability.

RN—The United States is the first nation in the world in strength.
In terms of diplomacy, I would not like to see the President of the
United States in a situation with a significant Soviet advantage. I don’t
want them 2-1 over us, they with ABM and we not, etc., etc. We can’t
let the world know we are #2.

Nitze—To get assurance of destruction we need MIRV. They will
go to MIRV. Then Minuteman and bombers would be vulnerable. Then
the second criteria loosens. We would have to move to sea. When could
this be done? By 1978. There would be an imbalance, and their num-
bers and megatonnage could come to a ratio of 10 or 20 to one.”

Kissinger—That is, if megatonnage is translatable at every stage.

Nitze—Politically, this would be difficult regardless of megaton-
nage.

Agnew—This brings us back to the throw weight problem again.

RN—Is there any real talk about reduction.

Kissinger—No.

Nitze—From our standpoint, only reduction can meet all three of
your criteria. I am not at all sure it is negotiable. There is certainly no
panacea.

RN—Reduction ought to happen. It is the right position. In diplo-
macy, it is a game of chicken.

I may want to suggest that we meet again on Friday.®

4 See footnote 2, Document 24.

5 On April 1 Farley sent Smith a table and note summarizing the NSC meeting that
stated: “I understood Paul Nitze, when he talked about a 10 or 20 to 1 Soviet megaton-
nage advantage, to be talking about the worst case of a successful Soviet first-strike
against our land-based missiles and bombers. In that case, he assumed about 250 non-
MIRV’ed Polaris warheads or about 250 MT (or 150 MT for the A-3 version). This ob-
viously gets pretty low compared to the Soviet residual megatonnage after whatever
number of ICBMs and SLBMs they used for the first-strike have been deducted.” (Wash-
ington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC 383-98-0089, Director’s Files,
Smith’s Files, Trends in US Strategic Offensive Forces, 1961-1977: Missile Accuracy)

® March 27. The meeting was held on April 8; see Document 65.
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60. Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State
(Richardson) to President Nixon'

Washington, March 25, 1970.

SUBJECT
Desirability / Feasibility of MIRV Ban

After the NSC meeting this morning you asked me to give you in
writing the points I made orally at the meeting on the elements which
would influence our position on the desirability and feasibility of a
MIRV ban.?

1. Targeting—If substantial counterforce capability in addition to
assured destruction capability is an essential element of U.S. strategy,
it follows that we have to (a) go ahead with MIRV deployment and
(b) improve MIRV accuracy.

2. Numbers—Even if we do not seek substantial counterforce ca-
pability, we would still need MIRVs unless the Soviets agree to a limit
on the aggregate number of SS5-9s and SS-11s. The size of this number
would have to depend upon whether and when the SS-11 will be ac-
curate enough to knock out hard targets. The maximum limit we could
tolerate is a number of Soviet hard-target warheads equal to the num-
ber of our Minuteman sites. If this number is not exceeded, the Sovi-
ets are unlikely to target all their land-based warheads against our Min-
uteman sites; if they do—and crediting them with 100 percent
reliability—we would still have left the assured destruction capability
of our SLBMs and bombers.

3. ABMs—Notwithstanding numerical limits on ICBM launchers,
a MIRV ban is feasible only at low ABM levels. Safeguard and its So-
viet counterpart would require so many associated radars as to be eas-
ily subject to thickening either by (a) adding ABM launchers or (b) ty-
ing SAMs into the radar system. State, CIA and ACDA believe that a
limitation on the number of large radars could provide reasonable con-
fidence in the observance of an ABM limit for the next five years at
least. JCS doubt this.

4. Verification—Even assuming that we do not seek substantial
counterforce capability, that we can agree on a satisfactory limit on the
number of ICBM launchers, and that we can also agree on a low ABM

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-76-076,
Box 12, USSR, 388.3. Top Secret. On March 25 copies were sent to Laird, Packard, and
Wheeler. A notation on the memorandum indicates that Laird saw it on March 27.

2 See Document 59.
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limit, we still cannot accept a MIRV ban unless we can also have con-
fidence that it can be verified. Such confidence (aside, of course, from
on-site inspection) depends on our ability to monitor a ban on MIRV
testing by reliance on national means alone. State, CIA and ACDA be-
lieve that we would be justified in such reliance. JCS do not believe so.

ELR

61. National Security Decision Memorandum 49"

Washington, March 27, 1970.

TO

The Members of the National Security Council

The Attorney General

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT
Preparation of Detailed SALT Options

As a result of the National Security Council meeting on March 25,
1970,% the President has directed that the Verification Panel prepare
four options for his final review and decision concerning the U.S. po-
sition in Vienna. The options are:

—"limited”: Safeguard-level ABM with MIRVs permitted;

—“comprehensive 1”: ABM at zero or NCA level with MIRVs
permitted;

—“comprehensive II”: ABM at zero or NCA level with MIRVs
banned,;

—"“reductions”: substantial phased reductions on each side; MIRVs
permitted.

The President’s guidance for these options is as follows:

—The outline of the provisions which would be included under
each option should be suf[f)icientl precise and detailed to serve as the
basis for a concrete U.S. proposal. Special attention should be given to
verification provisions and requirements.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-208, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDMs, Nos.
1-50. Top Secret. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and sen-
ior members of the U.S. SALT Delegation. Initialed by Haig.

2 See Document 59.
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—The terms of the options should embody the conclusions of the
Verification Panel in its review of issues prior to the NSC meeting of
March 25, 1970. In addition, in preparing and reviewing each option,
the Verification Panel will resolve outstanding issues about what terms
should be included under that option, especially with respect to veri-
fication. However, if necessary, major disagreements will be referred
to the President for decision.

The options should be submitted to the President by April 8, 1970.

The President has further directed that the Under Secretaries Com-
mittee should prepare a presentation for the next round of NATO con-
sultations and submit it for his review by April 3, 1970.

The President has directed that detailed instructions to the Verifi-
cation Panel and the Under Secretaries Committee be provided by the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

Henry A. Kissinger

62. Editorial Note

On April 6, 1970, the Verification Panel met to prepare strategic
arms limitation talks options for consideration by the National Secu-
rity Council at its April 8 meeting, as directed by NSDM 49 pursuant
to the March 25 NSC meeting (see Documents 60 and 61). President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs Kissinger began the Verification
Panel meeting by stating that the Panel could not burden President
Nixon with a host of technical issues in selecting a SALT option for the
second round of talks opening in Vienna on April 16. Kissinger insisted
that the “agencies must get some of these resolved without President
having to decide them.” The Panel members therefore focused on the
numerous technical questions impinging on various negotiating op-
tions: the relationship of surface to air missile upgrades to anti-ballis-
tic missiles; radar limitations as they affected ABM parameters; the im-
plications of a flight test ban on multiple independently targetable
reentry vehicles; the viability of mobile versus fixed ABM numerical
limits; and on-site inspection capabilities for determining interconti-
nental ballistic missile throw weight and accuracy. During a debate
over verification of qualitative limits on ICBMs, Kissinger reminded
the Panel participants of the underlying problem of most of their tech-
nical debates:

“HAK: One problem is to pick out what is critical for President to
decide from among this long list.
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“[Gerard] Smith: I think it is a vital point whether we try to con-
trol weapons technology or not.

“HAK: But the fact it would be nice to control doesn’t mean you
can control. And you would be more selective, or seek ways around the
difficulty of controlling technology, e.g., numerical limits, reductions.

“Smith: But the issue of the OSD/JCS premise that you can’t and
shouldn’t control technology is one of Presidential magnitude.

“[David] Packard: Why should we negotiate away our technolog-
ical lead?

“HAK: Soviets would work on technology. Anyway, we don’t want
to debate general abstract slogans, so President has to resolve theo-
logical disputes. The issue isn’t whether technology ‘has to” be con-
trolled or ‘can’t be,” but what we can do concretely.” (National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes Originals 1969-3/8/72)

In talking points prepared for the President for use at the April 8
NSC meeting, Kissinger summarized the four SALT options that the
Verification Panel developed. Because members of the Panel continued
to differ over major technical issues concerning the options’ provisions,
Kissinger explained that the Panel was not recommending which op-
tion the President should choose. Instead, Kissinger wrote: “The major
purpose of the NSC meeting is to provide you with a basis for selecting one
or more options as the ones to explore further with the USSR.” Kissinger
recommended that the President issue his decision through a National
Security Decision Memorandum a day or two after the NSC meeting.
(Ibid., Box H-027, NSC Meeting 4/8/70 SALT)
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63. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation'

Washington, April 7, 1970.

PARTICIPANTS

Henry Kissinger
Gerard Smith

I reported my conversation with Holifield* to Kissinger, who
agreed that he would participate—but on a briefing basis. He is not
going to testify before a Congressional committee, and there should be
no record—just as they did it before.

He said that Laird would not be at the meeting tomorrow,” that
he thought they could “handle” Packard. He felt that Laird would not
go along with the MIRV control,* but the President would just have to
“grasp these issues.” He said that Laird was against tabling any pro-
posal for like the first ten days. He indicated that if I would go along
with that, it would perhaps gain us some bargaining power with Laird
on other things. I told him that I thought we could keep the thing go-
ing for ten days without tabling any specific proposal, but that there
would be some sense of letdown in certain quarters which had ex-
pected a specific American proposal.

He said that on looking over our limited option he had begun to
realize that there was nothing in it for the Soviets, and that perhaps we
should propose a NCA/ABM level for the first option.

I told him I agreed with his judgment on the non-negotiability of
the first option, but suggested that we not pursue the matter on the
telephone since it likely was being tapped.

GS

! Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files: FRC
383-97-0010, Director’s Files, Smith/Farley Chronological Files, Smith-White House
Correspondence, January—December 1970. No classification marking. Smith initialed the
memorandum and wrote “nodis” on it. A copy was sent to Farley.

2 Congressman Chet Holifield (R-CA) was Chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

3 Reference is to the April 8 NSC meeting. See Document 65.

* Kissinger was scheduled to meet Laird at the Pentagon on April 8 at 7:45 a.m. No
record of the meeting has been found but Haig sent Kissinger a memorandum on April
7 that covered items to discuss. Concerning SALT, Haig cautioned that “Laird may at-
tempt some fancy footwork on the US SALT position similar to end runs already at-
tempted.” Haig suggested that Kissinger take the position that the detailed work of the
Verification Panel offered the “best hope for a constructive approach at Vienna.” Haig
advised Kissinger to “point out that State and ACDA may yet try to ram down a mod-
ified version of Option C which would include a MIRV and ABM ban” and to “empha-
size the difficulties which last-minute innovations will raise.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 224, Agency Files, Dept of Defense, Vol. VI)
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64. Memorandum of Conversation®
Washington, April 7, 1970, 8 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Dobrynin
Mr. Kissinger

The conversation took place at Dobrynin’s initiative prior to his
departure for the Soviet Union for consultations.
[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

SALT

Dobrynin said that he couldn’t recall our beginning a negotiation in
which the two sides knew so little about one another. He said perhaps
we should have made some concrete proposal to him informally on which
he could have sounded out his government. In the previous Adminis-
tration, Foster always let him know the Administration’s thinking.

I told Dobrynin that I had offered to talk to him but he had never
picked this up. After some inconclusive fencing about who had been
responsible for the offer not being taken up, Dobrynin said that his
government was serious about these negotiations. However, my sug-
gestion that he and I settle the matter in our channel presented a dif-
ficulty.> Semenov was a Deputy Foreign Minister and it was hard for
a mere Ambassador to interject himself. It would help their delibera-
tions in Moscow if I gave him some feel for what our position was
likely to be. They would consider that as a sign of our good faith.?

I told Dobrynin that before he left I would indicate whether our
position involved a comprehensive or a more limited option, but I
would not give him the substance. I reaffirmed my willingness to set-
tle a more limited agreement in this channel with him.*

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 36,
Geopolitical File, Soviet Union, Chronological File, 3/69-6/70. Top Secret; Sensitive. The
conversation was held at Dobrynin’s residence. Kissinger sent the memorandum to
Nixon on April 13 under a covering memorandum that summarized the conversation.
For the full text of the memorandum of conversation, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976,
volume XII, Soviet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 150.

% See Document 52.

% Nixon highlighted this paragraph.

* Nixon highlighted this paragraph. The conversation ended with discussion of a
possible summit. Dobrynin suggested that Kosygin could head a delegation to the United
Nations and meet Nixon in New York. Kissinger replied that he would consult the Pres-
ident. Dobrynin also stated that “the two most fruitful subjects for a summit were SALT
and the Middle East.” Kissinger suggested that they pursue the subject of a summit upon
Dobrynin’s return from Moscow.
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65. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, April 8, 1970.

SUBJECT
SALT

PARTICIPANTS

The President

The Vice President

Secretary of State William P. Rogers

General George A. Lincoln, Director, Office of Emergency Preparedness
Attorney General John N. Mitchell

Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard

Under Secretary of State Elliot Richardson

Admiral Thomas H. Moorer, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Richard Helms, Director of Central Intelligence
Mr. Gerard Smith, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Director
Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President
General Royal B. Allison, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Mr. Carl Duckett, Central Intelligence

Mr. Ronald Spiers, State

Dr. Gardiner Tucker, Defense

Mr. Paul Nitze, Defense

Mr. Spurgeon Keeny, Arms Control and Disarmament
General Alexander M. Haig, NSC Staff

Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, NSC Staff

Dr. Laurence Lynn, NSC Staff

Mr. John J. McCloy, State

General Andrew J. Goodpaster, SACEUR

The President introduced the meeting and asked Mr. Helms, Di-
rector of CIA, to provide an overview of our current verification ca-
pabilities (Director Helms’ briefing paper is at Tab A).> Mr. Helms
stated we have concluded that in general the options presented for con-
sideration by the National Security Council can be monitored within
the following parameters: the technical systems are adequate within
the state of the art; the human resources are not entirely predictable.
Mr. Helms emphasized that the Soviets faced the same dilemma with
respect to their limitations. Mr. Helms stated that verification systems
must collect and interpret information, and, most importantly, be ca-

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes Originals 1970. Top Secret; Sensitive. The
meeting was held in the Cabinet Room. According to the President’s Daily Diary, this
NSC meeting took place from 9:36 to 11:19 a.m. (Ibid., White House Central Files)

2 Not attached and not found.
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pable of informing highest authority of the results of this interpreta-
tion on a timely basis.

Included among our capabilities are satellites with accompanying
photography. This system provides the most reliability. Specifically it
can cover missiles in silos. [9% lines not declassified]

Director Helms then listed the limitations on both of these satel-
lite photography capabilities. These included: cloud cover, weather,
and ambiguities resulting from hardware imperfections. He also
pointed out that other [3 lines not declassified]. Much of our intelligence
therefore remains ambiguous. The vastness of the Soviet Union is an
additional limitation. Differences in individual interpretation all re-
quire exceedingly lengthy assessments by the most experienced per-
sonnel. Mr. Helms described new systems which are under develop-
ment which will further enhance our verification capabilities.

The President then asked whether submarines and ICBMs were
easy to verify, and Mr. Helms replied in the affirmative. He noted, how-
ever, that radars constitute a more complex problem. The President also
asked about verification effectiveness against ABMs, and Mr. Helms
replied that these are also fairly easy to verify. The President summa-
rized that obviously the MRV /MIRV is the toughest problem. The Pres-
ident then asked whether or not our knowledge of Soviet MRVs is lim-
ited to their testing activity to which Mr. Helms replied, yes. He added
that while it is relatively simple to verify the numbers of their tests we
have not been able to verify definitively the exact characteristics of the
MRV. Nor do we know how many of their missiles have a MRV po-
tential with respect to individual armaments of systems which are
in-being.’

At this point the President asked Dr. Kissinger to review the var-
ious options for consideration. Dr. Kissinger stated that we have sev-
eral choices. We could adopt one or two or more of the options as our
basic negotiating position. He pointed out that there are also differ-
ences of view on specific aspects of the option but that essentially we
have developed four basic options. The first is a limited option (Op-
tion A) which is designed to establish controls on the total number of

® Helms also made a comment unrecorded in this memorandum of conversation
about the “inevitability” of the development of MIRVs by the Soviet Union. On April 8
Smith requested that Keeny check with Helms about his intent behind that statement
made at the NSC meeting. In an April 10 memorandum, Keeny responded as follows:
“Helms stated that he thought he was simply agreeing that it was ‘inevitable’ that the
Soviets would develop a true MIRV in the absence of an effective flight test ban and that
he was not reversing his position on our ability to monitor a MIRV test ban.” (Both in
Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files, FRC 383-98-0089, Director’s
Files, Smith’s Files, Smith Correspondence: SALT Delegation Guidance on Conversations
with Soviet Representatives, April-July 1970)
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major strategic systems which are relatively simple and easy to verify.
There is no ABM limitation visualized under this option. Specifically,
we would limit the number of MR/IRBMs to numbers currently op-
erational. This would mean that the Soviet Union would be held at its
current level of 650 while we would be held to none. There would be
no restriction of MRV /MIRV development and we would limit heavy
strategic bombers to the numbers currently operational on both sides.

One implication of this option would be the freedom that would
exist on mixing of ABMs. The JCS wants to retain two-way freedom to
move sea-based missiles to the land and vice versa. Others, however,
favor limiting our flexibility to moving missiles to the sea only. Under
this option the US and the Soviets can have area defense and defense
against accidental launch by other countries. The dangers involved in
this option include ability of the Soviets to move S59s into S5-7 silos,
the fact of 5 to 10 Soviet submarines with launch capabilities that could
go undetected and also the uncertainties with respect to developed
ABM capabilities. All of these risks appear to sit within tolerable lim-
its however. In terms of negotiability this option would mean essen-
tially that we would stop nothing currently under way but that the So-
viets must halt several programs and this would undoubtedly appear
inequitable to the Soviets.

Mr. Kissinger then turned to Option B which involved essentially
a limitation on the total number of missiles with limitations on the de-
ployment of a nationwide area ABM defense. It would also constrain
the allowed network of ABM capable radars, possibly implying some
destruction of existing Soviet radars, thereby reducing the threat that
SAMs could be illegally upgraded to give them an ABM capability. In
addition to the provisions of Option A, Option B would either ban
ABMs or limit them to a comparable defense of the national command
authorities on both sides. MIRVs would still be permitted. Under this
option the strategic risks associated with significant SAM upgrades or
rapid post-abrogation ABM deployments would be reduced because a
smaller radar network would be permitted.

The other verification uncertainties of Option A having to do with
the Soviets exceeding the limits on offensive launchers would remain.
Concerning negotiability, Option B may appear more equitable to the
Soviets because we would be giving up already initiated ABM de-
ployments. On the other hand it might prove difficult to negotiate the
kind of comprehensive ABM radar controls we would require in this
sort of an agreement. The SAM upgrade problem, for example, would
require the destruction of some of existing Soviet radar capabilities,
such as their Hen-house Sevastopol complexes.

Mr. Kissinger then described Option C which visualizes limita-
tions on both the ABM and the MIRV deployment. It reduces the coun-
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terforce threat, especially the SS-9, against our Minuteman. It visual-
izes a ban on post-boost, endo-atmospheric penetration aids. The JCS
feel that a similar ban should be applied against the exo-atmospheric
penaids and also want on-site inspection to monitor the MIRV de-
ployment ban. However, MIRV verification is extremely difficult.

At this point Under Secretary of State Richardson interrupted and
pointed out that he presented to the President some argumentations
on this subject which essentially stated that if we need an improved
counterforce capability we certainly need the MIRV.* If not, we still
need the MIRV against the Soviets’ single warhead since our MIRVs
provide us the capability of penetration of the Soviet ABM. Thus, the
US MIRV is needed for the counterforce to prevent the clandestine
buildup of Soviet capabilities. Mr. Kissinger continued that even if we
do not consider target coverage crucial we need MIRVs if we believe
the Soviets could have enough ICBMs to knock out Minutemen using
single warheads alone and that they might use their ICBMs this way.
US MIRVs reduce this threat by multiplying the penetration and tar-
get coverage capability of US ballistic missile submarine forces and
such ICBMs as would survive a Soviet first strike.

MIRVs may also be required if we believe they are needed to hedge
against substantial clandestine or rapid post-abrogation upgrading of
Soviet ballistic missile defense. There is a crucial difference of view
over whether Option C poses this particular risk. OSD and the JCS be-
lieve it does and therefore if MIRVs are to be banned they require on-
site inspection of SAM systems and testing to guard against SAM up-
grading. State, ACDA and CIA on the other hand believe we can
effectively inhibit SAM upgrading without on-site inspection and that
MIRVs are not therefore necessarily required to assure adequate US de-
terrents with zero ABMs. Finally even if the risk of SAM upgrading is
thought tolerable with or without on-site inspection a MIRV ban is
ruled out if it is thought that a MIRV ban cannot be verified.

Again there is a crucial difference of view. JCS and OSD believe
that on-site inspection in addition to endo-atmospheric flight test re-
strictions is required for an effective MIRV ban. State, ACDA and CIA
do not believe on-site inspection is required for effective verification
because we could detect the tests the Soviets would need to develop
a hard target MIRV. This then is the hierarchy of judgments that must
be made in deciding on whether a MIRV ban is acceptable. Thus in
terms of negotiability, Option C requires negotiations of the most ex-
tensive and complex collateral constraints on ABM, MIRVs, flight tests
and SAM upgrading. DOD believes in addition that intrusive on-site

4 See Document 60.
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inspection is required. On the other hand, extensive constraints are
placed on both US and the Soviet programs enhancing the apparent
equity of this option.

At this point Mr. Smith asked Dr. Kissinger to add the ACDA re-
finement to Option C. Dr. Kissinger stated that ACDA would also like
to see additional constraints on testing.

Mr. Kissinger finally turned to a description of Option D. Option
D is essentially a reduction option which provides for a reduction in
overall throwaways [throw-weights]. It would require a reduction in
numbers of Soviet S5-9 and 11s and assumes that our missiles become
vulnerable and no solution is feasible. Therefore we should both be
willing to accept mutually agreeable overall strategic force reductions.
The main objective would be to insure the reduction of offensive mis-
siles on both sides, thus eliminating the gross disparity between US
and Soviet offensive missile throwaway [throw-weight]. The negotiabil-
ity of this option is uncertain. It could provide the option of an alter-
native to a MIRV ban and would perhaps enable us to convince those
in the US Senate who believe a MIRV ban is a test of whether the US
Administration is serious about SALT.

Dr. Kissinger concluded his presentation by stating that the fore-
going constitutes a presentation of the options, but he cautioned that
the options cannot be fairly presented. It would be impossible to show
what the cumulative effect of each would be. Those who favor a par-
ticular option point this out as do those who may disagree with a par-
ticular option. Each of the limitation options has a theory of collateral
restraint. First, limitations on ICBMs cannot be just simply that. There
must be limitations on the construction, and on the ability of the So-
viets to move sites. There must be limitations on the external configu-
ration of silos to prevent cheating. There must be constraints on the
freedom to mix, and all of these limitations require ancillary agree-
ments. A major concern is radar limitations, and these would apply to
both civilian and military space uses. Mr. Kissinger also noted that
MIRYV testing is bound to generate strong disagreement and that a sep-
arate memorandum would be provided on that complex subject.

Another problem is SAM upgrade which is also related to radar
deployments and to MIRV. These disagreements are eliminated with
Options A and B, but they become very sharp with Option C. The Ver-
ification Panel is in the process of developing specific criteria on the
SAM upgrade program. Our efforts will be to try to spare the Presi-
dent’s arbitrating each technical dispute. These can be done separately.
Today, Mr. Kissinger concluded by stating that we have to decide on
one or several options. How to handle the key technical problems is
particularly important should you decide to go for the more compre-
hensive option.
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The President turned the floor to Mr. Smith who complimented
Dr. Kissinger on his presentation and who pointed out that ACDA had
no preconceived notion on all of the issues. Specifically, however,
ACDA was strongly in favor of Option C, which Mr. Smith believed
was also supported by State. Mr. Smith emphasized that ACDA thought
it was important at the outset that the US adopt a comprehensive po-
sition with concrete proposals and with some reductions in our pres-
ent ABM role. Otherwise, Mr. Smith maintained we look unbalanced.
We must seek to explore controls over ABMs and MIRVs at the outset.
Also the accuracy and throwaway [throw-weight] issue needs to be ad-
dressed with a view towards getting some controls on the Soviets in
this area. Mr. Smith continued that if the Soviets show an interest on
the broad agreement and in drafting the treaty we could go into a sus-
pension while negotiating. If they would accept the verification provi-
sion, for bans on MIRVs and ABMs, we could have a freeze while we
negotiate.

The President asked what would be the conditions for a MIRV sus-
pension. Mr. Smith replied that there were two conditions. If we have
Option A in our pocket, with a clearly expressed interest in a broader
agreement, we could then go into some inspection. The President com-
mented that it wouldn’t be difficult until one got to that position. He
asked if Mr. Smith felt the Soviets would accept some on-site inspec-
tion. Mr. Smith replied that at Helsinki they had shied away. The So-
viets wanted verification by negative means.

The President interjected that he had seen something on the sub-
ject and Mr. Smith responded that they had talked about cooperative
arrangements. Mr. Smith continued by noting there is also the ques-
tion of bodies on the ground in the United States, the USSR checking
on radars, contents of front ends of missiles, etc. You are thinking of
my conversation with Dobrynin when I asked him if he would rule it
out. He said, no, but for a comprehensive agreement not for an early
limited agreement.”

The President then asked whether Mr. Smith would prefer a com-
prehensive agreement. Mr. Smith replied that he would because oth-
erwise the horse would be out of the stable.

The Vice President then asked what are the arguments against on-
site inspection. Mr. Smith answered that it opens us to Soviet agents.
In addition, the Soviets don’t accept foreign surveillance. The President
interjected that the answer is that they are oversensitive. They have a
closed society. They check us now; we don’t check them. Why should
they give in at little cost to us? They just can’t accept an open society.

5 See Document 51.
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The Vice President commented that it seems incongruous that you can
make an agreement on good faith but they can’t.

The President agreed but noted that we could do nothing without
photography. Relying on good faith is very dangerous if they want to
cheat, but it doesn’t mean that you can’t discuss the subject. But if we
could get some give on the issue of on-site inspection it would be a
great gain.

Mr. McCloy then commented that he agreed that we have always
been too willing to give up. Zorin had told him that they did not need
it. Mr. Smith commented that they are in a somewhat different posi-
tion now. They are no longer inferior and they know our capabilities.
Secretary Rogers stated that it differs somewhat if they agree to have
a comprehensive agreement but you shouldn’t be frozen in advance.
If we table the comprehensive agreement in advance, this could hap-
pen. We must have a proposal we favor for a quantitative limitation
and express willingness to discuss others. The President commented
that we need to find a way to give the appearance of concreteness, but
which also has a great deal of flexibility.

Mr. Packard then commented that the issues had been well pre-
sented and that he strongly felt that the limited proposal of Option A
made a good starting point. Everyone assumes a 1710 ceiling and stop-
page by them. This is a problem with Option A. If they finish what
they have underway it will give them an edge. Option A would be a
good starting point, however, since it limits their SS-9s. The President
interjected that we know they will reject it.

Mr. Packard responded that Option B takes ABM out but it adds
to our vulnerability. Option D is a good move as a fall-back from A.
Mr. Packard then discussed Option C, stating that it was too uncertain
with regard to cheating. If we could get on-site inspection Option C
would make sense. Also, because of accuracy and throw-weight, it just
isn’t technically feasible. He went on to state that the MIRV problem
is a big one. MIRV has been our main upgrade crutch. If we keep MIRVs
we can live with more uncertainties. MIRV overcomes the SAM up-
grade problem. He concluded by saying that he therefore favors Op-
tion A as a beginning point and then we could move from that posi-
tion. The President asked if we couldn’t obtain a ban and then go on?
(The answer was no.)

Admiral Moorer commented that he considers first the security of
the United States. We have looked at the intelligence symmetry. The
Soviets have large areas and a dispersed population. This affects the
mobile ABM problem and favors a flexible stance. But in general the
Joint Chiefs favor Option A. We can then add on from that position.

The President injected that Option A only asks them to give. He
asked the group why we did not put more out in a limited way and
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then hit hard. Mr. Packard commented that maybe we could sweeten
A by giving them some bombers. The President replied that it is not in
what we put in. We must be forthcoming and get a deal not by a rigid
initial position.

The President then asked Mr. Nitze if he had any comments. Mr.
Nitze replied that with regard to Option A it doesn’t seem to give up
much but it limits our future flexibility and is a major concession to
the balance of power.

Mr. McCloy interjected, this was crazy. We are giving up too much.
Mr. Smith commented that some years ago we went the MIRV route
instead of building more missiles. If we go to Option A we stop your
proposed route but not ours.

The President then said, but they are going for warheads also,
aren’t they, Paul? Mr. Nitze said that under Option A our land-based
missiles will be vulnerable. I agree with Gerry, but we have to know
where we can end up. Only D seems to give the solution. They will
have MIRVs and thus Option C is not good over time. They will up-
grade their SAMs and therefore C is not good. D is the best option of
all. We should go in with this as our objective; we should go in broad.
The President asked Mr. Nitze if the subject of reductions came up at
Helsinki. Mr. Nitze answered that it had not come up in this context.

General Lincoln then commented that we should consider Option
D as worth thinking about because it will force them to go into the area
they haven’t considered.

Mr. Smith commented that if we could get Option D, it would be
better. Our sea-borne systems enable us to do this but the USSR de-
pends on their land-based missiles and therefore this is unbalanced.
General Lincoln started to respond but he was interrupted by Secre-
tary Rogers who asked why we didn’t at least propose it? He noted
that this would also get some public awareness of this meeting. Secre-
tary Rogers went on to say that we can always say that this concept is
our objective. As in the case of the nonproliferation treaty, the Presi-
dent can state our objective but ask how do you get it?

The Vice President then stated that because of public opinion he
preferred more flexibility and a less definitive stance. Maybe we should
emphasize verification at the outset. Thus, we would be emphasizing
the importance. The President commented that US public opinion likes
verification and reduction, but to sophisticates we are up against a more
critical claim of just propagandizing.

General Goodpaster stated that to him a simple offer like Option
A has benefits. He went on to say that thus far we have fared quite
well on the NATO attitude. There is only one undertone. They know
that this has enormous consequences for them. What would make this
bad would be if we magnified the force withdrawal issue. Then there
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would be real concern. We should avoid any possibility of implying
that the US deterrent is being placed at a disadvantage. In such a case,
force withdrawal would kill the United States. The President said,
“Percy?”, and then, “no, Mansfield.”® Secretary Rogers added that Mr.
Farley had done a great job on consulting.

The President told Mr. Smith that he would give him something
by way of instructions. He commented that Mr. Smith had done a
tremendous job working out this position but he felt that we must stay
somewhat cautious. What troubles the President is that the history of
the 1960’s, and he meant this not as criticism but based it on what hap-
pened, demonstrates that we fundamentally misjudged what the So-
viets would do. We vigorously defended, but the Soviets violated. This
doesn’t mean that we should throw in the towel but we always un-
derestimate what they will do. They cheat. Even this year they went
beyond our estimates. This all suggests that we should be cautious and
assume that they not only want equality but superiority. There are no
constraints on cheating for them, but we have budget limitations which
prohibit our cheating.

The President then said that the responsibility for where we go be-
longs to all of us, but, practically, it is the President’s responsibility. He
has the responsibility and he can’t shift it. Your studies make it possi-
ble to get a good position. The President commented that the group
would never all agree with what he decides. He has the responsibility.
He wants discipline on whatever is decided. We want this agreement
if we can get it, but what we want less is to make a mistake which puts
us in second position vis-a-vis the USSR. The President instructed those
present to get their people on board.

With these closing remarks the meeting adjourned.

¢ Senator Mike Mansfield (D-MT) introduced an amendment to the Defense Au-
thorization Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-121) requiring a large number of troops stationed over-
seas to be brought back to the United States.
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66. Memorandum of Conversation’

Washington, April 9, 1970.

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Mr. Henry A. Kissinger

Ambassador Dobrynin came in as we had agreed at the dinner on
April 7th,” to get answers to two questions: (1) whether we wanted the
summit talks handled through a visit by Kosygin to the United Na-
tions as Head of the Soviet Delegation, and (2) how we proposed to
handle the SALT talks. In the latter connection, Dobrynin had told me
that it would help him if he could get some advance information so
that he could show that he is in direct and close contact on SALT mat-
ters with the White House.

I told Dobrynin with respect to the first question that if a summit
meeting were to take place this year, we would prefer to handle it out-
side the United Nations and as a separate initiative. Of course, we
would not preclude the Soviet Prime Minister coming here but, on the
whole, we would like to take it as a separate initiative.

With respect to the SALT talks, I told Dobrynin that we would
present a very comprehensive proposal at Vienna, including qualita-
tive as well as quantitative restrictions. On the other hand, we did not
exclude a simple agreement this year. The best way to handle it would
be for the Vienna talks to concentrate on comprehensive measures,
while he and I would try to work out a limited agreement in the in-
terval. One way might be for a recess to be taken after a few months
in Vienna, during which time the President and the Soviet Prime Min-
ister could break a deadlock and then meet to ratify it at a summit. Do-
brynin said he understood and he would let me have an answer when
he returned.

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to SALT.]

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 36,
Geopolitical File, Soviet Union, Chronological File, 3/69-6/70. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes
Only. Printed from an uninitialed copy. The meeting took place in Kissinger’s office.
Kissinger forwarded the memorandum of conversation to Nixon under an April 18 cov-
ering memorandum that summarized the conversation. The covering memorandum
bears the handwritten comment: “This should have sensitive handling.” For the full text
of the memorandum of conversation, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XII, So-
viet Union, January 1969-October 1970, Document 152.

2 See Document 64.



230 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume XXXII

67. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to President
Nixon'

Washington, April 9, 1970.

I have been filled in on your Wednesday meeting with the NSC
on SALT.? T would like to add a few points for your personal consid-
eration as you write the Decision Memorandum.

All agencies apparently expressed support for Option A® as a start-
ing point. I am concerned because we support Option A only as a pos-
sible first agreement to result from negotiations, and only if all of its
provisions, or their strategic equivalents, are won. To reach such an
agreement, the U.S. must start from a safer option, from which to com-
promise to Option A as it is currently formulated.

I support the view that reductions should be established as the ul-
timate U.S. goal, so that our negotiating positions and any initial agree-
ments will be consistent with that goal.

I suggest:

That you establish substantial reductions of strategic offensive
weapons as the ultimate U.S. goal.

That when the U.S. does table an initial proposal, it be consider-
ably more favorable to the U.S. than the present formulation of
Option A.

That the present formulation of Option A represents the furthest
that the U.S. should compromise in an initial agreement.

That Option D is the most desirable basis for an initial proposal
for the U.S. to table. It sets a good foundation for compromising to-
wards Option A. It rationalizes our insistence on stopping the SS-9s at
250 and the total number of offensive missiles at 1710. It rationalizes
the provision to substitute sea-based for land-based systems. It shows
that the U.S. is prepared to reduce our forces substantially rather than
stopping Soviet systems only.

Melvin R. Laird*

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330-76-076,
Box 12, USSR, 388.3. Top Secret; Sensitive. On April 9 Haig sent this memorandum to
Lynn with the following note: “I recognize it is too late for the work you have already
done but it is sufficiently important that you consider this work in the light of this new
memorandum.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 876,
SALT, Volume VII)

2 See Document 65.

3 Options A-D were described and discussed during the NSC meeting.

* Printed from a copy that indicates Laird signed the original.
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68. National Security Decision Memorandum 51"

Washington, April 10, 1970.

TO

The Members of the National Security Council

The Attorney General

The Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

Vienna Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

I have made the following decisions with respect to the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks which will begin on April 16, 1970, in Vienna.

1. (a) The options which will serve as the basis for U.S. propos-
als and explorations are those in the enclosure to this Memorandum:
“SALT Options,” dated April 9, 1970.

(b) The Delegation is not authorized to discuss individual provi-
sions of an Option without having made it clear that individual pro-
visions are acceptable only in combination with all the provisions of
the Option, including all corollary verification provisions.

(c) If the Delegation believes that alternative or additional provi-
sions should be presented in order to enhance the possibility that agree-
ment could be reached on the approved provisions of an Option, it
must seek instructions.

2. I want the initial discussion to cover as broad a range of issues
as possible. Therefore, the Delegation should first present Option C,
including the measures specified as required for verification and using
the provisions for the NCA level of ABM defense, as a framework for
that discussion. The Delegation should also present Option D, using
the provisions for the NCA level of ABM defense, as an alternative ap-
proach. On the basis of the discussions of these Options, and in the
light of any Soviet proposals, I will judge whether an agreement ac-
ceptable to the United States is possible or whether other options
should be explored.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Decision Memoranda, Nos. 51-96. Top Secret; Nodis. Ini-
tialed by Haig. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and senior
members of the U.S. SALT Delegation. At 2:45 p.m., before Rogers received his copy,
Kissinger called to tell him that Nixon had chosen the position that the Secretary of State
wanted. Kissinger asked Rogers to send him views on possible tactics at the Vienna
round. (Transcript of telephone conversation; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box 362, Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)
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3. Before engaging in any discussion of a suspension or modifi-
cation of ongoing programs prior to agreement, the Delegation will
seek instructions from Washington.

4. The Delegation is authorized to discuss Item 5 on the Work Pro-
gram concerning “Ways to reduce the danger of the outbreak of a nu-
clear missile war between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., including ways
to guard against unauthorized or accidental use of nuclear weapons”
in accordance with the approach set forth in the summary Task Y pa-
per, “Protecting Against Nuclear Accidents and Provocative Attacks.”

5. The Delegation should take the position that U.S. tactical nu-
clear forces, strategic forces of other nations and U.S. practices with re-
spect to ballistic missile submarine and strategic aircraft operations
should not be included in the talks.

6. Ireaffirm my directive of October 31, 1969, entitled “Avoidance
of Leaks on SALT.”® The Chief of the Delegation will be responsible
for assuring that all activities dealt with in that directive are conducted
in conformity with it.

Richard Nixon
Enclosure*
Washington, April 9, 1970.

SALT OPTIONS
Option A: A “Limited” Agreement
1. ICBMs and SLBMs
Limitations

The aggregate total of ICBM and sea-based ballistic missile launch-
ers would be limited to 1,710. At the present time, the Soviet Union

20On April 10 Nixon sent Smith a letter with instructions for Vienna in which he
explained the political significance of the talks: “The Vienna talks are part of a larger ef-
fort I envisage in the development of our relations with the Soviet Union. On a number
of different fronts we are dealing with sources of tension and conflict between us. It is
my hope that there is a mutual interest in progress on all the major outstanding issues.
Thus far there is little reason for optimism, but the Vienna talks may well be a major test
of our basic assumptions.” (Washington National Records Center, RG 383, ACDA Files:
FRC 383-97-0010, Smith/Farley Chronological Files, Smith-White House Correspond-
ence, January-December 1970)

3 See footnote 4, Document 40.

* Top Secret. Nixon initialed the title sheet, the first page describing each option,
and the last page.
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has operational 1,272 ICBMs—of which 222 are SS—9s—and 288 SLBM
launchers, for a total of 1,560. However, others under construction
would if completed raise the total to nearly 2,000. A ceiling of 1,710
represents the U.S. total, and would mean that the Soviets could com-
plete roughly half of what they now have under construction. In order
to avoid Soviet completion of all its S5-9s under construction—60—
we would seek an understanding that completion would be approxi-
mately proportional within classes of launchers under construction, so
that the Soviet “S5-9 ceiling” within the 1,710 total would be 250.

Within the permitted ceiling of 1,710 launchers, the number of
launchers associated with missiles of volume greater than 65 cubic me-
ters (the size of an SS5-11) would be limited to those currently opera-
tional (or permitted to be completed in reaching the 1,710 level).

Within the ceiling of 1,710 launchers, sea-based ballistic missile
launchers could be substituted for existing fixed land-based ICBM
launchers on a one-for-one basis. Existing sea-based ballistic missile
launchers could be replaced by other SLBM launchers on a one-for-one
basis.

ICBM launchers could not be relocated or modified in externally
observable ways.

Deployment and testing of land-mobile ICBMs and their launch-
ers would be prohibited.

Strategic offensive missiles mounted on waterborne vehicles on in-
land waterways would also be prohibited.

Retrofit of current launchers with missiles not previously deployed
on the launcher would be limited to missiles whose volume does not
exceed 65 cubic meters.

ICBMs are defined as land-based ballistic missiles which have a
capability of ranges in excess of 5,000 kilometers. ICBMs, even if de-
ployed for use against targets within MR/IRBM range, would be
counted as part of the total number of ICBM/sea-based ballistic mis-
sile launchers. (The Soviets have deployed 40 SS-11 ICBMs in one
MRBM and one IRBM complex, and are so deploying another 40 at
those complexes.)

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intercontinental range and
deployment of launchers for such missiles would be prohibited.

Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment missile systems
(FOBS) would be considered as part of the allowed total number of
launchers.

Corollary Limitations

Several supporting corollary limitations would be included in or-
der to facilitate verification.
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No additional MR/IRBM silos (beyond the 135 extant) would be
allowed, since ICBMs could be retrofitted into such launchers, and this
might elude detection.

Limits, e.g., size, would be placed on permitted mobile missiles
(those with range capability less than 1,000 km) and their associated
TELs in order to prevent claims that an ICBM was a shorter-range per-
mitted missile.

There would also be agreed procedures for notification and im-
plementation of permitted launcher destruction and replacement, in
order to ensure verification of changes in the mix of launchers.

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul, conversion, and
berthing of submarines and surface ships would be prohibited in or-
der to increase confidence in verification.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.
2. MR/IRBMs

Limitations

The number of MR /IRBM launchers would be limited to the num-
ber currently operational (the USSR has 650; the U.S. has none). Relo-
cation of MR/IRBM launchers or externally observable modifications
of such launchers would be prohibited. Deployment and testing of
land-based mobile MR/IRBMs would be prohibited, and any opera-
tional would be destroyed.

Testing of land-based cruise missiles of intermediate or medium
range and deployment of launchers for such missiles would be
prohibited.

Missiles of medium and intermediate range would be defined as
land-based missiles with a maximum range greater than 1,000 and less
than 5,000 kilometers.

Corollary Limitations

Limitations would be placed on the size of mobile missiles in or-
der to insure against evasion of the ban on mobile MR/IRBMs.

Verification
Verification would be by national means.
Fall-Back

If Soviet opposition to limitations on MR/IRBMs remains adamant,
we should, subject to consultation with our NATO Allies on changing
our position, be prepared to agree to set aside or defer limitations on
MR/IRBMs, in exchange for appropriate Soviet concessions. Those re-
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strictions on MR/IRBMs pertinent to insuring ICBM limitations are,
however, separately specified as corollary limitations integral to the
ICBM /sea-based ballistic missile limitations, and would continue to be
maintained.

(New MR/IRBM silos would still be banned. Mobile offensive mis-
siles below the size limits required for the ICBM corollary restriction
would, however, be allowed if the MR /IRBM limitation were set aside.)

3. SLCMs
Limitations

Submarines and associated launchers for SLCMs would be limited
to those currently operational (the USSR has 348 launchers; the U.S.
has none).’ Substitution of sea-based ballistic missile launchers for
SLCM launchers would not be permitted.

Corollary Limitations

Use of covered facilities for fitting out, overhaul, conversion, and
berthing of submarines and surface ships would be prohibited in or-
der to increase confidence in verification.

Verification
Verification would be by national means.
Fall-Back

We would initially seek the above limitation on SLCMs, but would
be prepared in the negotiations to set aside limitations on SLCMs in
exchange for some appropriate Soviet concession.

4. ABMs
Limitations

The number of ABM launchers and interceptors would be limited
to a total of 1,000 each of all types, and there would be agreed limita-
tions on the number and location of ABM radars.

It would be necessary to negotiate precisely an agreed under-
standing with respect to existing radars which have or could have an
ABM-related role. In the Soviet case, this would involve at least the
Hen House, Dog House (and similar), and Try Add radar complexes.
The location of future ABM radars would be declared in advance

® We would initially seek an equal agreed number, so that the U.S. would have the
option of building up to 348 SLCM launchers, but be prepared to bargain. [Footnote is
in the original.]
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through an agreed procedure. There would be agreement to consult in
the future on non-ABM radar requirements and plans with a view to
meeting legitimate needs of the two countries in ways which did not
create suspicion or concern over possible circumvention of the ABM
radar limitation. It would be agreed that ABM-associated radars would
be distinguished from other radars by established criteria: location, ori-
entation, elevation angle, power, frequency, aperture size, and antenna
type (phased-array or mechanical-scan).

(For example, if the Soviets said they wanted to build a phased-
array radar for air traffic control at Moscow, we would have the right
to insist that it be located with an orientation away from any missile
threat corridors; in that case, it would not be necessary to apply other
criteria dealing with the performance characteristics of the radar. If, in
another case, the Soviets said they needed a radar located within and
facing a threat corridor, we would be able to insist on application of
other criteria appropriate to the situation in order to rule out an ABM
role for the radar; for example, a high elevation angle could limit the
radar to a non-ABM space track role.) The Soviets, of course, could sim-
ilarly insist we handle future non-ABM radar needs in ways which did
not permit us to acquire ABM capabilities.

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide dual
anti-aircraft and anti-missile capability would be prohibited.

Deployment and testing of mobile land-based, sea-based, air-
based, or space-based ABM systems would be prohibited.

Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of an “ABM,”
but there must be at least an agreed understanding on what constitutes
a present or potential ABM. Each side would declare its ABM systems.
The understanding would recognize as ABMs the Soviet Galosh
ABM-1, Spartan, and Sprint, but would not include anti-aircraft
systems such as the Soviet systems SA-1 through SA-5 and Nike-
Hercules and Hawk.

Corollary Limitations

The testing of SAMs in an ABM mode would be prohibited.

There would be advance notification of the deployment of allowed
ABM systems and of new SAM systems.

In the process of negotiation we would make it clear to the Sovi-
ets what specified indicators we would employ in deciding whether a
SAM system had ABM capability. Those indicators include:

—relocation of sites;
—changes in radar average power levels, aperture configuration,
antenna type, signal characteristics;
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—addition of acquisition radars or introduction of phased-array
site radars;

—changes in missile characteristics (range, acceleration, burn-out
velocity, payload, propellants, exo-atmospheric capability);

—testing of SAMs in ABM role;

—introduction of new SAM systems;

—appearance of nuclear warheads at additional SAM sites.

Where feasible and consistent with security requirements, we will
also indicate the specific numerical limits we will use in applying these
indicators.

Verification

Verification would be accomplished by national means, facilitated
by and in conjunction with the corollary limitations.

5. Development Testing, Training, and Space Launchers
Limitations

Missile launchers and platforms for research, development, test-
ing, evaluation, and training with respect to all strategic missile sys-
tems, and for space missions, would be permitted, but their total num-
ber on each side could not exceed an agreed limit of 125 launchers.

Verification

Verification would be by national means.

There would be agreement to provide a list of such launch facili-
ties and their locations.

6. Strategic Bombers (and Defenses against Bombers)
Limitations

Heavy strategic bombers would be limited to the numbers cur-
rently operational. This category would be defined as presently com-
prising B-52, Bison, and Bear bombers. (The U.S. at present has 516
B-52 bombers (472 operational); the USSR has 195 Bison and Bear
bombers.)

No limitation would be placed on substitution of new heavy strate-
gic bomber types, nor would other qualitative limitations on these
bombers be sought. There would be notification of intended deploy-
ment of new bomber types.

No limitation would be placed on armament of any kind carried
by aircraft.

Corollary Limitations

The conversion of transport aircraft for use as strategic bombers
would be prohibited.
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No limitation would be placed on aircraft other than bombers;
bombers used as tankers (about 50 Bisons) are, however, reconvertible
to the bomber role, and are counted in the bomber ceiling.

No corollary limitations on defenses against bombers would be in-
cluded, other than limitations on SAM systems specified in connection
with preventing SAM upgrade to ABMs. Improvements in air defenses
could be offset by improvements in bomber systems within the pre-
scribed ceilings.

Verification
Verification would be by national means.

7. MIRVs and Qualitative Improvements

Limitations

There would be no limitations on MIRVs, nor on qualitative im-
provements of strategic missile systems except as specified in provi-
sions outlined above.

8. Verification

Verification of a SALT agreement comprising the provisions out-
lined in Option A would be accomplished by a combination of reliance
upon national means and the provision of mandatory corollary limi-
tations designed to make the over-all restrictions compatible with our
verification capabilities.

There would have to be an understanding not to interfere with na-
tional means of verification, defined broadly as technical information col-
lection systems necessary for verifying compliance with the agreement
operating outside the national territory of the other state, or to undertake
deliberate concealment measures which could impede the effectiveness
of national means in verifying compliance with the agreement.

The agreement would also provide for consultations on issues aris-
ing out of the provisions of the agreement. A standing joint commis-
sion would be established to provide a forum in which the parties could
raise issues about compliance and verification, as well as to receive
timely notice of certain deployments (e.g., specific changes in the
ICBM/SLBM mix, and deployment of new permitted strategic sys-
tems), and to discuss possibly necessary or useful adjustments within
the framework of the agreement. Selective direct observation or “on-
site inspection” on a challenge basis could be requested as a way to
check on some suspicious situation.

The agreement would explicitly be predicated on the understand-
ing that neither side would seek to circumvent the provisions and ef-
fectiveness of the agreement through a third country. It would contain
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provisions for consultation in the event of suspected violations, as well
as to consider basic changes in the strategic situation (including third-
country developments). The agreement would include a clause pro-
viding for withdrawal in the event either party decided its supreme
national interests were threatened by continued adherence. The agree-
ment would be made subject to formal review at fixed periods (for ex-
ample, for five years). This would create an opportunity for joint con-
sideration of any changed circumstances, for modification of the
agreement if deemed advisable, and reaffirmation. It would permit
withdrawal without having to charge the other side with violation or
to invoke supreme national interest.

Option B: “Comprehensive I” Agreement

[Omitted here are sections 1-3 of Option B, which are identical to
those sections of Option A.]

4. ABMs

Two alternatives for ABM limitation under this option are con-
sidered: zero or NCA levels.

(a) Zero ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABM launchers would be prohibited, and existing
ABM launchers and associated radars would be dismantled.

The Soviet Union would have to dismantle its existing Moscow
Galosh ABM defenses. Specifically, the USSR would within three
months of the time the agreement came into effect dismantle the Dog
House radar, the radar under construction at Chekhov, the four Try
Add radar complexes, and the 64-launcher complex around Moscow.
(Radars would be dismantled by disassembly and removal of all struc-
tures supporting or mounting radar faces; launchers would be dis-
mantled by removal of all interceptors and launch vehicles and ob-
servable destruction of launch pads. Interceptors could be used for
R&D testing.) The U.S. would also propose that the Soviets dismantle
the uncompleted Hen House radar near Sevastopol. The Soviets could
keep the Skrunda and Olenegorsk large early-warning and tracking
Hen House radars, and the Sary Shagan and Mishelevka early-warn-
ing, test range and space-track Hen House radars in Siberia, some faces
of which face the Chinese missile threat, including portions of those
radar complexes still under construction. We would inform the Sovi-
ets that we regard the continued existence of these radars as tolerable
only because of their vulnerability and that we would view increases
in SAM defense of these radars as a violation of the agreement.

The U.S. would cancel Safeguard deployment. No existing
U.S. radars would be destroyed. We could retain or replace the three
large BMEWSs early-warning radars, and the large phased-array
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space-track radar at Eglin AFB, Florida (as well as the MSR ABM test
radar at Kwajalein). (If the Soviets insisted on building the Sevastopol
radar for early-warning, the U.S. would retain the right to build a ra-
dar or radars providing comparable additional coverage for early-
warning.)

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide dual
anti-aircraft and strategic anti-missile capability would be prohibited.

Limitations would be placed on radars suitable for an ABM role.
Apart from agreement on the disposition of existing radars possessing
technical capabilities for contributing to an ABM system, as specified
above, there would be agreement to consult in the future on non-ABM
radar requirements and plans with a view to meeting legitimate needs
of the two countries in ways which did not create suspicion or concern
over possible circumvention of the ABM radar limitation. It would be
agreed that non-ABM-associated radars would be distinguished by es-
tablished criteria: location, orientation, elevation angle, power, fre-
quency, aperture size, and antenna type (phased-array or mechanical
scan). For example, if the Soviets said they wanted to build a phased-
array radar for air traffic control at Moscow, we would have the right
to insist that it be located with an orientation away from any missile
threat corridors; it would then not be necessary to apply other criteria.
If, in another case, the Soviets said they needed a radar located within
and facing a threat corridor, we would be able to insist that an appli-
cation of other criteria appropriate to the situation rule out an ABM
role for the radar; for example, a high elevation angle could limit the
radar to a non-ABM space track role. The Soviets, of course, could sim-
ilarly insist we handle future non-ABM radar needs in ways which did
not permit us to acquire ABM capabilities.

ABM research, development, and testing would be permitted. All
flight-testing would, however, be limited to (a) pre-announced flight
tests, (b) not more than 25 per year, (c) on not more than 10 launchers,
and (d) at agreed test ranges.

Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of an “ABM,”
but there must be at least an agreed understanding on what consti-
tutes a present or potential ABM. Each side will declare its systems.
The understanding would recognize as ABMs the Soviet Galosh
ABM-1, Spartan, and Sprint, but would not include anti-aircraft sys-

tems such as the Soviet systems SA-1 through SA-5 and Nike-Her-
cules and Hawk.

Corollary Limitations

There would be a ban on flight testing of SAMs in an ABM mode.
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In the process of negotiation we would make it clear to the Sovi-
ets what specific indicators we would employ in deciding whether a
SAM system had ABM capability. Those indicators include:

—relocation of sites;

—changes in radar average power levels, aperture configuration,
antenna type, signal characteristics;

—addition of acquisition radars or introduction of phased-array
site radars;

—changes in missile characteristics (range, acceleration, burn-out
velocity, payload, propellants, exo-atmospheric capability);

—testing of SAMs in ABM role;

—introduction of new SAM systems;

—appearance of nuclear warheads at additional SAM sites.

Where feasible and consistent with security requirements, we will
also indicate the specific numerical limits we will use in applying these
indicators.

There would be advance notification of the deployment of allowed
SAM systems.

Verification

Verification would be accomplished by national means, facilitated
by and in conjunction with the above corollary limitations.

(b) NCA Defense ABM Level Limitations

Deployment of ABMs would be limited to those appropriate to a
defense of the National Command Authority (Moscow and Washing-
ton). One hundred ABM launchers, and interceptors, of any type would
be permitted, together with associated radars.

The Soviet Union would retain its present radars and ABM launch-
ers, and could add up to 36 additional launchers with associated radars
around Moscow—to serve a total of no more than 100 interceptors. (We
would seek the dismantling of the Sevastopol Hen House, as in the case
of the zero ABM level, with the same alternative fall-back of a compara-
ble radar or radars for the U.S. as a counterpart if Sevastopol is retained.)

The U.S. would be allowed to deploy a roughly equivalent sys-
tem, comprising 3—6 PAR faces, 4 MSR faces, and 100 ABM launchers
and interceptors centered on a defense of the Washington, D.C. area
(but covering a large area of the eastern United States).

The provision with respect to future non-ABM radars outlined in
the discussion of zero ABM levels (on pp. 25-29 above)® would apply.

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide dual
anti-aircraft and strategic anti-missile capability would be prohibited.

© Reference is to section 4(a) above.
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ABM research, development and testing would be permitted. In
addition, confidence firings would be permitted. All such ABM inter-
ceptor flight tests and confidence firings would, however, be limited
to (a) pre-announced flight tests, (b) not more than 30 per year, (c) on
not more than 15 launchers, and (d) at agreed test ranges. Testing of
mobile land-based, sea-based, air-based, or space-based ABM systems
would be prohibited.

Corollary Limitations

The same corollary limitations against the upgrading of SAMs, in-
cluding the ABM radar limitations, would apply as in the case of the
zero level ABM limitation. The advance notification of allowed defen-
sive systems would be extended to include allowed ABM deployment.

Verification

Verification would be by national means, facilitated by and in con-
junction with the corollary limitations.

[Omitted here are sections 5-8 of Option B, which are identical to
those sections of Option A.]

Option C: “Comprehensive II” Agreement

[Omitted here are sections 1-3 of Option C, which are identical to
those sections of Option A.]

4. ABMs

Two alternatives for ABM limitation under this option are con-
sidered: zero or NCA levels.

(a) Zero ABM Level Limitation

Deployment of ABM launchers would be prohibited, and existing
ABM launchers and associated radars would be dismantled.

The Soviet Union would have to dismantle its existing Moscow
Galosh ABM defenses. Specifically, the USSR would within three
months of the time the agreement came into effect dismantle the Dog
House radar, the radar under construction at Chekhov, the four Try
Add radar complexes, and the 64-launcher complex around Moscow.
(Radars would be dismantled by disassembly and removal of all struc-
tures supporting or mounting radar faces; launchers would be dis-
mantled by removal of all interceptors and launch vehicles and ob-
servable destruction of launch pads. Interceptors could be used for
R&D testing.) The U.S. would also propose that the Soviets dismantle
all Hen House radars covering potential U.S. missile attack corridors.
The Soviets could keep the Sary Shagan and Mishelevka test range and
space-track Hen House radar faces. The U.S. would cancel Safeguard
deployment and dismantle BMEWS. If agreement cannot be reached
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on the above radar destruction, the U.S. would be permitted a radar
network of equivalent capability for early warning. In that case, no ex-
isting U.S. radars would be destroyed. We could retain or replace with
PARs the three large BMEWSs early-warning radars, and the large
phased-array space-track radar at Eglin AFB, Florida (as well as the
MSR ABM test radar at Kwajalein). In addition, the U.S. would be per-
mitted to add on the order of 3-5 PARs for coverage of SLBM and ICBM
threat corridors.

Upgrading of SAMs to convert them into ABMs or to provide dual
anti-aircraft and strategic anti-missile capability would be prohibited.

Limitations would be placed on radars suitable for an ABM role.
Apart from agreement on the disposition of existing radars possessing
technical capabilities for contributing to an ABM system, as specified
above, there would be agreement to consult in the future on non-ABM
radar requirements and plans with a view to meeting legitimate needs
of the two countries in ways which did not create suspicion or concern
over possible circumvention of the ABM radar limitation. It would be
agreed that non-ABM-associated radars would be distinguished by es-
tablished criteria: location, orientation, elevation angle, power, fre-
quency, aperture size, and antenna type (phased-array or mechanical
scan). For example, if the Soviets said they wanted to build a phased-
array radar for air traffic control at Moscow, we would have the right
to insist that it be located with an orientation away from any missile
threat corridors; it would then not be necessary to apply other criteria.
If, in another case, the Soviets said they needed a radar located within
and facing a threat corridor, we would be able to insist that an appli-
cation of other criteria appropriate to the situation rule out an ABM
role for the radar; for example, a high elevation angle could limit the
radar to a non-ABM space track role. The Soviets, of course, could sim-
ilarly insist we handle future non-ABM radar needs in ways which did
not permit us to acquire ABM capabilities.

ABM research, development, and testing would be permitted. All
flight-testing would, however, be limited to (a) pre-announced flight
tests, (b) not more than 25 per year, (c) on not more than 10 launchers,
and (d) at agreed test ranges.

Definition

It is not necessary to develop an agreed definition of an “ABM,”
but there must be at least an agreed understanding on what consti-
tutes a present or potential ABM. Each side will declare its systems.
The understanding would recognize as ABMs the Soviet Galosh
ABM-1, Spartan, and Sprint, but would not include anti-aircraft

systems such as the Soviet systems SA-1 through SA-5 and Nike-
Hercules and Hawk.
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Corollary Limitations

There would be a ban on flight testing of SAMs in an ABM mode.

In the process of negotiation we would make it clear to the Sovi-
ets what specific indicators we would employ in deciding whether a
SAM system had ABM capability. Those indicators include:

—relocation of sites;

—changes in radar average power levels, aperture configuration,
antenna type, signal characteristics;

—addition of acquisition radars or introduction of phased-array
site radars;

—changes in missile characteristics (range, acceleration, burn-out
velocity, payload, propellants, exo-atmospheric capability);

—testing of SAMSs in ABM role;

—introduction of new SAM systems;

—appearance of nuclear warheads at additional SAM sites.

Where 