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. POSSIBLE APPROACH TOWARD SALT THO

INTRODUCTION: It is improbable that the interrelated Backfire and inter-

mediate range cruise missile issues can be satisfactorily resolved by
summer of this year. The issues dea]ing'with the systems having a direct
and primary homeland to homeland role should be susceptible to final
agreement within six months. The question is how best to proceed under

those circumstances.

SUGGESTED APPROACH: I suggest the following approach: Immediately

with respect to the Soviet negotiators and uitimate]y with the US public.

1. The primary elements of both sides' strategic forces are ICBMs,
SLBMs and heavy bombers. These systems all have as their primary mission
the capability for homeland to homeland nuclear attack.

| 2. There are potential additional homeland to homeland systems;
systems which neither side has up to this time developed or dép]oyed--
such as seabed systems deployed in coastal or internal waters, inter-
- continental range cruise missiles and space based systems.

3. There are systems of lesser range which can have a bearing both
upon theatre nuclear capabi]itjes and under certain circumstances on home-
land to homeland capabilities; among such systems are air, sea, and land-
based cruise missiles with less than intercontinental range, certain bombers
with a range less than that of those bombers originally classified as

heavy bombers, mobile medium range ballistic missiles, etc.
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4. It is now possible mutually to agree on uSéful limitations on
those systems having a direct and primary homeland to homeland strategic
role. It is also possible mutually to agree to ban the development or
deployment of those pofential systems mentioned in paragraph 2 above
which if deployed would have a direct homeland to homeland role. It has
not proven possible to work out the difficult problem of finding mutually
acceptable limitations on those systems having a theatre role or which are
affected by defenses against theatre capabilities, but which also have a
homeland to homeland capability (ALCMs on heavy and other bombers).

5. We therefore propose agreement now_dn those centrai systems where
agreement is now possfb]e, and continued negotiations on those gray areas
where the interrelationship between theatre and homeland to homeland
capabi]ities make it necessary to take more time to find mutually agreeable
and useful so]utioné.

6. In implementation of this approach we propose conclusion of a
SALT TWO agreement which would include agreement on all provisions of the
Joint Draft Texf other than those referring to Backfire or intermediate
range cruise missiles, coupled with an agreement to initiate negotiations
this summer on the gray areas not dealt with in sﬁch a SALT TWO agreement,
with the target date for the completion of these negotiations to be
October 1977.

7. In the event the Soviet Union agrees to this approach, it will be

important to think through the best approach to our allies in connection



NS

with the negotiations to begin in mid-1976. It would seem wise to
maintain the bilateral US/USSR format but to consider a backstopping
committee including representatives of NATO and Japan.

8. A question arises as to whether the term of such a SALT TWO
agreement should be shortened to five years as opposed to ten. On balance,
it would appear that there is little we would be able or wish to deploy

prior to 1986 which we could not deploy under the terms of such an

agreement. The longer term would, therefore, seem preferable.
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POSSIBLE APPROACH TOWARD SALT TWO
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SUGGESTED APPROACH: I suggest the following approach: Immediately
with respect to the Soviet negotiators and uifimately with the US public.

1. The primary elements of both sides' strategic forces are ICBMs,
SLBMs and heavy bombers. These systems all have as their primary mission
the capability for homeland to homeiand nuclear attack.

2. There are potential additional homeland to homeland systems;
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4, It is now possible mutually to agree on useful limitations on
those systems having a direct and primary homeland to homeland strategic
role. It is also possible mutually to agree to ban the development or
deployment of those pofentia1 systems mentioned in paragraph 2 above
which if deployed would have a direct homeland to homeland role. It has
not proven possible to work out the difficult problem of finding mutually
acceptable limitations on those systems having a theatre role or which are
affected by defenses against theatre capabilities, but which also have a
homeland to'homeland capability (ALCMs on heavy and other bombers).

5. Ve therefore propose agreement nowvdn those central systems where
agreement is now possfb]e, and continued negotiations on those gray areas
where the interrelationship between theatre and homeland to homeland
capabilities make it necessary to take more time to find mutually agreeable
and useful so1ution§.

6. In implementation of this approach we propose conclusion of a
SALT TWO agreement which would include agreement on all provisions of the
Joint Draft Texf other than those referring to Backfire or intermediate
range cruise missiles, coupled with an agreement to initiate negotiations
this summer on the gray areas not dealt with in such a SALT TWO agreement,
with the target date for the completion of these negotiations to be
October 1977.

7. In the event the Soviet Union agrees to this approach, it will be

important to think through the best approach to-our allies in connection
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with the negotiations to begin in mid-1976. It would seem Wise to
maintain the bilateral US/USSR format but to consider a backstopping
committee including representatives of NATO and Japan.

8. A question arises as to whether the term of such a SALT TWO
agreement shbu]d be shortened to five years as opposed to ten. On balance,
it would appear that there is little we would be able or wish to deploy
prior to 1986 which we could not déploy under the terms of such an

agreement. The longer term would, therefore, seem preferable.


































February 12, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: DICK CHENEY

FROM: DONALD H. RUMSFELD 7/

1.

Attached is a copy of my views on a fleshed out Option IIIL
("Deferral") which I have sent separately to Brent.

Also attached is the reference paper we discussed. The last
two pages of it were in the President's brief for the NSC
meeting on SALT on 2/11/76.

- It was never worked in the SALT interagency 'working group.'

- It was apparently written by an NSC staff man the night of
2/11/76. '

~ The Boards displayed in the NSC meeting were apparently taken
from the paper.

- The handwritten notes, additions and deletions reflect the
0SD representatives views as they would have appeared on’ the
Boards if he had seen the paper.

— It should be clear from this that when NSC members were dis-
cussing the various options they could only have been talking
in broad principles and could well have had different details
in mind, since the details had not been fully sorted out.

- Finally, when you compare the level of detail on Option IIT in
the President's briefing paper against the level of detail in the
paper I have prepared today on Option III (which is attached), it
is clear how confusion can arise. ‘

- P.S. Also attached is the packet.

ﬂECLASS“ﬂEtSOEIR129&53@6‘35
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E.O. 12958 Sec. 1.5 (o! - .
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February 12 1976

APPROACH TO SALT TWO

INTRODUCTION: It seems likely that the interrelated Backfire and

intermediate range cruise missile issues may not be satisfactorily

resolved in the period immediately ahead. However, the issues dealing

with

systems having a direct and primary homeland-to-homeland role should

be capable of being resolved in a formal agreement in a shorter period of

time.

Following is a suggested approach under these circumstances.

CONCEPTUAL APPROACH: to be put forward soon to the Soviet Union:

1. The primar§ elements of U.S. and Soviet strategic forces are

ICBMs, SLEMS and heavy bombers. These systenms all have as their
primary misgion the capability for homeland-to-homeland nuclear
attack.

2. There are additional potential homeland-to-homeland nuclear
systems; systems which neither side has up to this time developed

or deployed —- such as seabed systems deployed in coastal or internal
waters, and space based systems.

3. There are systems of somewhat lesser range which can have a bear-
ing both upon theatre nuclear capabilities and, under certain circum-
stances, on homeland—to-homeland capabilities; among such systems are
air, sea, and land-based cruise missiles with less than intercontinental
range, certain bombers with a range somewhat less than that of those
bombers now classified as heavy bombers, mobile intermediate range bal-
listic missiles, and the like.
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4. It would seem tb be possible now, and desirable, to mutually
agree on equitable limitations on those systems having a direct
and primary homeland-to-homeland strategic role. Further, it.wduld
seem possiblé to agree to ban the developmént or deployment of those
potential systems mentioned in paragraph 2, which, if deployed, would
have a direct homeland-to-homeland role. It has not yet proven possible
to work out the admittedly difficult and complex problems of finding
mutually acceptable limitations on those 'grey area'" systems having
a theatre role or which are affected by defenses against theatre capa-
bilities, but which also have some homeland-to-homeland capability
(e.g., ALCMs on other bombers).
5. Therefore, consideration should be given to an agreement now on
those central systems where agreement is now possible, and because
of the complexities involved, continuing negotiat%ons on those "grey
area" systems where the interrelationship between theatre and home-
land-to-homeland capabilities makes it necessary to take more time to
find mutually agreeable and useful solutions.
6. In implementation of this approach, conclusion of a SALT TWO treaty,
in the period immediately ahead, could include:
(a) agreement on all provisions of the Joint Draft Text other
than those referring to Backfire or intermediate range cruise
missiles,
(b) coupled with an agreement to initiate negotiations this
summer (one month following successful negotiation of the SALT

TWO Treaty) on the '"grey areas' not dealt with in such a SALT




TWO Treaty, without prejudice as to how they would be dealt
with,
(¢) with the target date for the completion of negotiations

on "grey area” systems, to be October, 1977, and _
(d) a fixed completion date of 1 January 1979 should also be
considered.
7. In the event the Soviet Union agrees to a SALT TWO treaty under
this approach, it will be neceséary to think through the best method
to consult our allies during any negotiations on ''grey area' systems,
to begin in mid-1976. It would seem essential to maintain the bi-
lateral US/USSR format but to consider a backstopping committee includ-
ing’representatives of NATO and Japan, or at the minimum, a more
intensive consultation mechanism.
8. A question arises as to whether the term of such a SALT TWO agree-
ment should be shortened to five years as opposed to ten. On balance,
assuming agreement as described, it would appear that there is little
the U.S. would be able or wish to deploy prior to 1986 which could
not be deployed under the terms of such an agreement. The longer
term would, therefore, seem preferable, but the term should be left
open until the specifics of the agreement are known.

"OPTION III ELABORATED": 1In the event that this approach is selected, the

U.S. proposal to the Soviets should consolidate the areas of agreement in
a SALT TWO Treaty and defer the Backfire and cruise missile "erey area'
issues for an agreed interim period, during which negotiations on these

issues.would continue.

1. TIllustratively, the SALT TWO Treaty would include:




—— Codification of the Vladivostok understanding, and subsequently
agreed issues including:
-— 2400 aggregate limit, which includes ICBMs, SLBMs

and heavy bombers;

!
1

1320 MIRV aggregate limit;
—- definitions of, for example, ICBMs, SLBMs, and ASBMs;

-- mobile ICBMs counted in aggregate;

US MIRV verification provisions.
NOTE: 1If heavy bombers, with long-range ALCMs
"were to be considered as MIRV platforms
" in the 1320 limit, the verification procedures
for heavy bombers with ALCMs should not.take the
approach that "once tested with ALCM, all launchers/
platforms would be counted as MIRVed." Otherwise,
for example, the first ALCM platform deployed
could "pollute" the entire B-52 bomber force.
—-- heavy missile definition which includes a throw-weight
criteriaj;
—~ upper throw-weight limit on heavy missiles;
—- no development, test, or deployment of fixed ballistic or cruise
missile launchers on ocean floor, seabed or internal waters;
-- no development, test or deployment of earth orbital nuclear
weapon systems;
—— each Party undertakes not to take actions which could lead to
the provisions of this Agreement being circumvented;
-~ reductions below 2400 should be sought in the SALT TWO
Treaty or soon thereafter;

—— Cruise missile limits along the following lines:

—— ban on testing, or deployment of ALCMs with ranges greater




\\\ circumstances, homeland~to-homeland capabilities.
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~-- count deployment of intercontinental “cruise’ m1351les (1CCMs)

than 2500 Kms on heavy bombers;

(i.e., range greater than 5500 Km) whether land-, sea- or air-
launched;
-— Cruise missile definition will include term "nuclear-armed."

Elements deferred for subsequent negotiations: Agreed understandings,

apart from the Treaty, to spécify that:

-- The Soviets agree not to upgrade Backfire or provide tanker support,
arctic basing, arming with long-range ASMs, or acceleration of the agreed
current deployment rate of two per month or a total of (insert -
estimate) Backfires by October, l9£§%

—-— The US agrees not to accelerate deployment of its long-range cruise

- missiles currently in development, i.e., no deployment prior to

October, 194@.

-- Negotiations on "grey area"bsystems would commence in mid-1976, or
one month following completion of the details of fhe SALT TWO Treaty.
Target date for completions of the negotiation on ''grey area'" systems .
would be Octdber; 1977.

—— Both sides agree not to test'cruise missiles, i.e., sea—based,

air-based, land-based, with ranges above 2500 km during the dinterim

period, sading-Setobersmlili= ' \\

Y
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be considered, as appropriate, in the interim negotiations. However, \
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issues to be addressed in the interim '"grey area" negotiation will only

include those systems which fit the concept of a "grey area," namely

those systems having a.theatre nuclear role but also having, under certain
. /
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ALTERRATIVIL SA T CONGREDTS

The following are alternative approaches that the US might adopt as the
bayis for a raply to the most recent Sowviet proporal:

-

-, Scek numarical linits on Backfive.

-=- I, Exclude Dackfire from strict SALT limitations.

N ' ’ ' / N ]
Cod: Tu {//EJIVDI"?[OA aud (iokfmu{‘ /1/6467(/;97‘:0;15 £ 74 f
e ] : . . [ /
-~ IlI, | Belde—a—porraranentselalion onyBadkiive und cruiso missilod ‘9kaj args
A ha ~ 4 S
Cach of these concepls is desceribed in more detail below along with™—> SYST&Mms,
(Hustrative approaches for implamenting each concép(:."-}o ]

I. Numerical Limits on Backfire . :

The basic jden underlying this option is to bnpono numerical
. s
Umitazlions on Backiire, Two illustralive approiches are:
A Include Dackfire in the aggregate and limit long-range
cruise miseiles ag in the initial US posilion put foxrth in Moscow (i. e.,
Modified Option IV)., Under this approach, fo» example:

} -~ ANl BDackfire deployed aftexr October 1977 (or beyond.a
level of 100) would be counted in the agarepate of 2400,

-~ In return, heavy hoimbers and surface ship platforms
equipped with 600-2500 lun cruise ivissiles would be counted under tha
2400 and 1320 ceilings and SLOMsy above 600 lan banned on submarines.

-= In addition, lond-based cruise missiles with range above
2500 ki would be banned and ALCMs above 600 kom would be banned on
aircraft othesr (han heavy hombars,

~=Cruse mizs/fes wm/.f/ be a/é’-ﬁ"'/'e’(/ 338 hﬂe/ec?r-'arméd.'
B. Include Dackiire in separate limitt outgide the agggrepgate with
comparable }imits on sca-hased cruisc missiles, treating Loth as hybrid
systema, Under this appreach, for example: T . '

* Lri-renre-peint—a—decision il -basvobo-b o adefor—akl-erume s e iE .
;atlons ay to whether: (J) all eruise misniles, (2) all "armed" crt -‘e‘n‘ﬁfnsiz;x,
sr (3) only "nuzlear-armed’ cruire minsilos are covered~~This paper assuwmeg
shat nuclear-armed crulse missiles will be _controll€d in the emcrping SALT
agreemcent withoul prejudice to conyenttshid ~armaed jssues or unarned (. €.,
RPV) iasuce. In goneral, for-tase Lmitations at velatively Jonp ranpas, 0
e Bos 2700 1am, the 1umitdiion it apply to all arroed cruise missilen, since
he hmpacl oartictical applications would be Jens significant; at lower ranges,
the lyn—\*" might be spplicd only to "anclear-armed! miagiles to avoid impact
ofreticalapplications. DECLASSIFIED + E.O. 12958 Sec. 3.8
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= Ladllire would be counted in a separate 1imil of ~orpe—

-= A Balancing limltation on 600-2500 ki cea-bayged cruise
tndsneile plotforage (Gl frecdony to mis belween platfovins) ol the same’

1 woull !l applicd, ' .
jovel wou . I mse rrsscles wodd bededlined a5 nuclear - armed.,

-- I the Soviets choose to deploy Backfire, they could not
eploy-sea-based cxuise missiles over 600 kun,

,".t'-?'-
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: -- Parzllel ansurances would be applicd againat strategic
gse of hybrid systems including specific conskrainty, such as a 2500 lan
inilt on cruise missile range and prohibition on Backlire -upgrading.

. Nou/ﬁ"

* -« The a grepgateseendd be 1edm~cd.—£o-1-—e»4—e»+u;h-., to ?.la() ,
5y 1980, so that Me 7 "“MéerS‘ of central 3\757‘1‘&»45 (2150) /,,/qe the MU ée’/’ O;A
35,,61 :ms']‘gtms (250) wou{¢{ 4ot exceed 24p0,

11. Exclude Bacrhfire from Strict SALT Limitations
CLYdto
A Under this concept, there would be nognumerical Bmitations on
Backfire, An illustrative approach in:

. . Obtlain L LBM reductions in exchange for excluding Backfire
-l\rom numerical lmitations while maintaining the cruice missile limits
“;101)0&:0(1 in Moscov, wader this appr ()d.Lh, for esxample:
. =-The aggreqate would ke re duced #o 2150 by 1960,

-- ¥We would accept Soviet assurances against Backfire up-
grading and seek ad:iditional collateral constraints,
N 1.« rdurn, e | CL y (360

he Soviets would freeze Lh dcployu'xent of $S5.18s .
curraontly nunﬂ>c~ .r: ahout 80) and dismantld ; e st} a”
‘-&mof their older heavy misasiles (55-98) 131-azhczcluc:(:i\on to 2150

J-l .
_ : ) ac{u/eon e
: -- bjeebarn, heavy bombcw. and suvface ship platforms

@qu:ppcd with G00-2300 km-cruise misailes  would be counted under
the 2400 and 1320 L"allh), s oaond HBI.C Ma, above 600 i banned on subrmaxinesg.

f ‘!

asee -- ;.n__;.’au.;.un dand-based cr uize mispiles with range above
,:::B'O’)un would be bLonned and ALGMi above 600 km would bLe banned on
dsyeralt other than ! Neavy bombers,

-~ Cruvse missiles would ba de[‘.}._ed as _huc’/earn:;—m ad
OPBFERET/SENSITIVE XGDS '
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ALTERNATIVE CORCIITS v '
]’ ’ . -

Mnmerical Limits on Baclkfire

s —

A B '

nclude Backfire in the aggrogrxtzé:.

Include Backfire in separate limit
(Old Option IV)

outside the appgrepate with compara-
ble limits on sea-basad cxruise
minsil_e:z.

o Backfire counled in the appgre- .
gate of 2400 after Ocgtober 1977 (or . .
beyond a level of 100).‘

o Count Backfire in a separate
FHmit of —avpy 250, :

o Apply a balancing Jumitation
at the sarne level on sca-based
cruise missile platforma,

e Heavy bombers and surxface
ship platforms with 600-2500 km
eruise misgilens coanted under the

2400 and 1320 ceiling::, o Parallel assarances against

strategic use of hybrid systems
including specific constraints such
as a 2500 km livmit on cruise mis~

: sile range ond prohibition on Back-~
@ Ban land-based cruise missiles five uppgrading.
above 2500 kun, ' :

@ Bun submarine-launched cruisc
miseiles above 600 T,

, . . e Reduvce agprepate ,—ovwgay fo- L
e Ban ALCMs above 600 km . . 2150 by 198503 So asﬁrega‘fc plus sepavsie |

on aircrafl other than heavy , ) _"“'*"," f\'ofa( 2400. ‘ 4.
bombicr s, . - 6 Cruts® waiss, lf’S &Q‘p'l"\e’(s as
e Crulse missiles c(e\[med as - 'V\uc(eav - ci
~ aArw
hueleay - armad, | _ rwrec,
| . . ; ;
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LTERNATIVE GONCEPTS (Continued)

11 .
velude Baclfive from Strjclt SALY
Ioinntation

. . -t e Y, . p-
o L . - .

Hlain haavy minsile vedhie Hions in
mchange for excluding Racklfive
rorn numcrical limifations,

e Assurances against Dackfire
prvading plus additional collateral
onstrainla, ' ’

o Sovicts f:.'cc:zchS-
rent and dismantle k : .
55-9s i

rorr-HH 2003 of thgu

e Reduce aggrepate Lo 2150-!3'} -
9330, _ _

o Heavy hombersg and surface
hip platforms with 600-2500 kn
ruisc missiles counted under the
400 and 1320 cejlinge.

% 6! °;P_l-;2

o Ban submarine-launched cruis
aissiles above 600 k.
L]

¢ Ban land-bLased cruise rmr,mlc‘z
Jbove 2500 lan,

o Ban ALGMs above 600 lun on
drerafl olther than hoavy humbcl S.

- #Cruise missiles de*me‘{ as-
welear —armed,
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Mw\ M'lb '\’b Oc’raber 1877,

Codify Vied ivostok and fam%aeilf/é'ﬁoﬁﬂﬁa-l:

| o
Profer—aPormmortSototion on 742
l/'s:w'(:fh'c and Cruisc Mir.uile.%

"Cray Ares "Systers

Defer Backfire and some cruise
minsile Hmila for an agreed
interimn pariod, :
kJoulG’
Inl;m im pouodAee-nJ-cl be,._c.Tg..
1930 Frow

‘¢ Interim period negotiations

. on BDacklire , 55w, and lend—
based eruise milsciles.

e Intering period ass 13
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ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS (Continued)

u . '
Exclude Backfire from Strict SALT
Limitation

I
Defer a Permanent Solution on
Backfire and Cruise Missiles

Obtain heavy missile reductions in
exchange for excluding Backfire
from numerical limitations.

® Assurances against Backfire
upgrading plus additional collateral
constraints,

® Soviets freeze SS-18 deploy-
ment and dismantle a significant por-
tion (100-200) of their SS-9s.,

® Reduce aggregate to 2150 by
1980. :

® Heavy bombers and surface
-ship platforms with 600-2500 km
cruise missiles counted under the
2400 and 1320 ceilings.

e Ban submarine-launched cruise .
missiles above 600 km.

® Ban land-based cruise missiles
above 2500 km.

® Ban ALCMs above 600 km on
aircraft other than heavy bombers.

TOP - SECGRET /SENSITIVE

Defer Backfire and some cruise
missile limits for an agreed
interim period.

® Interim period could be, e.g.,
through the end of 1979 or 1980.

® Interim period negotiations
on Backfire, SLCMs, and land-
based cruise missiles.

® Interim period assurances
against Backfire upgrading, tanker
support, acceleration of an agreed
current deployment rate, etc.

@ Interim period restraint on
testing of SLLCMs and land-based

cruise missiles beyond, e.g.,

2500 km, and on development,
possibly including not deploying
SLCMs and land-based Cruise
missiles above 600 km,

® Agree on reductions to 2150
by 1980 as objective.

® In the SALT TWO agreement:

Count heavy bombers with 600~
2500 kmm ALCMs in the 1320 MIRV
limit (or constrain by a separate
sublimit) and ban 600-2500 km ALCMs
on other aircraft. ’




The United States pﬁ‘oposcs that the two sides proce¢d in the
following manner:

1. The US and USSR would complete the agreement reached at
Viadivostok, including ail provisions which have been agreed upon since
that rﬁeeting.

2. In particular, the new agreecment would include provisions {a) to
ban cruise missiles with a range over 600 km from all aircraft except
those heavy bombers that are counted in the ceiling of 2400; (b) to b2n
de.velo'pment, testing and production'of an air-launched cruise missile with
a range greater than 2500 km; and (c) to consider each heavy bomber
equipped with a cruise missile with a range between 600 and 2500 km as
equivalent to 2 MIRVed missile and therefore counted against the ceiling
of 1320 MIRVed véhi'cles.

3. On this basis agreement would be reached on the provisions for
verification of deployment of MIRVed missiles,

4. For the period beginning with the signature of this new a-greernent
through October 1980, the US and USSR would reach an unde‘rstanding
through.an exchange of assurances or in a mutually acceptable document,
.on the following restraints: (a) for the interim period no sea-based or
land-bascd cruise missiles would be tested to a range greater than 2500 kin;
(b) no sca-based or land-based cruisc missiles Wi,th a range greater than

600 km would be opcrationally deployed on surface ships, on submarines,
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or on land; (c) developmental programs for such missiles would nof be
otherwise constrained; (d) the Soviet side would provide assurances that
the rate of production of the Soviet Backfire bomber would not be
accelerated during this.perioc] and that its operational capabilities

would not be improved; (e) both sides would agree that their common
objective would be 1o reach a mutually acceptable solution to the problems
of seé-— and land-based cruise missiles and the Backfire bomber; (f) both
sides would also agree that their common objective would be to reduce
st'rategic.armaments from the 2400 ceiling agreed at Vl‘vad‘ivostok to a level
of 2150 by 1980; (g) separate negotiations to achieve these objectives would
begin no later than early 1977 with the aim of reaching a solution as soon
as possible; these negotiations would not replace the commitment to the
negotiations for a further comprehensive agreement, as currently

reflected in the draft treaty being negotiated in Geneva.
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- MEMORANDUM

. THE WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION
WASHINGTON B ' | ‘

PECRPXR/SENSITIVE . January 22, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: , BRENT SCOWCROFT

Secretary Kissinger asked me to provide you with the following report
of his latest meeting with General Secretary Brezhnev.

1. Have concluded four-hour evening session which yielded important -
progress, specifically Soviet ion on throw weight and a willing-
ness to consider reductions even bevond 2300. Moreover, we have
narrowed differences on SLCMs and obtained concrete assurances on
erformance. It is clear that significant agreement 18 within
our grasp, but decision will have to be made by you after my return.

2. Following are the details of the session. Brezhnev began by picking
up the previous discussion with Gromyko on the definition of a'heavy
missile and the interpretation of the increase in silo dimensions by no
more than 10-15 percent. He accepted my proposal of September that

they would agree to define a heavy missile 1ICBM i ; ing
1i

weight and throw weight greater than the largest light missile existing on
either side at the time the agreement goes into effect.  This means of
course the SS-19 now becomes the threshold. In return, we agreed to
their interpretation that the original silo could be increased by no more
than 32 percent of its volume. This has no meaning as long as the throw
weight definition has been agreed. So that represented a .ignificant
concession we have been insisting on for years in both SALT negotiations.

3. Then Brezhnev turned to a point-by-point discussion of the five-year )
interim agreement. First, he noted that we now agreed on banning-ALCMs
on any aircraft other than heavy bombers, bagpj 2500 KM,
and banning cruise missiles over 600 KM on submarines. I confirmed this
description of the status of the discussions, Brezhnev then went into the
counting of B-1 as three MIRVed vehicles and B-52 as only one. I had

said at the second meeting that we would agree to limit the number of

ALCMs on the B-1 to no more than the number of any individual B-52.
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SEOREY/SENSITIVE - 2

(Of course, both aircraft are designed-to carry 20.) Brezhnev argued
against this but I feel this was mostly bargaining material. He then
turned to the five-year interim agreement iand rejected it both on
grounds that it included Backfire and that they still wanted a ban on
SLCMs over 600 KM on surface ships. He repeated their proposal
that all land-based cruise missiles over 600 KM should be banned.

4. At this point he went over his assurances on the Backfire performance,
- and emphasized that he would make the limit of performance at 2200 KM

a matter of record that would be binding for the duration of the agreement,

if we would agree that this issue was completely settled and would not

be raised in subsequent talks., He also agreed that there would be no’

upgrading of Backfire and that he would discuss specific criteria.

5. Then he made a new proposal, namely that they would agree to
reduction to 2300 and "even larger" if we accepted their proposal on
land-based and sea-based cruise m1ss11es, that is to ban them over
600 KM,

6. He would not be drawn out further on the scale of reductions but
certainly 2200 is possible in light of his statements. I probed to see
whether they might come back to the counting of sea-based SLCMs as
MIRYV and this probably is not a firm position. I asked some questions
about the criteria on Backfire performance, but it was clear that we
will have to give them the specifics if we want to go in this direction..

7. I consider that we have now achieved significant concessions on the
issues we have pressed: Eirst, the MIRV counting rules can be confirmed
in return for the ALCM counting as MIRV; second, we have set a limit
on throw weight; third, we have the opportunity to dictate a set of limita-
tions on Backfire performance; fourth, we have a chance at a significant
reduction in Soviet forces, that would constitute almost 20 percent of
their present force, and we.can probably work out a cruise migsile
solution that counts land-based intercontinental cruise missiles and
counts SLCMs on surface ships as MIRV. I could probably have wrapped
up the agreement under normal conditions. In light of the discussions in
Washington that Brent has reported I could not go further than to say this
was a constructive initiative on Brezhnev's part, but that I would have

to report it and we would reply within two or three weeks. Given the
massive confusions reflected in the NSC meeting, I had no choice but to
let the opportunity to exploit this breakthrough go by.
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8. I raised Angola very privately with ‘Brezhnev and warned him we
would not be passive in the face of the Cuban expeditionary force. 1
then said it for the record in the large meeting, and Gromyko and I
will meet on it tomorrow morning. '

9. I believe that what has been achieved here in two days offers us the

chance for an agreement that is clearly in our interest. I intend to

brief the press that progress has been made, and that some issues have
.« been settled while the differences on others have been narrowed.

10. Finally, itis imperative that everyone now be quiet until we can
return and review where we stand.

SBECRET /SENSITIVE
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ATTACHMENT

CLARIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO "DRAFT MEMORANDUM'

PARAGRAPH 1

It is important to include in the memo a generalized description of
the concept of approach to the "interim agreement'" negotiations. Although not
necessary to specifically define the approach, some characterization is needed.
Further, "initial" draft implies that where agreement was reached on provisions
discussed at higher levels, such provisions will be incorporated in the new

treaty. This overlooks the "package approach" of previous US positions.

PARAGRAPH 2

(1) Ban on "cruise missiles on other aircraft” should not be put in the
treaty, but in the interim agreement. Until definitions of a "eruise missile" .
and a cruise missile "range" is achieved, the provision should be placed in
the interim agreegment package. How to adequately verify the "shorter"
range threshold for cruise missiles is a major issue yet to be resolved.

(2) It is a mistake to denote the heavy bomber platform equivalent to a
MIRVed missile. This will cause difficulties in separating out a missile
verification counting rule from the ALCM heavy bomber platform MIRV counting rule.

(3) As verification range thresholds for cruise missile are very .
difficult and not tested to date, a review after a fixed period of time should
be sought.

PARAGRAPH 4

(1) The interim agreement target completion date should be set as early
as possible. The "gray area" concept calls for an approach wherein the issues
are faced head-on, early enough before program deployments will be at a level
when controls are meaningless. The concept calls for balanced and verifiable
elements of mutual restraint, with a negotiating period short enough so that

the sides are willing to exercise meaningful restraint while the issue is being
negotiated.

Next the completion date of the interim agreement should not be set
at a time which would lag the date when major procurement funding is requested.
Otherwise, the procurement funds could be delayed by the Congress to coincide
or slightly follow the interim agreement completion date.

In the case of SLCM, its initial deployment is scheduled for January 1980.
Procurement request is January 1978. For the SLCM programs, the preferred date
for completion of the interim agreement negotiations would be January 1978.
January 1979 could result in a slippage of one year. However, Congress could
authorize procurement with a hold on release of funds until January 1979.
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Such an approach could result in only a three month delay in the initial
deployment date. Interim agreement completion dates of 1980, and beyond,
would be unacceptable, in that leverage in the negotiations through the
SLCM program would be lost - not to mention the planned defense needs for
the program.

-2-

The mobile, intermediate range missile, $5-X-20, has a estimated
range of 4600 kms. The S5-X-20 is a MIRVed missile with three RVs. Off-
loading one RV could increase its operational range capability over the ICBM
range threshold of 5500 km. As such, this system, with an initial projected
deployment of 1250 missiles (on 300 launchers), is an important "gray area"
system having early impact on the SALT THREE negotiations. The interim
agreement completion date on cruise missiles and Backfire should be targeted at the
earliest feasible date, to provide the framework for addressing other important
issues, like the S$S-X-20.

(2) Assurances on cruise missiles should be structured to be symmetrical
with Backfire. 1In addition, development/deployment rates should be specified
and agreed upon.

(3) Backfire assurances should be worded to leave neutral the issue
as to its current intercontinental capability. Draft implies the bomber
currently does not have an intercontinental capability.

PARAGRAPH 4 (e)

Reductions would preferably be sought in the SALT TWO and follow on
negotiations -- not in the eray area' interim agreement negotiations. It is
not necessary to specify the 2150 figure. This was tied by the Soviets to the
US accepting the Soviet position banning cruise missiles above 600 kms on
sea-based and land-based systems.




* MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

4

WASHINGTON

SEGREE/SENSITIVE

February 15, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: -~ THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT @

Attached are memoranda which may be useful to you in connection with
this evening's meeting with Don and Henry.

As a result of the NSC meeting and subsequent meeting in your office,
I prepared a draft note to be passed to the Soviets, embodying Option III
(Tab A). I passed a copy of the note to Henry and to Don.

-

The State comments are at Tab B. They are basically editorial in nature
and the bulk of them have been incorporated.

Don's response is at Tab Q. It raises a number of issues, some of which
are substantive and basic to the character of Option IIl. A discussion of
those major issues is at Tab D. A spread sheet, containing a new draft
of a note to the Soviets, with the substantive Defense changes in brackets,
is at Tab E. '

For your reference, the chart of the main elements of Option III as shown
at the NSC meeting is at Tab F',
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The United States proposes that the two sides proceed in the

following manner:

1. The US and USSR agree to complete, and sign as soon as
possible, a treaty incorporating: the agreement reached at Vladivostok,
the other prbvisions which have been agreed upon in high level discussions
since that meeting, and those provisions which are under discussion in
Geneva,

42. In addition, the treaty would include provisions (a) to ban
testing or deploymer}t.of cruise missiles with a range over 600 km from
all 'a'ircrﬁaft ea.:xcé-‘}:>t thosé heavy bombers that are counted in the ceiling
of 2400; (b) to ban development, testing or production of any air-launched
cruise missile with a range greater than 2500 km; and (c¢) to consider
each heavy bomber equipped with a cruise missile with a range over 600
and up to 2500 km as equivalent to a MIR Ved missile and therefore to be
‘counted against the ceiling of 1320 MIRVed vehicles.

3. On this basis the treaty would also include an agreement on
the provisions for the verification of the deployment of MIRVed missiles,
along the lines tentatively agreed in high level discus.sions and, as well,
agreement on the distinction between heavy and non-heavy ICBM's,

4. The US and USSR would also conclude an interim agreement

for the period beginning with the signature of the new treaty through



-2 -
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October 1980, to include the following constraints: (é) during the interim
period no sea-based or land-based cruise missiles would be tested to a
range greater than 2500 km; (b) during this period no sea-based or
land-based cruise missiles with a range greater than 600 km would be
operationally deployed on surface ships, on submarines, or on land;

(c) the Soviet side would provide assurances that during this period the
rate of production of the Soviet Backfire would not be accelerated beyond
the current rate, that the operational capabilities would not be improved,

‘ and, through other assurances to be agreed, that the Backfire will not

be deployed or operated in an intercontinental mode; (d) both sides would
agree that their common objective would be to reach a mutually acceptable
solution to the problems of sea- and land-based cruise missile's and the
Backfire bomber as soon as possible. Negotiations to this end could
begin immediately following the signing of the treaty based on Vla.divosfok;
(e) as part of this interim agreement both sides would also agree that
their common intention is to reduce strategic armaments from the 2400
ceiling agreed at Vladivostok to a ievel of 2150 by 1980; (f) negotiations

on the resolution of the issues covered by the interim agreement would

not replace the commitment, as currently reflected in the draft treaty
being negotiated in Geneva, to conduct further negotiations beginning in

1977 for a comprehensive agreement.
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‘The Unitcd States proposes that the two sides proceed in the

‘>

following manner:

1. The US and UéSR agree to complete, and sign as soon as

e
. -

possible, a treaty incorporating: the agreement reached at Vladivostok,

the other prov1smns which have been agreed upon in high level discussions
(dhzades, titicli o s T

since that meeting, and those provisions which are|under discussion in

Géneva.

2. In addition, the treaty would include provisions (a) to ban _
testing or deployment of cruise missiles with a range over 600 km from
all aircraft except those heavy bombers that are counted in the ceiling
of 2400; (b) to ban de_:veloprngna testing or production of any air-launched
.éruise missile with a range greater than 2500 kim; and (c) to consider
each heavy bomber equipped with a cruise missile with a range over 600
and up to 2500 km as equivalent to 2 MIRVed missile and therefore to be

' counted against the ceiling of 1320 MIRVed vehicles.

3. On this basis the treaty :»vould also include an agreement on
the provisions for the verification o.f the deployment of MIRVed missiles,
along the lines tentatively agreed in high level discussions and, as well,

La"c’ T t/w‘tnlmv el a Juww/n L2 LS
agreement on the distinction between heavy and nén-heavy ICBM'SA

4, The US and USSR would also conclude an interim agreement

for the period beginning with the signature of the new trcaty through
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@ctober 1980, to inciudc the following/\constraints: (2) during the interim
" period no sca-based or land-based cruise missiles would be tested to a
range greater than.ZSOO km; (b) during this period no sca-based or
lind-based cruise missiles with a range greater than 600 km would be
operationally deployed on surface ships, on submarines, or on land;

(c) the Soviet side would provide assurances that during this period the
ra‘teIOf production of the Soviet Backfire would not be accelerated beyond

e e ,.., PRI

awo} —
3 7% the current rate, that the ‘operational capabilities] would not be lmproved
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Zand through ot.her assurances to be agreed, that the Backfire will not
be deployed or operated in an intercontinental mode; (d) both sides would
agree that their common objective would be to reach a mutually acceptable
defnrhve -

Asolution to the problems. of sea- and land-based cruise missiles and the
Backfire bomber as soon as possible. Negotiations to this end could
begin imrnedi-ately following the signing of the treaty based on Vladivostok;
(e)'as part of this interim agreement both sides would also agree that
their commeon intention is to reduce strategic arm;.ment_s from the 2400

_ ceiling agreed at Vladivostok to a ~1e\.re1 of 2150 by 1980; (f) n;agotiations
on the resolution of the issues covered By the interim agreement would
not replace the commitment, as currently reflected in the draft treaty

being negotiated in Geneva, to conduct further negotiations beginning in

1977 for a comprehensive agreement,
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301

14 February 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

FROM:  Donald H. Rumsfeld )

Attached are our line-in line-out revisions to the draft you
sent today.

‘The changes reflect the points made more fully in my memo of
12 February 1976, the meeting with the President on 13 February

1976, and the information I have subsequently gathered at his
request concerning the SLCM IOQC.

Also attached is a memo elaborating on the reasons why these
revisions are necessary.

Attachments

UNCLASSIFIED UPON REMOVAL.
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SESREL/SENSITIVE
February 15, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT
SUBJECT: Outstanding SALT Issues

We have the following issues still to be resolved before completing a
reply to the Soviets on SALT, based on the concept of completing Vladi-
vostok and concluding an interim agreement covering Backfire and cruise
missiles:

(1) the duration of an interim agreement: ending in October
1977, or October 1980;

(2) the composition of the interim agreement: to include
only cruise missiles and Backfire or other ''grey area"
systems as well;

(3) how to handle cruise missiles on aircraft other than heavy
bombers: to ban their deployment through the Vlad1vostok

agreement, or keep as an unresolved issue;

(4) whether to specify ''nuclear-armed' cruise missiles or
" to keep the definitional problem open;

(5) how to tie in possible reductions: as a goal of the success-

ful conclusion of the interim agreement, or as a goal of
SALT III, or both:

% %k 3k

I. The Duration of the Interim Agreement:

The rationale of the interim agreement was to permit Vladivostok to be
completed by setting aside those elements where agreement is not yet
possible; but to set them aside in such a way that the Soviets would have
an incentive to agree. The incentive would be (a) to accept the countmg
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of ALCM on heavy bombers as MIRVs in the Vladivostok agreement
through 1985, and (b) to constrain both Backfire and U.S. cruise missiles
during the interim period, so that a definitive solution is not automatically
precluded. To achieve this, the original idea was to establish a duration
for at least 1979-80, as discussed in the NSC, so that the Soviets would
see some actual restraint on deployment compared to a potential Initial
Operational capability of early 1980 for SLCM; it was on this basis that
we could proposed a constraint on Backfire rates of production or de-
ployment at current levels. Thus both sides would proceed with their
current programs, but without acceleration.

An alternative idea is to proposed an interim agreement, without specify-
ing its termination date at this time, but advancing a ''target date'" for
completion by October 1977; to propose that we not accelerate our develop-
mental programs, which would in fact mean not to deploy before early
1980, but not to make this a precise commitment; to propose that Backfire
production and deployment be limited to current and agreed rates; and in
any case, not specify a termination date that would go beyond our major
procurement requirements, i. e. the January 1979 budget presentations.

This alternative concept raises certain problems: (1) would we imple-
ment the Vladivostok agreement in October 1977, if the interim agreement
negotiations had collapsed? (2) what incentive is there for the Soviets in
accepting a target date, that in fact, applies no limits whatsoever on U.S.
deployment; (3) we would face a situation in which Backfire might still be
constrained and Soviet cruise missiles would run free, but the U. S. would
make few if any deployments between October 1977 and early 1980s.

On the other hand, a later date beyond late 1980, has the disadvantage that
our deployment programs are frozen, while Backfire is being deployed,
even though at a constrained rate; our failure to deploy as currently
planned risks Congressional refusal to appropriate the funds for actual
procurement. In addition, we have the basic, underlying issue of the
jmpact of our proposal on the Soviet leaders: proposing an early expiration
of October 1977, could be interpreted as not sufficiently serious to warrant
considering the basic concept. In this regard, it is not much different
from the pure deferral, as suggested in early conversations and rejected
by the Soviets. If it is rejected, we may have exhausted our fallbacks.

I1. The Composition of the Interim Agreement:

The choice is between confining the Interim Agreement to the unresolved
cruise missile issues and Backfire, or leaving an opening to bring in other



" SECRET/SENSITIVE 3

Soviet systems, such as that intermediate range ballistic missile
(§5-X-20), which could be upgraded to an ICBM;

-~ the argument for an expanded definition of grey areas is that
it establishes the principle for the future, when other weapons
systems may be created that do not clearly fall into SALT, but
are not covered in any other arms control negotiation;

-~ the argument against is (a) it transforms SALT into a negotia-
tion that ultimately will include all FBS; (b) it impinges on the
interests of our Allies, since the Soviets will not only raise
FBS, but also nuclear systems of the British and French, if
we raise weapons targetted only against Europe or Asia.

III. How to handle cruise missiles on aircraft other than heavy bombers:

The proposition put to the Soviets, and tentatively agreed by them was

(a2) cruise missiles over 600 km in range would not be deployed on air-
craft other than heavy bombers; (b) no air launched cruise missile would
be developed, tested or produced with a range greater than 2,500 km,

i. e. they would be banned altogether; and (c) heavy bombers equipped with
cruise missiles between 600 km and 2, 500 km would be counted as a MIRVe:
vehicle.

The choice is to consolidate this entire agreement in Vladivostok, or to
agree only on counting ALCMs on heavy bombers as MIRVed -- in the
latter case, we would (a) permit ''development'’ but not testing of an air
launched cruise missile with a range greater than 2,500 km; (b) permit
testing on aircraft other than heavy bombers of air hunched cruise missiles
(c) leave open deployment on other aircraft.

There is a basic problem with this latter position: if ""development'' is
permitted of an air-launched cruise missile beyond 2, 500 km in range
and testing up to that range is permitted on all aircraft it makes the
restrictions on ACLMs on heavy bombers counting as MIRV essentially
meaningless, because the U.S. and the USSR would be free, as would
the Soviets to deploy an air launched cruise missile of any range on any
other aircraft if the interim agreement collapses. '

IV. Whether to specify nuclear-armed cruise missiles?

By specifying at this point the definitional problem, we alert the Soviets
to the implication of ""nuclear-armed; they would then conclude that
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conventionally-armed cruise missiles would not be covered by the
Vladivostok treaty, and thus would be permitted at any range, on any
platform.

-- The argument for doing so, is that the definition is crucial to
all limitations; if we are not to deploy conventionally armed
cruise missles, we may not be prepared to accept any given
limitation on range or platforms;

-- The argument for leaving the definitional problem aside, for
now, is that it introduces a new element, at the very point we
are trying to persuade the Soviets to accept a concept for pro-
ceeding; second it is not critical under the interim agreement,
since no distinction would be applied in the interim period
except for a limit on testing beyond agreed ranges (2,500 km).

V. How to tie in a commitment for reductions:

The basic problem is that the Soviets have linked a willingness to reduce
even beyond 2,300 to a solution of the cruise missile problem. We are in
the process of making a counterproposal that does not solve the cruise
missiles problem; but since reductions are clearly in our net interest can
we persuade the Soviets to make a more definitive commitment to reductions

-- If we put the commitment to reductions in the Vladivostok treaty,
the Soviets will probably only agree to the generalized commit-
ment of ""possible reductions'’ -- which is already agreed in
Geneva;

-~ On the other hand, we might persuade them to state a common
intention to reduce to say 2,150, if it is linked to a successful
conclusion of the Backfire and cruise missile issues. In other
words, we are turning the Soviet position around: we will reduce
as they propose when the interim agreement issues are resolved.
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