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I-~ElofORANDU!01 FOR THE SECRETARY A ~F DEFENSE . Chief, R~cords & De~ass Div,.WHS , " 
, ,. ~ate: ,JAN: 1 ,8; 20'13 
Subject: Prepara~ion of US Position for Possible' 

. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks' (U) . . ., .. .. .. 
. ' 1. UlfT.he 'study directed by NSSI·1-28 on this subject was 

. for.t/ar~d by the NSSM-28 Steering Committee to the National 
~ecurity Council Review GrOup for discussion on 12 June ~969 

i 
; 

I 
t 
f':. 

and for initial c09~ti~!&~ the National Security Council l~ 
during the week of~. ,~~~, It 'is considered appropriate 
to pro~ide the viOl-IS 0 He; , nt 'Chiefs, of ,Staff on this . -1 

'subject for possible Strategic ,Arm,S Limitation Talks (SALT) r j' 
with the Sovi~ts. " J.. 'il 

. 2. "r The Joint Chie~s of s~aff beiieve ~hat a~ ~~s control l f\ 
agreement, t~ be acceptable, must. allow ,1~~.lllAtf.AidM~~L .. '" Do k.: 

"as am". to r~e, and des.lrably ~1D~~lIBt" F. ~. 
~,,-'fi . _~~~~he basic elements of a pot~ntial arms l~!' 
~. ation. must be measured agains, t thi,s ob)"ective without ' .~ 
, regard to negotiation implications., Such an agreement should ~ 'J 
. be ·uncomp.licated and easily unders.tood and should b~ based ,on .! ,1. 

confident verification of compliance. Agreed onsite inspection ~ 
.procedures would l~crease the con~idence of both sides that the ;~ 
agreement is being observed. '. 'if 

'. 3. ~There are mutual advantages to an agreement for , 
strateii~ arms limitation; there. also could be serious dis-' 
advantages l-lhich woul'd unduly limit our future military flexi- !i, 
bi1ity, disrupt our alliances, or endanger our national security •. " I., 
Therefor.'!, any agreement that is negotiated should be paralleled / 
during tl)e course of its existence. with an active program of .'1 
'safeguards designed to avoid a deterioration of US security. Ii 

. Fur'ther, the Joint Chief!;~ of Staff note the disadvantages ~lhich J';: 
could accrue in an a9r~ement under which .neither side felt iJ's ',! 

• 
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'etaliatory capability secure and which either side was later 
'orced to abrogate. Those agreements. which overly 'restrict the 
!~ploymant of survivable payload, which exceed the limits of 
,ational verification capabilities, or "'hieh ,are overly sensi ti via 
.0 norm.al technological advan~e are basically" unstable and invite 
.ubsequent abrogation. . .! . 

.. 4. jJI{ The Joint Chief's of Staff have not¢d the NSSl-l-~8 Report 
~d its Annexes setting' forth four basic options and three 
'arian~s whieh are an illustrative ·range of 'alternatives encom­
,assing minimal limitations, on one extreme and extensive qualita­
:ive as "/ell as quantitative, restrictions at the other. They 
lote that. certain of the options and variants could be used as 
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I basis for developing a strategic arms control proposal for dis~· 
~ssion with the USSR. This observation is based on the under­
;tanding that- these oPti~ms ",ould not impose limitations on 
~~lication of tech~ology or 'force modernization and would include 
.rovisions for verification, replaceme~t criteria, safeguards, 
Lnd "lithdrawaL The Joint Chiefs of Staff note the.·sensitivity 
If the' options to levels of ballistic missile defense' (BMD), and. 
:heir comments are based on the assumption that -,additional 
lJ)alysis will be conducted to determine acceptable maximum and' -
linimum levels of BMD to be':included in a fi~al US position. 'The 
lnalysis contained in the c;:urrent S'teering COIMlittee Report pro- . 
'i~es .. only an indication 'as tgthe relative oraer of magnitude .:-

I~ < 
I :;:.: 

': ~ 

.f -l:eve1-~ ·o~. BMD which might be ei ther desirable or. acceptable -'-: 

r 
i 
?:I :oi the various options considered. Appropriate' levels of Br-1D 

:o'be considered should include those required for an anti-Chinese 
'eopr~s"Republic defense.. Further, the \Jni'ted States must give '" 
rUe regard to those Soviet surface-to-air missile (SAt-I) installa­
:ions with possible BMD capability. As the range of options is 
larrO\'led, it will be necessary to~ conduct ~ore detailed analysis 

'i ·.I~ 

,f th~ BMD .l~vels to be associated with those' options still,·con-'-·· 
If,dered acceptable. The level of' Br·lD authorized is not solely .' 
1 fll;nction of the numbers o'f launchers allowed : It also depends 
lpon the characteristics of' the systems, including reload capa-

I 

.Llities and the capability to base the allowed launchers in, ~ 
~Ptimwn locations. An acceptable p,?si tion on an.tiballistic missile ., 
.ABM) leive1s must therefore account for the Soviet advantage in -... ./ 
~eloadcapabil.ity and the potential advantage in forward, basing ,_": .. "'. 
~hel·r lari~_ Br·m systems. It should be possible to identify Eum - .. -
-cvels which limit damage t~ the United States and permit defense . 
. n depth and, yet, which, when applied reciprocally, will riot 
lnduly reduce the deterrent fi!ffect of . .our' retaliatory. forces. 

. , 

" S. Jll!f'The Joint Chiefs of Staff further note that. the options 
l~d variants currently contained in ,the NSSM-28 Report deal 
)xincipally with pr~posals to freeze the numbers 9£ missiles or 
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. launchers but do not incorporate specific limits on size, and 
thus on thrO\'l weight, of missiles. tlithout violating an assumed 
prohibition against construction of new silos or enlargement of 
existing silos, the Soviet Union could increase their throw 
weight and achieve an additional destructive capability. The 
question of throw weight should be considered in addressing US 

.' positl,.ons on Sl\LT. A study is currently 'being prepared for the 
Joint Chiefs of staff on the volume and thro\-I weight issue • 

. ... 6. }1ft Th~ Join~ Chiets C;;'f' Stafi ~ote 'that the NSSM-28 Report' 
fails to address adequately the risks 'involved wi.thin each of 
tqe proposed options. These considerations would be mOst valuabl 
in illuminating both the increased requirement for a balanced,·- . 

· - '~f!\ul ti,elcment nuclear retaliatory force \,li thin an arms agreement .,' 
- ··· ... andthe difficult;ies in constraining the gro"ling threat to the·' '1 
... "survi.vabili ty of these forces. . . . . . 

.. : ...... _7.: J~t "he Joint Chief~. of Staff consid;r that tne NSSM'::28 
' .. : ~eport places undue emphas1s on those portl.ons ,of the analysis" . 

... concerned ",ith calculated retaliatory capabilities. AI.though. 
- thes"e 'measures of force effectiveness give valuable insight· into" 

~ •. "the. ·overall capabilities of s~rategic nuclear forces,' those 
.~ .. forces must. be evaluated not only in terms of capabilities for' 
· .... massive retaliation limited to population centers but also in 
· :" ... te~s of capabilities to accomplish military objecti.ves in more 
~::~·rea1:l.stic war-waging scenarios. . - ... - .. ' .. ' 

.':;-:",";..z;". ,' ... ~~e Joint. Chief~ of Stqff~lS~ note '~at:· ... ;'..;~.;' .. -·di::::.. 

. ' .. _ .. '" n • .rhe 'relationship betwee~ st.rategic and general purpose 
;. .~~'.-.: forces in deterrence and war \,laging through a "lide range of 
,-:"'-.-':'=:'- confrontations and conflict. situations is not considered 'in '--'.­
.~r':/"·the . report. General purpose. forces contribute prior .. to,· : .. '.:"'..: 
.: . ./~~~:d~rJ..l)9,.and subsequent to .strategic nuclear oper'ations and -.. ~. 
:-~.:"'_~·:_cix:e ne.ce.ssary to exploit any advantage gained in these opera-'" 
:_--., . :tions . to. achieve ,US objectives. General purpose -forces', to .. ".' 
:-:~~:' ... :~~c~~de.)lllied forces, operate behind the .shi.~.ld. of an eff~c-':; 
~:: :.:~ 'tlve .strategfc ~eterrent posture. _. .:r :r·I ;' .. P( ..... · .. ,'''' .. ;· • 

. .. . 
~~ . .; ... ::. .,:_ ~ ... _ The analysis in this report does not address·· a- US~' ~-_.' ... ~ 
~_:': .• :: .mili.tary posture which would deter the. Soviets' in "other".th~ri. 

- a dirept ~ttack on the united States. The strate9ic-capa~" . 
: -' ,: - 'bi 11. ty required for de'terr ing at tacks on allies, or for coping 

. with an attack should deterrence fail, and its relationship 
~:~At;Q.,ge.neI:a1 purpose for.ce requirements must be considered 'in'" - . J 
~~~:.~':"tl)e .• 4~1.iberations on force options 'in an arms control agree-·· 
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. g. ~ A prime considera'tion in any strate.9ic arms limitation 
prppos~ the relative strate9ic capability of the United 

.: States versu's the USSR. The USSR currently has an advanfage in. 
B14D systems and in numbers and in thro\,1 \-leight of land-based " 

• 

" strategic offensive ballistic missiles (ICBMs). The USSR ~lso 
: "has a significant advantage, in the ab5en~e of a US capability, 

in IR/HRB:-js (a serious concern to our Nl~TO Allies) as well as . 
in medium bomliers, air defenses, and submarine:"launched cruise 
missiles eSLer-ls). The United States 'currently" posse"sses an .. 
advantage in manne~ heavy bombers, submarine' ballistic missile 
launchers (Soviet SJJCM' force may offset a portion of this 
advantage), and antisubmarine warfare forces. The USSR is making 

" 'major increases in its ICBM force and sUbstantial additions to 
_its submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) fleet. By cori­

. . 'trast II th~ United States has no addi tional strategic missile ... . 
". -'..r. . • launchers qnder cons truction but is undertaking deploymen t of .:~ ~-.-.-

. :~~ 
, '. 

.:~~. ·s limite~ .Bi-to system. A sununary of current strategic offcns'i\i-e ' 
. lllld defensive force levels of the United States· and the USSR is ~~' 

~_-: ... ~~::_~~:h:h;r::::::i:o h:::;O~n uni1ate~~l int~~li~enc~ fO; --.1 Ii 
. ·::::v_~r,ifJ:cat~on r;'f compli~mce ~i th the provisions of _ t~e proposed ~ .. 
'.: agreement .9pt10ns requ1res Judgments on the US ab1l1 ty to detect ~ 

;~~,::'as ll\aY . .De.·required for national security. Our ~'ap~!:>J~ltY'for--'-:' 
: ·.~::~ollecting unilateral intelligence is very sensitive' 'tC)·con- ".~" 

=- :f-.t.f..ilti~d ·operation of existing and future systems a'nd~~:)uld be ..... 
;.:_~i .. s~·:Jnificantly degraded should .the S9viets elect to~emiH"oY acliive" . 
-:: ~:--a.nd/ori passive countermeasures. Judg~ents on our 'unilateral' f 
.~ capability to detect violations can be'derived from SNIE ll-13-6~. 

Based Olpon a review of this document and in consideration of . ': I 
- -. ~ related factors, including leadtime.s required for effective " ; 
'.:-. response, . the Joint Chiefs of Staff conchlde that', ~ from>the" sl:.a·nd:'· i 
:';: .. pC?;'nt: of ~_eliabili ty and time.liness, US unilateral· c'apabili ties· 
.' . arc as fo110\'IS: " 

.--.-..;_~._.;.;..~ .• _~~.f··" the sovie~s continue J:o follo\-l current: prac·tl.ces;r:.·-=-~· :,,: 
-~.:~ ... the number of 'existing fixed sites and silos (but' not missiles> . 
~. ::" ';for land-based ICBMs and IR/l-1RB~s. c:ould be verffied by natiopal. 
--:;....:.:...~·~·i_ntel.ljgeilce means, ~1i th a reasonable degree of, confidence·.··: .. ' 
:~~'T" . .,-:..:. _Qualitative improvemes~s to strategic \'leapon systems v,-ou'ld- be' -.-, 

. more' difficult to verify. While some features of silos could' 
.. ' be verified, others indicative of retrofit could not be deter-· I 

".~".~ "min~d without onsite inspection. Neither could a Soviet 
.' .:~ . -/prbgr·arn for upgrading· IR/l-1RBM silos to an ICBM. :~ai;ability be --
. 'detected ~i thout onsi te inspection. .. ., 

," 
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...... ;:.- ... ; b~··. Nuinb~~s' of .·fixed AB!-! launchers df kn~~n char~cterist'ic's 
'.:', .· ... Cbut not missiles) could be verified by means of national . 
' .. \. intelligence. . Howeve~, there is less confidence in our capa- .;. . f 
.. ' . bility to provide competent anal~'ses of new defensive ~issile .. 
: '.', .systems, and the~e is low confiqence that·a limited upgrading .. ~ 

'. of defensive gAM systems to a B:·u) capability would be detected. :. · .' .' . 
'. 

". ..... c. l\'hile the const.ruction of larg.e "radars can···be det~cted 
. and a judgment made ·that they are BMD associated, .problems . 
'.' may arise involvinCj possible erroneous categorization of .' 

similar radars as l.ntegral Bl·m elements. The site tracking· 
: .. and guidance radars and the cont!:'ol neblOrk \-lhich provide' the ; . 

. ' ~. 'intercept capability for the: system are the more· difficult :., 
· . e1ements to identify and catego!:'ize. An agreed lprohibition '.-

on radars irl excess of an established level ,,:ould be' a source !' 

of controversy •.. It \-10uld not provide significant verifictio!'l , . 
. advantages and would involve great risks consid~ring ~he lead- ! . 

·.timFs involved for r~dar deployment~ . . . ; 
. ',' 1 ;. . • . '. . . , 

· , .• 1'. Verification of ~ agreementprohibitiI:1g t,he construc~iorii 
',., o~ additional missile-launching submarines ,.,ould depend .on a 
". kno,.,ledge of Soviet submarine oreer of. battle: If an increase 
. 'involving as many as five or six units ·\\·ere .attempted under 
· ~fective concealment, we' would probably become awar~ of a 
. buildup in the force within a year (i.e., within 3 or 4.years 

: after start. of construction), but we would not nec~ssarily be 
· 'able to determine the total nu~ber. It would probab~y 'take 
: ~. somewhat longer to 'detect a lesser buil9-up of, say, two or . . " 

. three units. '. . . :' ... : ' . .. : , ' .. . :'. 
,', . . ,.' . 

'- .. ' .. 

I .. 
• I, : 

. . ' '. e. Violation of a ban on the deployment of other mobile 
· .~l.aunchers for offensive systems, both land-based· and sea-based': 
,:·.:-;"jiiid mobile, land-based defensive systems could not. be reliabiy:. 
<~verified prior to. substantial deployment ~ .. . .'. :'~:'~ ... ' . 

.... -:.; ........ : .... : .' :': '.-. .... ~ .. ' . . '.. '. . . '\ . '" . ;'. 

::..:2.·: ... ·:. f. Even with so:ne forms of onsite' insocction'> "there 'is!" ,.' 
.;~·.:·.1ittle likelihood of determining the extent to which qualitati~e 
<--improvements, including rnultip'le independently targetable .. 
~, .' reen'try' vehicles' (MIRVs), have been. incorporated in deployed . 
~. ,offensive missiles. . ' ... 

. , .. ' 

g. Comprehe~~ive MIRV' flight testing, to full Ica~ range 
cou~d be detected if the Soviets perform such tests using 
procedures thus far observed. However', there is less confi- I 

· d~nc::e that different approaches to MIRV flight. test techniq\!es:· 
could be monitored unilaterally, a.'1d there is little prospect i 

of d~terminin9 the extent to \o;hich :-IIRVs have bfen incorporated 
in deployed offensive missiles. ; 

. ," . 
. , ,5 
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11. ~ In their CO~S'id~~cti.on of any' ~IJl\S co"~~ro'l or re~~t~ J 

'agreem~;: the Joint Chiefs of Staff adhere' stringently to the i 
basic principle of positive and assured, meanS of verification: ' 
of compliance by all parties. D~viation from a narrow interp~eta 

, tion of this principle, which embraces, where necessary, onsite: . 
inspection, should be accepted only after the most careful exami~ 
na'tion of alternatives leads to the judgment that deviation in a 
specitic case is in the best interest of the United States. To 

, ai~ in prese~ving this basic principle, each ~e~iation should:be 
identified clearly as such in us pos.i~ion· pap~rs, ~?it!tre~sons ' 
therefor.. .. ,' . " 

'12. ~ The ;~iht Chiefs of Sta~f' rec~~riize that US Goveril­
ment:communications' to the Soviet Government have committed . 

,:"" ;.. the, United States to place maximum reliance on national means: 
, ~ :of vetif,ication to inSWN compliance. . Nevertheless, some forms 

''7' ~ ·"and' degrees of onsH:.e inspecticm, would contribute ,materially to 
. · .. ;:..::.uS aims .in the field of arms cc.ntrol and world secu.rity.· "Spe~ifi 

.... - ~~ca1ly, co!ifidence in compliance would be eng'endered 'in the un~ ted 
:.", 'States,in the USSR, and among ou~ ,allies whos.e security depends 
." '-on us';-'-- Stability of the strat'egic balance would be :increased ,1' 
.- ~'. since there woulg·be greater confidence that national intelligel)c 
-=:;:: -efs'tlrilates had not erred, that :the' agl;'eement. was based on sound 
. .. 'assumptions, and' that ~o evasion was taking place. F~nally, a 
" ' . more" c.;>mprehensive agreement would be possil,Jle if ,onsi ~e -inspdctio 
·-":::-w~re permit'ted to verify compliance in those are.a,s- in which tHere , 
:;~'-;is- a~oi.;"'confideJ;1ce of timely, cietect'ion of evasion;,as :riote~ '~bove:.' 
::-:~~:-i~"~ata'g'raph':'lO and belo\', J.n paragraphs,,14-20., For thesere~~:o~s,' , 
-::- :.~·the 'Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the Unite;:d States seek' , 
"~;,.~.i~.y.its'·initial negotiating position, to ga,in o?sit.a inspection 'in - :. 
~-:' ~,·thosec'ircumstances anel for those systems where oi1si te inspectIon 
: ~'-is 'necessary for positive verification of compliance\·1i th an_': . 
~~:.agieemen£~ Further,.the ·us negotiators should be instr~cted to 
~-"":exp1ore aggressively ,with the Soviets, the possib~l:,i,ty .of onsi te" ' 
',-~""i'iispection" in each specific:circurnstance as discussio~s ,proceed .,.' 
:':":.:-=and shou'1d be clearly informed of those specific circumstances. 
~. :·:'wherein· spme degree of onsi te inspection is advantageou~. or "I"'~,'-' 

':"<iiec::~7J( 'there °is a st~O~g in~~rdependence of the s~cific' : 
;-";t:erms'-within each of the options and'variants. :Xt::fs I?,~ghly ':~'~'~~. 
:_~·)iriliJ(elrtha t . any agreement negot'iated wi th the Soy-lets _\<!~~~ •. ,: _:,_ 
: ,- develop in the same manne= and toward the same specific terms " ,'. 

as any particular option. 'TheJoin~ Chiefs of Staff reiterate: 
~he need for a continual assessment of the proposed terms during 

~: the, .~mp~ete negotiat:1ng cycle. Based. upon the pre~,edi~g =dis~' ,~-,,~., 
~'::cuss!ori 6f factors bearing on strategic arms limitation proposals 
.' .. 'in 'general', there follows a discussion of the agplication of these 
._ factors t~ the specific options 'and variants co~ained ,.in the' , . 
'NSSM-28 Report. ' ' '. 

'. 
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14. /tiff' Basic Option I, Freeze of Land-Based Offensive I-lissile 

Launchers, is the simp1est.and most easily understood of the: 
. options under consideration. Fixed ICDl·f launchers could be . 
...• : rep.1aced by new silos which could be hardened and increased in:. 

size.to enhance survivability and provide greater offensive 
missile thr.o", weight, if not othen.'.ise restricted. "'ith the 
'exception of i! ban on mobile land-based strategic offensive mi.ssil. 
systems (ranges greater than 1000 ~1), it.could be verified by: 
national means with confidence if it includes agree~ procedure~ .. 
to be followed wh~n replacing existing weapons fa~i1ities. Unde~ 

.. this option, it is possiJ:?le, althQugh unlikely,. that a Soviet ; . 
. attempt to build a force of 200 to 300 land-based mobile strategic 

launchers could go undetected for 2 to 3 ye~:rs. It would, if ; . 
.. , n~gotiated" place a ceiling o~ the Soviet' s expanding Icm~ program 
:, ,,: ~.~ut not their. growing S~Bl-l progra~. Such an op~ion provides anI 
-·.,;;.,;:opportunitlf for the Sov~ets to overcome the decl.ded advantage tne 

:v.: -:United .States has in SLBl-1s by continuing to' build .or,"!.n .fat:1; .. ':'J:.: .i: 

- ;'" 'l1c.ce.lerating :the building of their SLBJ·f force ·4nless· the United . 
. ' States does likewise.' : .... / ... 

...... : -.': l~., 'II!I'fBasic Option II,' Fr~ez~ of Nuniber.!l of 'Offensive "fis~i·l~·. 
:- ~'+Laun"':hers, is slightly more complex than Option I,· ·in that ·i t·: '-1 

' .. : .. w~~ld pl:ac~ .qpantitative· xestri~tions on both land .... ~!ld s~a-based , .. 
. .(surface and submarine) mobile pffensive systems -as . .of I July':' .', 
:~, .. 1969,:..Q~t ·wo~ld permit qualitative improvements··to l~unchers and ". .. 
.";'~.:r~!l~~~~~ and launcher relocation. It could ·be ver·i·fiea. by - -, !:'~ .. ':-'-: .•... 

. " . national means but wi th less cbnfidence ·than Option I.· In the i ' 

. ~"·case . of land mobile offensive :3ystems, we would be able' to" ident'if ' 
.:.·.Lth~.: sys'tem but perhaps. pnly wh~n it· ·had become operational.· in" .: .. ~ : .. 

substantial numbers. . It would be exttemely difficult, if not· .,- ..... 
impossible, to make any precise detennination of the number of: 
mobile weapons in such a force~. Under an effective: concealment :. 

-: ·.pr~g~Cl!D, .J!_.~s possible, .al:though ul1lik'ely, _ t~at a· Soviet attempt.· . 
.. :.:._~o.~.bul..ld a force of 200-3'00 launchers could go undetected for 2; . , 
. : ~o 3 years. . The missile-1aunch~ng 'submarin~~s could be buil t in"'~ ':' 
. sm~ll numbers (up to five-six) and might escape detection for u~ 

to a y·ear. This option, ·ifnegotiated, would place: a' numerical '.": 
" _ceiling on the Sovi'et's expanding ~CB1.f program and on· their' . - .. ";:."'t. ••• -

ballistic missile launchin'l subm~rine construction program. . -.' ... 
• 

""~ ~=.:. .. ~6·._.-fJIIf"·variant ~I-A, Free'ze of su~ of ICBM' !lnci"" SL~~~. Lauiibher~.~ 
,:. .is-identical to Basl.c Option II except that the .. total numb"er of . 

'land- and sea-based ballistic missile launchers existing or under. 
'·'.coJlstruction as 'Of 1 July 1969 woul.d b~ 'frozen, ~nd, within the 
': overall ceiling, each side would be ·permittedto vary the mix Of . 

. " . 

.. 
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land-based and sea-based offensive ballistic'missile la~nchers. I' 
• This variant is more complex ~han Dasic Option II·. Any agree­

ment which permits a mix of sea- or land-based mobile and fixed 
pffensiv~ launchers withi~ a ~pecified ceiling would seriously 
complicate the verification problem, the more complicating factor 
bei~g .the interacting variable of land-based mobile systems • 

. A related problem involves verifying that excess launchers, 

.declared inactive, are in fact not operable. Otherwise, this 
variant of.fars the same possibili ties a~ Basic Option II. 

. 17. ~ Basic Option III ~ Freeze of NUJnb~rs and Certain Types: 
'of Offensive "fissile Launchers with MIRVs Allowed, is more com- : 
plex than Basic Option I and less so than Basic Option II. . 
~his QPtion could be verified by national means ~ith the same 
confidence as Basic Option I and more confidence than the other . 
options and variants examined. It.minimizes the'difficulties of! 
Basic Options I and II by prohibiting the replacement of fixed 
iiilos .(1 ·and II), mobile land-:-based offensive missile .systemS:·, 

'-~(X-1), and further' construction of SLBM launchers or submarines .i,· 
. (X). The most ditficul~ task ~ould be verifying'the ban ·on landr' 
.mobile .strategic launchers, the uncertainties'involved being the .. 
~same ~s those in Option I •. This option \Olould ~place a' ceiling on"-' . 
_ Soviet ICBM and SLBM launchers 'and 'submarines, which currently ; 
.. are .very activ.e programs in improving Soviet strategic .forces.. .!. 

_, : l~ •... ~variant· I~I-A,· super~ardening, is iden~ica~ with B~Sib . 
:. Option fii except that hard-rock superhardening and relocation . ,.... prJ" 
~ Df XCB~f silos would be, permi tted. Verification of ·"launcher ,. .. ~':.' ~, 
:::~e.l"ocation is the' same as-.·that associated .within Basic Options' :. ~ 
:J:' -a~d' ·IJ·. 'Other remarks -concerning J:1asic O~tion III apply to' .-. ~,' r ~"., 
Var.1.ant· III-A. - ,-- ; . 

~ . . . .. . ; 

.. ' :19. rtf var~~nt .II~~B, Fr.eeze, ~f su~ !>f ICBM a~d SLB1-t Launche;rs, 
:':=I.s ident1cal w1th Basl.c Option III except that, wl.thin the overa:ll 
ceiling of the- frozen tot·al. number qf ICBl-1 and SLBr.1 launchers' '. ~"-' 

: e~isting or under constrlfction as of 1 July 1969, each side. \OloulCl 
_~.: permitted to vary the mix of land-based and sea-based offensiVe~ 
~b~l~istic missile· launchers as deslrea';' The launcher mix in this .:-­
~"ariant would be easier to verify···than :'tho·se-' i'n' Opti'on""II and' .. ~.~ 
.Y~r~ant II-A because of the exclusion of land mobile strategic 
.::t..aqn,chers •.. Otherwise, the remarks concerning Basic Option: 111·--'- ;:.:.-
apply to -Variant. III-B.·· ... .: .... , '.: : : .: .. ' --,' , 

.. ,20. JiJ Basic Option i-V,' Freeze. o~ Numbers and Certain Typ~~' . 
of Offensive Missile Launchers with J.1IRVs Prohibited, is identical 
with Basic Option III.except that the deployment ·of;"-MIRVs· would·:· ..... 
Qe totally prohibited, as would further flight ·testing of' r.URVs·' - -
(including any postboost.maneuvering and the ~es~~ng of any 

multiple reentry vehicles). The extent .to which.~IRVs or' special 
. " • 
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reentry systems have been deployed on offensive. mis'siles ~annot 
be v~rif-ied by unilateral rne~ns. Therefore, this option, "'hich 
is based upon the questionable assumption that sufficient flight 
.~ests have not already taken place for.confident deployment and 
·the assumption that flight testing to full ICB!·l range would be 
req~ired, cannot depend for verification of compliance upon 

.. 'natic,nal means of intelligence. Because of the foregoing and the. 
grow~ng potential in Soviet strategic forces apd the unce~tainties 
surrounding verification of Soviet BMD capabilities, it would not. 
be in the national security interest to foreclose the. options to 
MIRV US strategic forces, both'land- and sea-based •. Increased 
numbers of reentry' vehicles are required fo~ the US offensive 
missile force, fixed .in numbers', to target .Soviet time-urgent 
nuclear threats adequately and to penetrate Soviet defenses. It . 
. is noted that a ban on 14IRV and MIRV flight testing also \-,ould, i' 

··~ave the adverse effect of. forestalling th.e development of' effep~ 
~tive missile penetration aids as ,a' hedge. This option could lead 
"'::'j;'o:. an' agr~ei?ent ~'hich would' be deleteriou~ to the".Uni.ted. States. ;:: 

• I 

... '21.: ~ The desirability of any.of the first three options .·:1-' 
i'or .variants would vary significantly "lith and be 'dependent on . ~ 
: the ·level and (!ffeetivenes~; of. the. Bl.fD system allo\'led; This" j 

~~effectivenes.aJs not solely a function of numerica.l"l~vels of ~;.'~" 
~l.aunchers and radars; it also depends upon the cha.i'acteristics .i ~ 
"'of the systems, including reload capabilities and optimum basing~' 
~:.'l'he· .strategic nuclear forces of both the United States~ an'd' the',' .< .. : 
,o-Soviet Union mus': be viewed, in their entirety, Jl5Sf!Ss.ing::capa-: ....... ,~ 
,:bili ties vis-a-vis each' side under' pessimistic conditions· 'of . :-: .. : .. ~.:' 
-:·xetaliation in addition to fay~ral?le war-fighting .s·cenarios· •. : .. --:;;.~ 

:~; .... ~; '.~2 ..... ,~ It .should be· noted . th~t ~in the,' fore9~in~. discussion- . 
:.. only .. US ,and Soviet· stra tegic capabilIties. h~v~ been considered . ! 

::and" that.theanalyse$ 'do not include scenar10S. involving attack~o­
"on,'our ··allies. Conunitments to allies' ~mpose additional' .require- . 
·~nent:s': ,on .US strategic forces which must be considered in assessing 
~-'the -adequacy of these forces. Any action fx:om which' our NATO .: .. -
';-7Allies 'would reasonably define an unfavorable strategic relatioIi­
:±lsh'lp:-:6i.:.a :lack of resolve for the ~ni ted States. to fulfill i ts' 't~:'" ' 
i·.conunitment would be disadvantageous to the Alliance.···:','·::.'.·_·:- '~':,j:;~n' 

;. .. qr;-;;23.:..: :Utl!!f' Wi thin any tre~ty ~acjo~ia ted, ·specific. 'px:ovis~on . :.: '"-
'should '68-made for review and renegotiat;ion 'of thet,reaty prior 

:. to the' end of the 'agreem~nt . period. Rapidly advancing' t"echnol'09Y' 
and our ,ability to estimate trends in the Soviet force structure' 

-should restrict the term of any treaty to not more than 6 years .. 
~ahd .should provide for renegotiation at least I year .. before. the'. :. 
:.:tre·crty terminates. In addition, an' arms control. agreement should 
have'a withdrawal .clause. Grounds tor withdrawal are considered 
to include: . 
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a. Any ~ostil~ act \-,'hich is taken to: interfere with' US 
collection systems. 

'. . . 
b. Evidence of deception and/or concealment. 

c. A deterioration of US capability to verify complianc . . 

. ·'24. JIIII!'r'In summary, the.' Joint i Chiefs. of' Staff note that", 
appropr1ate modifications as discussed above, the.range- of 
outl~ned in the NSSl-f-28 F:eport, e:ccept Opt~on IV, could . 
th~ basis for develpprnent of A.strategic arms control propos 
for discussion with the USS~. The foregoing is based on the 
understanding that the options and vari~nts would not impose . 

. , , limitations on. application of technology or force moderniza ..... ~!~.,~ 
. .' and would include provisions for. verification~' replaceme.nt.­

': .. ··criteria, safeguards, and withdr·awal. The Joint Chiefs ofS . 
. ~ . ..: .. "." .... _haye bas·ed. thei~ comments on these -options and variants'~as- a 
. ' .•. 'entity and furthermore .desire to examine any specific propos 

whi.ch may be developed as a basis for negotiation wi th' the S 
" .. union.' w.:' 

. ~ 
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