
Q.''

-,.f

'r..::tt lreF DWuUF*,

DEGUSSIIIED lr tutr
Arilloriilr E01352C
Cfm nimtt & Ihclrs
Dato: MAy3l2016

THE SECRETARY OF OEFENSE
WASHTNGTON O. C. 2030t

HEHORANDUI.I FOR THE PRES IDENT

SUBJECT: SALT Negotiations

After looking again at the possible proposals that emerged from
Saturday rrorningrs meeting, I would like to brlng to your attention the
fol lowl ng thoughts:
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April 25, 1977

imposed for two years wi I I tend (though this tendency
to becorne permanent. We should therefore carefully
i f i t does become permanent before we propose i t
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l. Any limit
Is not a iertainty)
examine the effects
formal ly.
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2.
However,
the U.S.

The permanent limits are within reasonable limits of equity. /7
the temporary ones, especial ly if extended, wi I I impact more on ui,cr ,.-
than on the U.S.S.R. r- 

^nt. *a-t t,.t . r /
a. Reduction of aggregate. has more impact on theml reduction

of HIRV launcher I imit has sl tghtly inore (ttrat is, earl ier) impact on us.

b. The temporary nnbi le deployrnent I imit impacts on U.S.S.R.
(if they don't deploy the 55-16 on SS-20 launchers). lf it beconres
permanent, it impacts more on us.
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rnodes /c. Clearly a 5OO km testing limit on rpst cruise deployment

hurts us more. lf lt becomes a deployment llmit, It will be much more
troublesome to us and our allies than to the Sovlets. The Soviets canrt
be reached at all by SLCHs or GLCHs of 500 km; we can. Even if we get
Backfire limits, I think that they are far less useful to us than the
crulse mlssile limits are to the Sovlets. As you know, I think the Backfire
has in its present configuration more political than strategic military
importance.

d. The temporary limlts on HLBMs MlRVed, if they becorne permanentr
will I imit the Soviets but not us. Llnits on total lCBt{s MlRVed also affect
the Soviets more than us.

3. The formulation and definition of testing restrictions on cruise
missiles other than air-launched cruise missiles will be difficult. There
will be confusion between the purpose of a development program and the tests
carried out in the course of development. There will also be issues
involving nuclear armed vs conventionally armed cruise missiles. As an
example of one of the confusions, I bel ieve that TOHAHAI/K, original ly

tlq-105f

/ r,^*-

lvr*

s-l'-t: Li
Dt ,n

Wffi



tt

3

designed for submarine launch, has been tested at about 1200 km; it is
being adapted for air-launch. Can it now be tested from a submarine at
less than 5OO km; can it be tested from an aircraft (a bomber? a C-5 transport?)
at 2500 km? L*^"k,...,

ln sum, i f our t{oscovr proposal s were (as t bel ieve) equi table, these Ytt
will be seqn as npre advantageous to them, even if they are not further
altered in that direction during negotiatlon.

4. Even assuming that Dobrynin has the authority he clalms, I believe
it would be preferable to have Paul tJarnke rather than Cy Vance ttthink aloudrl
about iuch a possibility with Dobrynin, slnce it would be
Paul (and you) to draw back if we donlt like the responles
were t,he presenter.

ln this connection, I also suggest that the negotiation technigue be
that of indicating that since Dobrynin has asked for certain limits on the
U.S. he should "think aloud" about whether the Soviets would be wllling to
include various of the above (favorable to the U.S.) provlsions in such an
ag reemen t

5. t urge that we avoid falling back into the prdcedure of offering
various "improvedrrproposals to the Soviets until they get one thatrs like
theirs. Horeover, Itd urge that wi'take enough time to find out whether
the proposal we thought you had from Dobrynin on April 12 or 13 is their
real fall-back. I bel ieve we could take some time - even a rnonth or tvro-
to do that, on the basis of uorking from our deferral option.

6. Finally, lrd like to suggest the virtues of more complete lntra-
agency stafflng of U.S. proposals before they become formal to the extent
of being volced even in a "thinking aloud" nnde by the Secretary of State.
I ani fully aware of the disadvantages and risks - possible leaks to the
media and the Congress, loss of negotiating room. But public support for
compromises is more likely if the inter-agency process has addressed the
specific ones offered. |loreover, the agency staffs can pick up mistakes in
the language and pitfalls in the provisions; I say this in the inmodest
conviction that I am as aware of SALT details as any of the principals. ln
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toparticular, you have a publ ic cormltrnent to the JCS that they will be informed

in advance of (though they may not agree wlth) the provislons of any
proposal nEde to the Soviets. To translate that process into public and
Congressional support, which becomes rxlre important the more we give in
order to get what we think important in the way of Soviet concessions, wlll
in my judgment require that before such a prpposal is made the JCS be
consulted rather than infornred. ') r\

I would be glad to discuss these points with you further if you wish.
'.)
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