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MEMORANDUM FoR THE SECRET1~RY OF DE;FENSE 

Subjec:t: · us Position for Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (U) · · 

. l. ~ The failure of the Soviets to accept the 27 July 1971 
us SlU.T proposal and the continuing Soviet military buildup are 
viewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff with great concern. The 
Joint ChiefS of Staff have carefully reviewed the 27 July pro,.. 
posal, the. current strategic balance~ dif;cernible trendS1 and 
the·SALT l).egotiation history. The following views are based on 
fundamental mil,itary consideutipnfl of uS national security. 
They are not reiated to negotiating tactics or tiining and .are 
fol'Waroed ·as a ;recommended us position for future negoth.tions • 

.. 2. L With respect to offensive atins, the continuing inoJnentum 
of soA':r strategic missile growth, oo·th deployed and projected , 
has carried Soviet. strategic offen$1ive .force levels past the 
parity .that' once would have ma4e a .freeze miliU.:tiiy sound. 
The Joint . Chiefs of Staff believe that the 27 July freeze pro­
posal, which would allow the USSR appro:~eimately 600 more offen­
sive missiles than the United States, with the precise total 
depending on ,..hal;. date the a<jreement finally carries , ·. ie not 
adequate fo~; us secur~ty i11teresta. J'CS SIOP/RlSOP war games 
consistently show a disparity against the United States . in the 
relative capabilities of the US/USSR to render damage if deter.rence 
fails. This disparity is seriQris when considering only currently 
deployed forces. The Joint Chiefs .of Staff strongly urge that 

.· this <imbalaMe be' corrected by modifyb1g the current us · pro-' 
posa;!.. a.s · fol,lows: 

a. An agreement based on an equal aggregate total ceiling 
on. strategic miss:Ues (ICBMs, MLBMs, and SLBMs) of ~375 (the 
current estim~te of $ovietmis~Ue strength should all launchers 
~urrently under construction be completed). That nuil\ber would . 
l.nclude a sub.total authorizing each side no .more than . 313 Ml,B~\s. 
Freedom to mix !rom one system to another within the limits 
would be permitted. · · 
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b. A Olose tie between the de.fensive and offensive agreements 
tb preserve the leverage the us progranuned ABM deployment gives 
in seeking to control soviet offensive missile growth~ The 
United States m~st not weaken this Leverage by piecemeal con­
currence in partial controls on soviet offensive missile sys­
tems. The Soviets should be told that failure to include SLBMs 

. in any offensive . agreement will result in blocking an ABM 

agr~nt. 

3. · With respectto the defensive agreement, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff note further concern. In its own security pro­
grams; the United States has, in a period of less thim 2 years, 
fallen back from a n.:.site SAFEGUARD deployment, once considered 
e.ssentia.l .for US security, past the minbnal militarily acceptable 
four~site SAFEGUARD, to the cu:i:rent two-site proposal adv~ced by 
the United States .ih SALT llEt~gotiation$. TWo sites limited to 200 
missiles provide limited d.efehse at a substantial cost. It would 
provide some operational kriow...;how ar}d limited coverage f<;>r appro:x~ 
imat~ly 660 rriissiles as weL). as a base for future expansiO!l--'should 
the 11eecl arise~ The Soviets~ with the ·MqStow ABM sy$tem, cover 
app:oxima~ely 586 missiles and afford a measure of pt'otec~iort to 
thc:~,r Natl.onal Command Authority (N~A) , as well as approx1.mately 
18 percent of their population, 48 percent of their industry, and 
22 command and control centers. Four-'site SAFEGUARD and, to a 
lesser extent, 9 three-site SAFEGUA@, gives some sem:blance _9f 
balance. t,o that . comparison-two sites do not. Accordingly, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend tl).at: . 

a. The United $ta tes combine elements of the US/USSR ABM 
propc>sais and propose an agreement on one NCA site plus two 
s;i tes for defense .of ICBMS · (west of the Mississippi for the 
United States and east of the Urals for the Soviets} for both 
s;ides with equal numbers of missi1t!s/launchers. The military 
requirement, for an .NCA defense nas increased significantLy. 
The increasing rumb~r of soviet SLBMs and their improving 
aq::uracy, coupled with tlle us ::;hart-time warning, seriously 
threa'ten us command and control surviVability, particularly 
<lt the national level. This factor, a1.c;mg with the growing 
third-co\lntty nuclear threat, lends increasing importance to 
an NCA {}~fense. 

b. 'l'he (Jnited States stand fast on the requirement for the 
limi~ation of Moqern AEiM Radar Complexes (MARCs). · 'rhe num})er 
and types of HARCs would conform to the number and types of 
sites defended. 
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c. The US 'position on other radar questions be: 

(1) .Other Large Phased A,r;re~.y Radars (OLPARs): 
· :consultation" re~.ther than "agreement" on the deploy­
m~mt of such rada~:s • l\greement would be unwieldy and 
di,fficuJ;t to arrange between two sovereign power~:~. 

(2) Early Warning; The United States shouid seel5. 
•equal nllliiPers to ~ose existing and under construction 
. in the USSR • . 

4 • ·*"" Th~ abov~ recommendations take into account the . 
current ;relative U$/Soviet str.ateg.ic postures. Al.though the 
us may o:r may not ultimately achi~ve the offensive authorizations 
pe;rtnitted by these proposals, and technology may make it unneces­
sary, }levertheless, the United States must . insure adequate 
flexibil1ty to preventbeing lock~d into a position of inferiority. 
Once the . United State.s has accepted a position of military 
iilf~rio'rity ' as a result of an ·interim "freeze" agreement, it 
will most likely be impossible ·to continue negotiatioti.s leading 

. to iniH tary equality J,n offensive systems unless the interim 
· aqreement provides the flexibility inherE!nt in an equal ceiling 
fo:r; bottl, $ides. Tne offensive and defensive recominendations· .of 

.t th~ Jc;>irit Chiefs of Sta.ff provide equality for both sides in 
nwnbers, missions, • and capabiH ties. Since the soviets have 
inSisted on "equivalency" at every burn since the negotiations 
began, ~<) proposals of the Joint Chie.fs of Staff should be 
neqotiable · if the Soviets sincerely want an agreement. 

S. (U:) The J:oint Chiefs of Staff request that . this memorandum 
be pa~;~sed to the Chairman of the Verifi:cation .Panel and to the 
Pr.esid~nt as thci.r.: J:'ecoi\Unended position for SALT vr. 
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