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MEMORANDUM FOR

THE SECRETARY OF STATE
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: SALT Negotiating History

Attached at Tab A is a description of the SALT TWO negotiating history
with an emphasis on the exchanges that have taken place since Vladivostok.

The SALT community as a whole is not aware of many of the exchanges
which took place in the *'backchannel,! Since this channel essentially
involved private communications between Presidents ¥Ford and Nixon

and General Secretary Brezhnev, it is recommended that tight restric-
Hons be placed on any distribution of the negotiating history.
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Zbigniew Brzezinski
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SALT TWO NEGOTIATING HISTORY

R ] L SO

From the SALT ONE Acreements to Viadivostok

The SALT TWO negotiztions commenced in Geneva the fall of 1972 with
the objective of negotiating a permanent agreement limiting offensive
weapons to replace the Interim Agreement. The first negotiating session
was essentizlly exploratory in nature with the US arguing for a perma-
nent agrecment based on: (1) equal aggregates of ICBM and SLBM
launchers and heavy bombers, (2) equal ceilings on ICBMs and on ICBM
throw weight, and (3) achievement of these limits through reductions.

In contrast, the Soviets sought to convert the Interim Agreement (14)
signed in May of 1972 into a permanent agreemesant, expanding its content
to include strategic systems not covered by the IA such as 'strategic!
bombers and forward-based systems (¥ BS). They also proposed that

the two sides assume obligations to exercise 'restraint' in the deploy-
ment of new strategic weapon systems-citing Trident, B~1, SRAM, SCAD,
Poseidon, and Minuteman II-as US systems that should be '"restrained, "
but not identifying similar Soviet programs. :

At the second SALT TWO session in the spring of 1973, the US proposed .
a_ceiling of 2350 on ICEM and SLBM launchers and heavy bombexrs along

with a ban on cruise missiles of intercontinental range and a ban on air-
to~surface missiles (ballistic and cruise) over 3000 km range. The

Soviet proposal for FBS limits was rejected, but the US did propose a

provision under which the sides would agree not to circumvent the agree-

ment through the deployment of Ynon-central" systems. The Soviets

rejected this approachat the 1973 Summit meeting in Washington.

At the third SALT TWO negotiating session in the £2ll of 1973, the Soviets
tabled a draft agreement confaining: (1} the IA limits on ICBMs, SLBMs,
and ballistic raissile submarines; (2} limits on strategic bombers
including a ban on air-to-suriace missiles equippced with ruclear war-
heads; {3) a proposal to permit MIRVs on an unspecified "portion’ of
each side's ICBMs and SLEMs; {4} 2 ban on new gencrations of strategic
systems; and {5) a strict non-transier provision.

By the end of 1973, the Soviet ICBM MIRV tes{:mw program was well
advanced and US SALT analyses were focusing on ways to limit Soviet Cg/é /fa?
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MIRYV deployments. Of particular interest was the possibility of limita-
tions based on MIEVed throw weight, a concpet to which Soviet Ambassader
Dobrynin had responded positively., At the SALT session which com-

menced in February of 1974, the US proposed equal limits on ICBM
throw weight.

During Secretary Kissinger's visit to Moscow in March of 1974, the
Soviets rejected our MIRV throw weight proposal and countered with an
offer to accept an 1100-1000 disparity in MIRVed missiles as part of
extending the Interim Agreement for three years. In April we offered
through the backchannel to accept an 1100-850 US advantage in MIRV
launchers as part of the threc-year 1A extension; however, the Soviets
rejected this proposal and the June 1974 Summit failed to produce any
new SALT agreement. However, the sides agreed at that time to focus
their efforts on an agreement to expire in 1985 {(and also agreed to cut
the permitted ABM level on each side from two sites to one site).

The SALT session which took place in Geneva in the fall of 1974 was

restricted to a discussion of principles for the 1985 agreement. At the
same time, backchannel efforts focused on the issue of numerical limits

_on the numbers of strategic delivery vehicles and the issue of MIRV levels.
In October 1974, in the backchannel the US proposed equal aggregates

at a2 level of 2200 with a limit of 1320 MIRVed ICBMs'and SL3Ms, a ban

on MIRVs on heavy missiles, and a limit of 250 on "heavy" systems,

i.e., heavy bombers plus heavy missiles. This proposal also called for

a ban on air-to-surface missiles over 3000 km and a modernization limit

of 175 new strategic delivery vehicles per year. When Secretary Kissinger

visisted Moscow later in October, the Soviets offered to accept equal

aggregates at 2400 at the end of 1985 if the US accepted a 2200 limit until

that time. This set the stage for the Summit meeting in Viadivostok in

late November, ] N

Vladivostok and the Aide Memfc‘aire

At Vladivostok, President Ford and General Secretafy Brezhnev agreed.
to a limit of 2400 on strategic delivery vehicles and a limit of 1320 on
launchers for MIRVed missiles. Tley also agreed to continue the Interim
Aprecment bans on: (1) the construction of new ICBM silos and (2) the
conversion of light ICBM launchers to heavy ICBM launchers.
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There was also agrecement that air*tousurfgce missiles (ASMs) of range

in excess of 600 km would be counted in the 2400 aggregate; however
LN

in the subseguent negotiation of language to be included in tha Via Jf:u SEOX
Aide Memoire, it became clear that the two sides had differing inter-
prctations of the agrecment on ASMs. The Soviets argued that this limit
applied to both cruise and ballistic ASMs and not ballistic ASMs alone as

the US claimed. It was agrced to disagree and the"Aide Memoire retained
the ambiguous term fair-to-surface missiles. "

The First Poqt-\’ladn’oqtok SALT Sessiaon

US efforts in the first post-Vladivostok SALT session in Geneva (which
commenced ir January of 1975} focused on the problem of verifying the
1320 MIRV limit with the US proposing a comprehe nsive set of collateral
constraints to enhance MIRV verification.

To deal with the ambiguity with respect to which "air-to-surface missiles™
over 600 ki were going to count in the 2400 aggregate, the US took the
position that this limit applied only to ballistic ASMs and furthermore,
that there should be no limits on cruise missiles of any type (air-, sea-,
or land-launched) in the new agreement. It was alsa decided that the
Backfire should be included in the US list of heavy bombers to be counted

in the 2400.

-

The Soviets took a strong stand against the need for special provisions -
to deal with MIRV verification, argued that both cruise and ballistic
ASMs over 600 km should count in the aggregate, and rejected the US
proposal to count the Backfire as a heavy bomber. They alsoc propos ed
a limit of 600 km on all sea-launched cruise missiles.

The First Post-Vladivostok Ba.ckc.l']ann.é}.'

The first effort to resolve the MIRV verification, cruise missile, and
Backfire issyes at 2 higher level was a US initiative in the backchannel

in May of 1975. In a message passed to the Soviets, the US argued
strongly for the necd for MIRV verification provisions and offered to
exempt the SS-18 {rom our proposed MIRV collateral constraints provided
MIRVed S5-18s were deployed only in designated complexes where all
launchers would count-as MIRVed. The message also sought a simul-~
taneous solution to the cruise missile and Backfire issues by offering to
ban all cruise missiles over 3000 km (air-, sea-, and land-launched)
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provided the Soviets agreed to count all Backiires except those satisfying
certzin criteria. An example of those Backfires which might be excluded
was provided (those operating with naval units based in the Southern

USSR and not supported by tankers) in order to hint at a possible collateral

constraints solution to the Backfire issue.

The May message also queried the Soviets as to their position on mobile
missiles and hinted at a possible US interest in banning all mobile ICBMs
{land-, air-, or sea-based).

Kissinrer /Cromvko Meeting in July in Geneva

The next major development in SALT came in July when Secretary Kissinger
met Foreign Minister Gromyko in Geneva. At that meeting, the Soviets
made their first move toward accommodating the US view on MIRV verifica-
tion by offering to count as MIRVed all missiles which had been tested with
MIRVs even if the missile is deployed with a single RV. However, this
concession was made contingent on US agreement to the Soviet position on
cruise missiles (which remained essentially unchanged with the exception

of a proposed ban on land-based cruise missiles of intercontinental range),
Gromylko also rejected the US backchannel proposal on Backfire, reaffirm-
ing the Soviet position thet Backfire was not a heavy bomber. However,

in a surprise move, Gromyko proposed that the deployment of land-.
mobile ICBMs be banned for the period of the agreement with development
and testing of such missiles permitted to continue. He also brought up

the issue of the permitted limit on increases in silo dimensions (whether
both diameter and depth could be increased by 15 percent) and proposed

a compromise limit of 32 percent on increases in silo volume. In ancther
significant move, Gromyko offered to include a heavy ICBM definition in

the new agreement provided such a definition was based on.missile launch
weight rather than throw weight as we had been proposing.

The Helsinki CSCE Meectings with I.;Brcz.hn.ev

At the CSCE meetings in Helsinki in early August of 1975, the US proposed
a resolution of the cruise missile and Backfire issues along the following

lines:

-- Ban ALCMs over 3000 km on heavy bombers and over 600 km on
aircraft other than heavy bombers. Ban sea-launched cruise missiles
SLCMs over 1500 km. DBan intercontinental land-launched cruise mis-
siles (LLChMs).
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~= Permit 100 Backfires outside the aggregate tor naval and peripheral .
tnissions but count all Backfires over 100 in the 2300 aggregate.

We also proposed a ban on ballistic missiles over 600 km on surface
ships, a heavy ICBM definition based on throw weight and launch weight,
and a 15 percent limit on increases in dimensions plus a “a 32 percent limit
on increases in volume to deal with the silo dimension issue.

Brezhnev strongly defended the Soviet position and argued for the signif-
jcance of the concessions which the Soviets had offered in Geneva in July.
In response, President Ford defended the US position and hinted that we
might go as low as 1200 lan on SLCMs. " There was no discussion of the

mobile ICBM issue.

The Sentember 1975 Meetings with Grorhvl%c.)

When Gromyko came to the US for the opening of the UNGA in September

of 1975, SALT discussions were held in Washington and New York. At

the first meeting in Washington, we oifered to reduce the maximum range

for ALCMs on heavy bombers from 3000 to 2500 km and reduce the maxi-

mum SLCM range from 1500 to 1000 km. Gromyko's response was =z .
reiteration of the Soviet position. . '

At the second meeting in New York,: Secretary KissingeT presented a
new proposal that had been worked out in coordination with Secretary
Schlesinger. It maintained the US position on ALCM range limits but
offered to place a limit of 300 on the number of heavy bombers equipped
with ALCMs. In addition, it offered a combined solution on SL.CMs and
Backfire based on a numerical limit of 300 on: (1) FB-1llls and SLCMs
between 600 and 2000 km on the US side and (2) Backfires and SLCMs
between 600 and 2000 km on the Soviet side.

. Brezhnev's Rejection of the US September Proposal

In late October, Brezhnev responded to the US September proposal in

a letter to the President. He totally rejected the US proposal in a
strongly worded statement questioning the US commitment to a new SALT
agreement. However, he offered to continue to work toward conclusion

of such an agreement.
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The Januvary 1976 Meoscow Discussions

In January 1976, Secrectary Kissinger met with Brezhnev in Moscow.
The initial US proposal at that meeting (summarized in Table I on p. 8)
called for a ban on submarine SLCMs over 600 km (while retaining the
right to deploy LLCMs and surface ship SLCMs .out to 2500 km}, includ-
ing heavy bombers with 600-2500 km ALCMs in the 1320-MIRV limit

and counting all Back{ire produced after October of 1977 in the 2400
agpregate (which would have excluded about 120 Backfire).

The Soviets indicated that they could accept the US proposal for resolv-
ing the ALCM and submarine SLCM issues but rejected the US proposals
on Backfire, LI.CMs, and surface ship SLCMs, Brezhnev argued for a
600 km limit on these cruise missiles and offered to give assurances
that the Backfire: {1} would not be given an intercontinental capability
and (2) did not have an operational range in excess of 2200 km.

The US offered a counterproposal of a five-year agrecement to cover
those issues (Backiire, LI.CMs, and surface ship SLCMs) on which the
two sides disagreed. The proposed agreement would have limited
Backfire to 275 aircraft and also provided for reductions in the aggre-
gate to 2300 by October 1980. Brezhnev rejected the idea of a five-year
agreement but offered to consider reductions to 2300 ''or even lower"
in a 1985 agreement. He also offered to accept the US proposal for a
heavy ICBM definition based on throw weight and launch weight and
limits on increases in ICBM dimensions. -

The US Februarv 1976 Proposal

In February 1976, the US made a new proposal {summarized in Table I
on p. 9 ) based on wrapping up the basic Vladivostok provisions and the
ALCM issue in 2 1985 agreement and deferring the SLCM, LLCM, and
issues to negotiations with a.".'fanuary 1979 deadline, Interimn constraints
on SLCM and land-based cruise missile testing and Backfire production
had the objective of retaining the possibility of restrictive limits on these
systems, .

The February proposal was rejected by Brezhnev in a letter to President
Ford in March and there have been no substantive SALT proposals by
either side since then, although the February proposal was reiterated

to Gromyko at the UNGA in September 1976 and again rejected.

- ot
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Proogress in Gencva .

In spitc of the breakdown in the higher level negotiations on the cruise
missile and Backiirc issues, progress was made in 1976 in Geneva

on a number of important issues related to the Geneva Joint Draft Text
(JDT), In particular, the two sides reached agreement on definitions
for throw weight and MIRVs and treaty language for the ceilings on

light and heavy ICBM throw weight and launch weight and increases in
silo dunensions, There is alsc agreement that after entry into force of
the agreement currently being negotiated, further negotiations on reduc-

tions will be undertaken.

P T vy

P R TR -

SENSITIVE Za55 el oL -

1
2!
4

b3
l..

TOP SEC

=




JANUARY TROPOSAILS

In Janvary; in the course of Sceretary Kissinger’s trip to Moscow,
the U.S. and the Soviel Union made the following package proposals:

U. S.

ALCMs on Heavy Ban above 2500 km; count
Bembers _ H.B. w/ALCMs.in 1320 -

ALCKs on Aircraft Ban above 600 km
Other than Heavy )

Bombers: : . ..
SLCMs on Sub- Ban above 600 km
.marines - ' “ e B

.' SLCMs on Surface  Ban above 2500 km;

Ships * . {1)* Count platforms in 1320

(Z)% Limit of 25 platforms in
.* B-year agrecment "’
. 1

Land-Launched Ban above 2500 Ian
Cruise Missiles -
BDackiire (1)* Count in 2400 aggregite
after Oclober 1977
~(2)¥ Limit of 275 in S-ycar
' agrcement

Aggregate <. (1)* 2400
- ’ (2)* 2300 b)r October 1980
with 5-ycar agreccecment

——

Sovicet

Ban above 2500 km.; count
H.B, w/ALCMs in 1320;
B-1 counts as thrce

_ Ban above 600 km

Ban above 600 km

Ban-above 600 km

Ban above 600 krn

Assurances on maximum
operational radius and
intercontinental capability

2300 ox lower if cruisc
missile limits are accepted

<

* (1) Desipnates the U.S. position at the start of the Moscow discussions.
* (2) Designates the U.S. posilion at the c.onclu.uon of thic discuasions.

.~——TOP SECRET ‘ i

-
-



'rozms E(‘R]?.’I.'.

<%

o e
il A \'.‘!. .,d-l‘;
Ul

Viad{vestok Provisiosns and
Geneva Jaine Drafe Texs (JOT)

HIRY Verlfication *

Throw Waight

Reduetions

C Subzarine SL s )

Surfzee Ship SLCYs
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THT VIADIUDSTOX AGRETVIENT (TO 18T TitanuaH 1955):
— All provisions telozing o Vladives:ich zoreed to
thus far {n Cenecva plus ockar izreed provisions.

= Agtecmcont that any missile whose beoscer s beon
st

tested with MIAVs will be considated to Ya hu.-..c’.

== Ceiling on the throv t.c-‘;‘.:t and lacach weighs 'of
heavy and ron-hazvy ICEMs (zgzeed in Garava).

w= Dan ALCMs vith zamse ovar 2500 &=; rastzict ALDs

- over 600 k=m to daplor‘ar:.. only on heavy bc..br."s-

count heavy bozbars equippad '°ith 600-2500 = ALLCs
in the 1320 cocgal.

-~- Reduction in the aggregata to scae lavel belov 2480, -

. INTERIM AGRSDYEYT {TO TAST TIRAUSH Fawiasy 1973): . .

== Limit .testing of submarizne SLCIs to a mexizua Tarze

. of 2500 ka; ban deploy=cnt over 820 km.
o+ - == Limit tascing of surface ship SLOMs to 2 caximum .
range of 2500 km; ban deploymaat over 50 km. .
. " w= Lim{r tastinc of LLOM: to a zoxinmusm ranse of
. 250C = tan daployment over oiC k=,
- - = -
»++ == Prohibic zccelayation of Bac .f.'.:c beyand the current
* .. and agrecd racte; ban on izprovemancs in Sackiize
R capabilicy. .
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