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.. 
Dear Henry: . . . . . 

(Farley) 

' After the VP meeting yesterday I continued to 
think about vari ous ideas a nd a r guments put for1~ard 
at t he meeting and have come to the conclusion tha t 1 
msh to change the view I t oo k and to support t he 
positio.n taken by the Delegation and by ACDA. 

' 

.. 

Alt hough perhaps applicable to either side of the 
discussion, there al·e three premises from which I 
stare. 

First, it is important to proceed expeditiously 
·- . u nder the May 20th understanding and to seek positive 

' !noyement toward a n agreement. l 'he Nay 20th agreement, 
as I understa nd it , envisaged .an agreement l imiting 
ABMs a nd a t emporary freeze on o f fensive \<eapons while 
a ·more comprehensive agreement was being negot i a ted . It 
successfully moved the nego tl.ati.ons a~o:ay from an FBS 
impasse and ac~epted the possibility of each nation 
choosing a different location f or its ABM deployment 
.under a general concept of equality. A choice by the 

. United Sta tes of either Safeguard or zero ABM seems to 
fall . wii:l)i.n th~ May 20th agreement. · _.. . . 

. 
Se~oP'\A unA,,.. ~he u .... ~ 20th ,. ~A ...,,.. ..,.._.., Od1 """~ ~n 4 'P"f -- .. . _, ""·---· .... . -'•co., ..... . __ .., .,..__ - ··u .... ~._..... 

agreement ~ould be conditioned upvn reachi ug a n initial 
.free ?.-e on offensive "capons a nd a follow-on agreement 

--·--- provid ing more comprehensive. limitations on offensive 
weapons. 

' . 

The Honorable 
Henry A. Kiss l.ngcr 
Assistant to the President 

for tlat'ionnl Security Affair s 
The \.fnitc Hous e 
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Third, starting 1•lth the forces exis ting on both 
sides today, l believe that a z e J:o ABtl agreeme•tt · cotn­
bined ldth an ;~ g.:eement -limiting offensive ~<capons ' 
leading to a later agreement , h opefully, providing 
for a phased reduction in offensive weapons , ~~ould be 
a significant move· to,~ards stability, and would be my 
preference ove r an agreement permitting some deploy­
ment of ABMs combined -.T.Lth a n agreement limiting 
offensive weapons . 

• 
_Among the a rguments against a zero ABJ.1 yesterday 

were: 

1. 'Ihe United States '"ould b e giving a1-1ay 
bargaining leverage 1~hich it might 'later use to 
trade for reduction in off.ens ive 'systems . 

A depl oyment 'of Safeguard llmited to 
three or two sites is at· bes t limi.t e'd levera ge. 

· My vie.- i s that the USSR might be ·willing to 
t rade Sovie t ABMs for US AB~1s, but would trade 
Soviet of fensive ~~apops only for US pffensive 
weapons . 

On offensive wea pons , therefore, I 
b~lieve o~r leve r a ge would flow mor e f rom our 
offensive development potential, e . g. ULMs and 
B-'1, than f rom a t:hr.ee o r t •·to site Safeguard, 

2 . 
limited 

The cOngress might refuse to f und a 
Safeguard pr og:r:am if ~lc proposed zero ABM. 

1 believe we c~n cope ~1ith this as we 
h ave done i n the past. Under t he p remise of the 
May 20th understanding, He WOl!ld accept zero ABf1 

~ only in the context of a formal agr eement "hich 
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(a) cal·ricd a n offensi ve f reeze tri.th i t ; ' · 
(b) committed both · sides t o seek mOl'e complete . 
pffens ive limi t ations or reductions; and (t) i f 
such limitations or reduc t i ons 1ve1:e no t a chieved 

.. - ...... within an a greed period of: years, would ailolv 
·eithe r pa r ty to '1i thdra1v, Thus we :woul d be able 
to a r gtte to Co nsress tha t tmti l the further 
follOiv·on ag r eement tvas co ncluded, app rop r iate 
fundi ns f or Safeguar d "ould still b e ·neede d . 

3 . The pursuance of the zero ABH proposa l 
would pro long undul y the ne got i ati o ns, 

Alth ough some additional ti:n>e might b e 
required, it s eems unlikely that ·nego t iat ions 

- · .. _ wotild 'be iinatil f " p'roloiigea.- "ln'dee"d·, 'it could 
well take les s t ime t o negotiate zero ABM 
than to ne goti ate out the -compli c a tions of our 
three site/one sit e p~oposal . Any extra time 
as may b e nece s s a r y I beli eve i s justified to 
avoid havi ng to ~rithdraw from a p roposal we 
broached anetv at Hel sinki , and in which, fo r the 
first time , t h e Soviet · Government shot~ed a seri ous 

· · i nte rest. '1-lhile t his i nte res t may d isappear 
when w.e ma ke c lear wha t we m~an, a t l east the 
re~ord ~~ill shot~ t hat i t · was the Sovie ts who once 
again t ur ned i t do~vn. rather t han the U.S. cooling 
to<•ards its own initia t i v e . Altho ugh this point 
was not d welt on yest<.'ll:day , I ba:l,i eve ·1-1e 1nust 
r eco gnize tha t the political costs cou ld b e 
c o nsi derable • 

With res pect to the "pros" of pres e nti ng a zero 
ABM proposal, I generally agree with t hose set forth . . 
b y Gerry Smith in cables. If we c an get t he Soviets 
t o accept zero , a nd tea r down the Hoscot-~ system, I 
believe our n ee inter e s t s (s e cur.ity, political, and 
long~ tcrrd ShLT interests). ,.,ill be better s e rved tha n 
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. : leaving each side t~ith a limited system t~hich we can 

modernize competitively. Til is in itself will provide . 
the strongest example for follo1~-on offensi ve reductions, 
and tooul d r epresent the first .post-\~ar arms contr'ol 
agreement tohich actually involved reductions. I refer 

,above to "the arguments against a zero AllM" because ·of 
my· comments· at the meeting yesterday. 

. ' 
' 

. . . . 
'· 

. ' • 
• 

.. . 

• . . 

. . , 
SECRE'f /EXDIS 

. . 

.. . 
. . . . . . 

. . 

. .· . 

... 

. .. . • · . . 
-=..::: .... ::.:.. •• • ··· - · ··- ·-· ··· - · 

. .. . ·- ·- - · ··--- -··-·: ··- .. - ··· __ , .... --.. -··-----···~-

. .. . - ··- -.- - - - ·--""" . !.' 


	14-01
	14-02
	14-03
	14-04

