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I talked with Paul Nitze on 4/27/72.. The following cbservations are
the result.

\

1. The U.S. delegation has the feeling that Kissinger did discuss e

SALT with the Soviet leaders in Moscow and that the Soviet delegation .
knows more than the U.S. delegation about what was said. This feeling (

leaves the U.S. delegation reluctant to negotiate very vigorously. Yo

Paul's rationale as to why the Soviets want greater throw weight: To preempt
Minuteman with confidence requires about 2 RVs per Minuteman silo; with only
about 300 launchers, this requires 6 MIRVs per missile; if the Soviets can

only be sure of about 1/4 nmi CEP, they need about 5 megatons yield;

“the Soviets could have a tirst strike
capability against Minuteman. Nothing in our presently formulated interim
offensive limitation proposals would preclude this replacement. The closest
we have come is the limitations we have proposed on depth and diameter, but
these have so far been used to prevent upgrade of "light" ICBMs (e.g. SS-~11s)
to MLBMs, rather than to prevent upgrading MLBMs themselves.
’ P P LA 3. 3Ch(1),0SD3.3(b)(! ) (s
‘NSDM-158, para. 17 authorizes Smith to state: If the USSR were to under-
take a concerted program which substantially increased the threat to sur- ,
vivability of our strategic retaliatory forces, the U.S. would consider )
this to jeopardize our supreme interests. Consequently this could be a )
basis for withdrawal from the ABM treaty. (Smith has not yet made this o

statement and seems very reluctant to do so.) C\A ?.3(5)“)050 3.30)( 1)

then we may be in the position
of entering into an agreement when the development which would lead us
to withdraw is already observably underway and not limited. We would be o
agreeing to forego site defense of Minuteman when an allowable program to g Y

PRTCE
preempt Minuteman was already underway. gec VF o
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ight be hard for us to defend ratification of the agreemen!. !e

would have to justify confidence that in the follow-on negotiations we can
Y o - 015y the ARM agree-

ment to allow site defense.

— ctA 3.93Cb)C1) i 0SD 3.3(b)( !
our case would be somewhat easler, because the counterforce "

devel t e manifest although still possible. = .
opment would not be m a g pCli A ,?[‘Kl) 0SD 3.3(b)( 1)
To me all of this reinforces the importance of exercising the

instruction in paragraph 17 of the NSDM in some forceful way, distasteful

though that may be to Gerry Smith. It also means we should strongly

prefer not to impose the MARC concept on ICBM defense, because that defense

may have to be expanded in the next few years to an effective site defense.

it m

I plan to come to you shortly with a discussion of alternative ways
to exercise the essence of paragraph 17,
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