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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

~/SENSITIVE - XGDS 

NATIONAL SECURlTY COUNCIL MEETING 

ON SALT ISSUES 


Vfednesday, Septer.nber 17, 1975 

3:30 p. r.n. (90 r.ninutes) 
The Cabinet Roor.n 

Fror.n: Henry A. Kissinger 

I. 	 PURPOSE 

To review the r.najor unresolved SALT issues in preparation for 
Foreign Minister Gror.nyko's visit on Thursday and Friday of this 
week and to give guidance with respect to the visit of Israeli 
Defense Minister Peres (Tab A). 

II. 	 BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS ARRANGEMENTS 

A. 	 Background: Attached at Tab B is the r.ner.norandurn on the 
r.najor SALT issues which I sent to you earlier this week. 
That r.ner.norandurn contains a full analysis of each of the r.najor 
SALT issues on which there is not yet an agreed position 
within the national security cor.nr.nunity. There is no need to 
repeat that analysis in this paper. 

On Monday, you asked Deputy Secretary Cler.nents and General 
Brown to review their respective positions and extend ther.n­
selves to the liInit to cor.ne up with positions which protected 
the national interest but which had sor.ne chance of being 
negotiable with the Soviet Union. Cler.nents and Brown assured 
you they would have the results of that review to present at the 
NSC r.neeting. 

B. 	 Participants: (List at Tab C) 

C. 	 Press Arranger.nents: The r.neeting but not the subject will be 
announced. There will be a Vfhite House photographer. 
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III. TALKING POINTS (SALT) 

At the Opening of the Meeting 

1. 	 The main purpose of this meeting is to review the work of the 
Verification Panel on the major outstanding SALT issues in 
preparation for the visit of Foreign Minister Gromyko. 

2. 	 I want each of you to know that I am firmly conunitted to 
obtaining a new SALT agreement. I think that an agreement 
fully in the national inter.est and still negotiable with the Soviets 
is within our grasp. I also think it is important that we have 
it nailed down before we go into the 1976 campaign. Unles s 
we have some sort of breakthrough on the remaining issues 
by this November, I do not see how this will be possible. 

3. 	 It is clear that we are at a position in the negotiations where 
we must focus on the substance of our position and not on 
negotiating tactics. We need to concentrate on those aspects 
of our position that strategically are of greatest importance 
to us. 

4. 	 Bill (Colby), is there anything new in the intelligence area we 
should know? 

5. 	 Henry, will you describe where we stand with the Soviets and 
outline the major issues remaining to be resolved. 

6. 	 (Following Kissinger remarks) How can we resolve the points 
which are still at issue? Jim, whatare Defense views? 

7. 	 (Invite conunents from other members. ) 

At the Close of the Meeting 

1. 	 The discussion today has been very helpful in giving me a 
perspective on the major issues. I believe the alternatives 
for dealing with each of the issues are clear. 

2. 	 I want to reemphasize my determination to do everything 
possible to obtain a SALT agreement -- a good SALT agreement. 
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Also, the importance of time in achieving a SALT agreement 
should be obvious to us all. We ne ed a breakthrough before 
the end of the year. 

3. 	 When I have made my decisions on the issues, I expect the 
fullest cooperation from each one of you in making a success 
()f our efforts. I expect, and I am sure I will receive, your 
unstinting cooperation to that end. It is absolutely essential 
that we pull together and that we develop and maintain unanimity 
on this subject. We simply cannot afford bureaucratic infighting 
or leaks· about who was tough and who was soft, who won and 
who lost. 

4. 	 We have a tough year ahead of us. I want us to go into it with 
a SALT agreement behind us, an agreement which represents 
a solid achievement and which has the unanimous support of 
the Exe cutive Branch. . . 

0·',. " 
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TALKING POINTS FOR .THE VISIT OF 
ISRAELI MINISTER OF DEFENSE PERES 

1. Background 

Israeli Defense Minister Peres arrives on September 17 with a 
team of military experts for the first periodic consultation on 
Israel's long-term military needs called for in theUS-Israel 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) of September 1st. We have 
received from Ambassador D:nitz the agenda suggested by Peres 
for his talks (Tab I). It is based on the ten year, 40 billion 
dollar Israeli military expansion plan, MATMON -B. In addition, 
Peres will wish to discuss the details of our FY 1976 military 
assistance program for Israel and he will probably press for 
either immediate release or specified delivery dates for the 
weaponry already on order which has been held up during the period 
of reassessment. 

We met part of the first increment of MATMON -B in responding··· to Prime Minister Rabin's Urgent List of October 1974, but were 
. ": .. ~-0	 obliged to draw upon DOD inventories and disrupt production 

schedules in order to provide prompt delivery of some items. In 
January of this year, you authorized Israel to submit to the Pentagon 
its 1975 MA TMON -B request, on the understanding that there would 
be no discussion of this list until further progress had been made 
on negotiations. The Israeli's have updated and upgraded this list 
by adding more sophisticated weapons (e. g., F-16 and EA-6B 
aircraft, Pershing missiles, "Stinger" ground-to-air missiles). 
It contains a number of advanced-technology items which we have 
thus far refused to release to Israel (and in most cases to our 
NA TO allies). 

Dinitz has told us this updated MATMON-B list for 1975-76 will be 
formally submitted in the context of the periodic consultations 
called for in the MOA, and that Israel intends to submit a similar 
list each year. He has singled out for special attention 29 high...; 
priority items. 

The Department of Defense analysis of the high-priority items is 
at Tab II, broken down into three categories: I) no adverse impact 
on DOD, II) further study required, III) should not be released. 
The CIA has also analyzed the intelligence-related items requested 
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in the Dinitz letter, recommending against releasing any of the:m. 
The :magnitude, sophistication and early delivery dates of Peres r 

expected requests would pose the following prob1e:ms, should we 
agree to all or :most of the requests as :made: 

(1) the potential degradation of our own defense capabilities 
due to the pre:mature release of sophisticated technology 
and the diversion fro:m DOD inventories or disrupted production 
schedules to :meet de:mands for rapid delivery (this is a 
particularly sore point with the Pentagon); 

(2) the potential strain on our budget and the potential 
negative public reaction caused by the need for annual credits 
to Israel of $1. 5 to $2.0 billion to support MA TMON -B (this 
especially troubles OMB). 

(3) the potentially da:maging effect on the Arabs if the scale 
of our military support for Israel upsets the present strategic 
balance in the area to Arab detri:ment; 

(4) the potential sti:rnulation of Arab de:mands on the US for 
still greater quantities of weapons and :more sophisticated 
technology --with greater Arab frustration if we are unable 
to co:mp1y; and 

(5) the potential danger of a greatly accelerated Middle East 
ar:ms race, with the US and USSR as the principal suppliers. 

On the other hand, we have a continuing commit:rnent to Israel r s 
survival; there would be a negative i:mpact in both Israel and the 
Congress if we appeared to be weakening in our :military support 
for Israel in the immediate after:math of the Egypt-Israel Agree:ment. 
This could also cause the Arabs to harden their line toward Israel. 

Given this complex situation, it is i:mportant that you set forth a 
strategy for all agencies to follow during the talks with Peres, and 
in preparing for talks next :month with Rabin. We should be 
responsive in releasing the backlog of ite:ms held during the re­
assess:ment, in pro:rnising an expeditious analysis of and reply to 
Israeli re<fuests, and in scheduling further consultations, as agreed 

r.0 
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in the MOA. We should avoid giving any definite replies at this 
time on the overall Israeli request, on specific new items included 
in the request, or on our aid levels past FY 1976. 

II. Talking Points 

1. 	 Let me review briefly our past military relationship with Israel: 

-- We have been Israel's almost exclusive source of arms 
since the Six-Day War and we are committed to respond 
sympathetically to Israel',s needs. 

-- We responded massively ($2.2 billion) following the 
October 1973 war and we responded very positively to Rabin 
on the Urgent List in October 1974. 

- - Both times our response caused degradation of our own 
military capabilities due to diversion from DOD inventories 
and disruption of set production schedules. 

o 	 - - As a result of the Egypt-Israel Agreement, we are committed 
to $1. 5 billion in military assistance for Israel as part of the 
FY 1976 Middle East aid package, and we have agreed to 
periodic consultations on Israel's long-term military needs. 

-- Peres' visit this week will be the first of these consultations. 
We understand he has a very long shopping list which could 
cause serious problems for the U. S. if not handled carefully. 

2. 	 Henry, do you have any thoughts, based on the recent negotiations? 

3. 	 We must coordinate closely in dealing with the Israeli requests 
and present a solid front in defending our decisions to the 
Israelis, the Arabs, the Congress and the pres s. There must 
be no divisions whatever within the Administration. 

4. 	 Peres should be treated very courteously and allowed to present 
his requests and their justification in full. However, we do 
not want to make any commitments on any aspect of his long 
shopping list. 
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5. 	 Jiln, you should promise to analyze rapidly Peres I requests 
but point out the very serious problems posed in the areas of 
advanced technology release and competing demands from 
other countries. He should be told that we will have to analyze 
the entire package before reaching decisions on any individual 
items and he should not be given any hope of accelerated 
delivery schedules such as Israel has had in the past. 

6. 	 Peres can be told that all of the items held up during the re­
assessment have been released. 

o 
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DRAFT 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL MINUTES 


S E:r:'rEMBER 17, 1975 


I.: 

President Ford: It's been a long day. We had a long Cabinet Meeting 

and have been running a little behind ever since. 

We are getting to a point where we have to make some basic decisions 

on where we are going in these negotiations. This is percipitated by the 

vi'sit of Gromyko tomorrow. Ii we are going to make headway, we have 

to have some new answers. As you know, I think it is in the national 

interests to get a SALT II agreement -- I mean the right kind -- but 

a SALT II agreement is in the country's interest. Ii we don't get it 

in 1975, the political environment will·make it hard in 1976, in the 

turmoil of the political cam.paign. 

I want us to be as forthcoming as pos sible. We have to take a 

; . fresh look, and have a frank, forthcoming discussion. 

I would expect that I will not make any decisions here. I want the 

Verification Panel to take up these issues after I've asked some questions 
~;r­
M 
oc~
Gr " ­and heard some 'other conunents, and in a day 0r two give me a ",w_ 
co~..Q 
11) .... ­m'""_.w ~.:r" solid position that is negotiable so that I can talk to Gromykq not ;:! x '" 

• UJ c..i 
OCf)Wl
u.i z !J)

tomorrow, but on what the Verifi.catiori Panel has done -- later ·Qfiior- .::/) 
wa:~ 

after we have had this discussion and the Verification Panel has met. Q; ~; 
en.c .
Cf.!_UJ 

I heard there was a quite free discussion in the Verification di 
w c 

Panel with no resolution of the issues. We have got to do better than tha~:;',:~:,:: 

Bill, could you as usual let us know where things stand? I then 

want Henry to summarize the issues and have Jim give hisJ~iews . 

...., 
-~. 
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Mr Duckett: Mr. President, I might say that earlier, we have seen 


as many as 260 silos under construction at one time, which is about 


what this assumes. So it is not unprecedented. 


Secretary Schlesinger: I will be surprised to see more than 250 a year or 


a 1000 by 1980, which is what your chart shows. 


. President Ford: Henry? 

Secretary Kissinger: Mr. President, I would like to sum. up the issues 

and review what requires your decision. First, corn.rn.enting on what was 

referred to by Bill, there are pressures on the Soviet leaders, and I 

thought I would give you my perception of the Soviet leaders. Brezhnev 

has been in power for 10 years and is reaching the end of his career. 

With him. will go the entire age· group that has such a morbide fear of 

war,. based on their World War II experience. This group has caved 

in crises with a speed that there successors will not inevitably show. 

Brezhnev may retire at the upcoming Party Congress, but whether he 

retires at the the Party Congress or stays on for a bit longer, he is 

near the end of his career. 

A third factor is that after Brezhnev leave& we will face two or three 
.~...~ . /; ,... 

years of uncertainty. Nobody will be in a position to make decisions - - ~) ,;.' ' ~ "-::, 
~"; 

,::,major decisions will just not be duable for two or three years. ,~'7 

In the US detente is often described as a one-way street. But the 

proponent s of detents. could make'the opposite case. On credit, his credits 
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were cut off by an Administrative government decision. It is now 

illegal to give credit beyond a total which is trivialat least in comparison 

with what the Western Europeans are giving. They did not get MFN. 

They have witnessed a surge of anti-Soviet sentiment in the US which 

has swamped the peace movement This has been u,?-precedented in 

, ~.: I 

recent years and was not seen even in the cold war. Some of the 

benefits they have received can not be ascribed to Soviet policy. 

,',1 

'." ...... . 

~I 
The situations in Portugal, Greece, and Turkey have been exploited 

by the Soviets but were not created by them. If they were to draw a 
·~;;::~;/:~-t :.;1 

'.:rz-·;>,~·~:.·~~ balance sheet, they would hot have too much to count. 
. ".:~ " .. ~ 

I believe the next two or three months will be decisive. Brezhnev 
,- ,-;.1 

has some latitud~ but if it goes beyond what he thinks is tolerable, 

he will have to start reversing his position two or. three months before 

the Party Congress. Thus, in t?e next two months, we will discover 

the limits beyond on which he can not go. 

Brezhnev would like to corne to the Party Congress with a successful 

American Sununit behind him, including a SALT agreement and a 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty. This would help him to claim that detente 

has been irreversible. This would also be of some help to us, limiting 

-" ' 
',' 

what they could do in the Mid-East and places such as Berlin. Thus,. ; ..:~ 

what happens to SALT is quite significant to the entire future course 

of our relations with the Soviets. The major decisions will be made in" 

. : ;..": 
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the next two months. My feeling is that he believes he has made major 

concessions on SALT. On the other hand, the US has not made significant 

concessions recently, at least since you have been President. They 

have agreed to equal aggregates; they have dropped FBS, which they 

had insisted upon for six years. Likewise, although it's less im.portant, 

they dropped their distance on Trident and B-1 limits. And they have 

accepted our counting rules on verification. This may because their 

situation was less reasonable to begin with then ours, but we have not 

made great conces sions. 

I would like now to turn to the specific issues - - Backfire, cruise 

missiles, and throw weight -- the definition of heavy missiles. These 

issues have to be decided in relation to the situation in the Soviet Union 

on the one hand, and in relation to the situation we would face with no 

agreement. For exam.ple, Backfire would be subject to no linriis at all 

without an agreem.ent. Looking at these charts, we would have to .see if 

we can match the nwnbers of the Soviet buildup and at what costs. 

Second Tape 

Turning now to the specific issues. Backfire is perhaps the most 

baffling. It is clear that it has an intercontinental capabili ty at least 

on one-way missions. There is also no question but that if we count 

the one-way missions, we would have to consider our FBS. When I 

',.. ' 
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stopped at Mildenhall at short while back, the local commander bragged 

to me about how every plane he had could make it to Moscow! (Laugher) 

General Brown: I brought a map to show you where they are assigned 

to go. 

Secretary Kissinger: No, he didn't say they were assigned to Moscow; 

he was speaking of their capability. 

The capability of the Backfire is clearly enough to permit it to 

attack the US, but our FBS can also reach the Soviet Union. The 

delirnrna is that if we don't count the Backfire, we have a political 

problem within the US. If we do count it we have a negotiating problem 

with the Soviets. 

It is highly improbable that Brezhnev presented the Backfire for 
our 

inclusion in' ,2400 when he gave (. Vladivostok position to the Politburo. 

For him to say he would have to get rid of the Backfire or 400 other 

units would cause him a massive problem. This is reinforced by his 

position in Helsinki, where he made a passionate assertion that the Backfire 

was not a strategic bomber. 

Secretary Schlesinger: My assessment is about what Henry described 

with regard to the difficulty of negotiating Backfire into the 2400 ceiling. 

Secretary Kissinger: In the Verification Panel we have discussed a number 

of alternatives. At first, we thought if it could perhaps be placed in the 

southern USSR, perhaps we could leave it out. Or if they were to visably 

<\., " ­
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other aircraft with it, or agree not to provide it tankers. We might use 


these as 'indicators of its capability. This is a vulnerable approach, but 


it is one way to handle it. 


President Ford: Could we monitor this, Bill? 


Mr Colby: Fairly well. 


President Ford: We have that kind of capability? 


Mr. Colby: Yes here are the capabilities (shows chart on verification 


confidence of Backfire collateral constraint). 


Secretary Kissinger: Another idea was to count a 100 Backfire and 


the FB-llls outside the agreement. This a little phoney because we 


have the FB-llls anyway. Furthermore, the result was an overall 


total of 2500. After the 100, you would have to count any additional 


Backfire. In my view, this only modifies the problem - - I doubt if 


they would accept it. 


President Ford: It would be hard to sell here after we got the 2400 


and were told it was too high any how. 


Secretary Kissinger: The practical effect would be to raise the ceiling 


to 2500. 

- A third approach would be to take the Soviets at their word that 

Backfire was not strategic. We would balance Backfire off versus certain 

types of US cruise missiles. There would be a trade off between cruise 
'; [; 

~.' "~" ~ ., ~. 

,J."Jmissiles and Backfires in a follow-on negotiation. 



President Ford: They would be in addition to the 2400? 


Secretary Kissinger: You would say that Backfire is not a strategic 


. . ', :. . bom.ber, and trade it off versus som.e tactical aircraft arm.am.ent . 

You would have an agreem.ent, for exam.ple X number of 100s of Backfires 

and we would have Y platform.s for tactical cruise m.issiles. I will talk 

about how to do this - - whether to count platform.s or conventional 

cruise m.issiles -- later. 
j '.' 

Backfire is the issue with which'I have the greatest intellectual 

problem.. We would either have to count its deploym.ent, let them.~~.~ 
"~i~'):}~;~ _~:~ have a 100. or m.ove it to a follow-on negotiation. taking Backfire 

and cruise m.issiles out. using cruise m.issiles as pressure to get 

som.e kind of ceiling on Backfire. 

On cruise m.issiles, there are a host of problem.s. There is the 

type of cruise missile. the range, whether to count~r ban, and the 

platform.s on which they are permitted. 

. :.-. I think it is im.portant to keep in m.ind what the Soviets have heard 

on cruise m.issiles. We cannot radically change our schem.e of proposals 

we cannot com.e up with som.ething they have never seen. This would 

guarantee a six week study in Moscow while they check for all the hookers 

in it. I don It believe their system. is prepared to handle this. What they 
.... :~. ; 

have heard is on ALCMs 3000 km. and on SLCMs 1500 km.. On 1and- based, 

we have accepted 5500 km., which is som.ething of an absurdity. Why the 
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Soviets want it, I don It know. 

Mr. President, you told B:t;ezhnev in Helsinki that we had some 

flexibility on these ranges -- we could reduce somewhat on air launch 

c~uise missiles and sea launch cruise missiles, but you didn It nail 

down a specific number. That is what they have heard and what they 

have rejected. The rationale is that we would be permitted 11,000 ALCMs 

o~ heavy bombers alone. We would wind up with a SALT agreement 

with 8,000 warheads limited and more than the number limited on 

cruise missiles. Second, they have said there would be a vast 

expenditure on cruise missiles to match our progratn, and one reason 

they wanted the agreement was to show that there ~ould be a reduction 

of costs and budgets. 

Submarine launch cruise missiles and other sea- based launched 

cruis.e missiles were not issues at Vladivostok. We talked only about 

submarine launched ballistic missiles. Thus, we are well within range 

of the Vladivostok agreement. Thus, the question is can we reach an 

agreed position on an air launched cruise. missile range that reaches our 

military requirements and a SLCM range that breaks the deadlock. 

The second issue is whether to count cruise missiles above the 

agreed range or to ban them and the third issue is whether to confine the 

limits to nuclear armed cruise missiles, or all cruise missiles. If we 

take the position to count all missiles above the range,\,. (=07;-:;, 

~ 0­
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all conventional cruise missiles, verification becOInes impossible. 


Mr. Colby: Right. 


Secretary Kissinger: Everything can be tested as a conventional missile. 


Mr. Johnson: You also have the problem of surface to surface. There 


are no limits on surface to surface cruise missiles less than intercon­

tinental range. 


Secretary Kissinger: Up to now, our permission has been that cruise 

" ." ",
;; .. ," 

missiles are permitted on heavy bombers, but banned on other airplanes, 

~I and are permitted on ships and submarines below the agreed range. 

., 	 If we wish to keep open the possibility of deployment on other airplanes, 

we will have to use Backfire as a tradeoff, or we could use the conventional­

,;. ,., 

nuclear distinction to trade. I have great concerns about covering 


nuclear only -- it leaves an open loophole and m.akes verification impossible. 


We could trade Backfire versus the tactical platforms. Or we could 


take out the SLCMs and use them versus the Backfires. The trouble is, 


this is quite different from what they have heard, and they might consider 


it a retrogression. 


On the heavy ICBM, the Soviets have moved toward usby proposing to 

limit the launchway. We have insisted on throw weight, I believe position 

is essentially correct and we should stick with it. In any event, it is 

prem.ature to discuss it here today. 

.'.' '", .1 

"', 
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Am.bassador Johnson: I think that's right. 


Secretary Kissinger: They _ ought to accept it. It's hard to justify 


why we need a throw weight greater than that of the SS-19. 

Third Tape 

Am.bassador Johnson: There is the related question of a ceiling on the 

18. 

Secretary Kissinger: Yes, but I consider these Slbsidiary issues. There 

are other issues, such as the date at which the reductions to 2400 m.ust be 

complete., They have proposed 12 months, and we have proposed the 

effective date. This can be worked out by providing a few month leaveway. 

But these issues of the importance of cruise missiles and Backfire. 

In the Verification Panel we tried to develop a series of options 

for you. But it became clear that it would be better to expose you to 

the nature of the problems and give you a chance to get any other ideas. 

We can write in the numbers after you have made your decision on the 

general is sues. 

President Ford: Thank you very much - ­

,Am.bassador Johnson: There's the problem of mobiles 

- . 
Secretary Kissinger: Yes. Mobiles is one other issue. In SALT I, 

we made a unilateral statement that mobiles could not be deployed, 

1'\t.U..~ 
and as the Soviets have now accepted our position, we"had increasing 

s.econd thoughts. My impression is they thoughtthey were moving toward 
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us. This especially illustrated in that they did not include air :mobiles, 

which they have every reason to believe we would be :more capable of 

deploying. If we decided to go for land :mobiles, I do not believe the 

negotiations would breakdown. But there are verification proble:mq 


plus the problem of Congressional funding. 


President Ford: The biggest problem is selling Congress on the location. 


Everybody wants it in somebody else's backyard. If you put it in a 


remote area, it is wilderness or national park. I don't think we can 

sell them. 

Secretary Kissinger: In my judg:ment, the Backfire and cruise missile 

issues could break the negotiations. The effective date and the mobiles 


can be settled. Do you agree Alex? 


Ambassador Johnson: Yes. 


President Ford: It would be interesting if you could find a way to do it 
"_.'J 

,] 

and not be disclosed to take a pole of the :members of the Congress as 

whether they would prefer to ban the mobiles for both the US and the 

Soviets, or to remove the ban with the pos sibility that we would have 

to deploy some mobiles. I predict there would be 10 to 1 or more against 

it. _This is based on politics, and has nothing to do with security. But 
just 


politically, that's Ithe fact of it. 


Ambassador Johnson: I might point out that our position in Geneva is 

to count, we have never proposed a ban. 
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Secretary Kissinger: I agree with Defense that fixed system will by the 

end of the period become vulnerable. If the Soviets keep most of their
.:i.. : 

force in fixed systems as they have it now, they will be extrordinarily 


vulnerable. 


President Ford: Put it the other way - - suppose we remove the ban. 


Which is more difficult -- for us to detect theirs, or they ours? 


I 

Secretary s~hlesinger: To detect and destroy? 

President Ford: You have to detect them before you destroy them -­

Secretary Schlesinger: They will know our location, but it will be 

.-.""" ..-..... harder for them to destroy them than our fixed land based force . 
.' ~.;. ::. ::,;~~:; 

.... ,. \.; 

President Ford.: They have a much larger land mass -- it would be 
";.;;~; 

much harder to detect them. 


Secretary Schlesinger: I don't believe that is so. This is because we 


once they are deployed, there will be a pattern of deployment which we 


will be able to detect. We will be able to determine the number and 


location. In addition, if they drawdown 6000 or 7000 po nds of throw weight 


and replace it with 1000 pounds on mobiles, we are better off strategically. 


Secretary Kissinger: The first problem is to monitor the number deployed. 


Mr. Colby: We believe we can count within a percent of error. If they 


put 200 out, we could catch them within 100. 


Secretary Kissinger: Is that the same if they deploy 500? 


1 
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Mr. Colby: It would still be about 100. 


Secretary Schlesinger: Mobiles would represent hedges for both sides. 


Letting both sides deploy theIn would increase stability in the 1985 


tiIne period. 


President Ford: It would be interesting to take a cross section of Congress. 


I bet they would be 10 to 1 against it. 


Secretary Kissinger: Mr. President, I believe this one is your call - ­

it is not a negotiating probleIn. It is really your decision on the US 


progratn.
1(, 
President Ford: Have they taken any position Alex? 

:" >,:.-" . :"': 

Atnbassador Johnson: No, they have avoided discussing it. Their position 

implicitly accepts theIn. 

Secretary Kissinger: In Geneva, GroInyko, last May, proposed to 

ban land Inobiles. He thought this was a concern to the US. 

Atnbassador Johnson: They have avoided discussing it in Geneva. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Mr. President, I agree there is presently a 

predilection against land Inobiles in the Congress.· But if we worked 

on the stability arguInent, I believe we could turn thetn around. 

President Ford: I can reInember, when Inost of you were not around - ­

you were too young then! (Laugher) I have just learned to use that argum.entt 

The Air Force, in about 1956, brought up a Inodel train. They were going 

to run Inobile ICBM on the train, all over the US. 



best way to do it, and they brought it to the House Armed Services Corn.rn.ittee. 

General Brown: We even built the system and carried out field trials! 

President Ford: On the Cornrn.ittee, everyone said, they are fine, but 

just don't run them in North Carolina or Michigan! You're an optirn.ist 

". 
• , !'; t··

:::(:,;.;:;;; 	 if you think you can sell this • 

Secretary Schlesinger: We would not try to sell a train mobile -- I 

can prorn.ise we would not run it through Chicago! But in the West, 

we have significant amounts of federa~ lands that are unoccupied. West 

of Salt Lake, and some in Idaho. The Soviets would require for the con­

struction of a land mobile force a much higher percent of their force. 
:....:...... ~:' ...4 

I don't see what we gain by banning them, and we retain some improvement 


in stability if we keep them. 


Mr. Clements: I agree. I should add that we are in the early design 


stages, and we have lots of ways to deploy them. We may think of 


new ways. We should' retain this option of we can. 


President Ford: Let's drop this for now. I will have to think about 


how to experiment to find out what the Congressional reaction might be. 


Mr. Clements: I'm sure you are right. 


Dr. Ikle: The decision is different on the R&D program. 


General "Brown: Our current concept is quite different from the trains 


it uses unoccupied land. 




.. :~ :;~ 

President Ford: You would be surprised how m.any coyotes have to 

be preserved! (Laugher) Ies a totally different world - ­

General Brown: Well I would bow to your judgm.ent on that. 

President Ford: How far along are the system.s? 

General Brown: We are com.pleting the concept studies. 

President Ford: Would this be a variation of the Minuteman -- the sarn.e 

type of lUis sile? 

General Brown: They would be laid out in a geom.etric pattern and the 

missile would m.ove J perhaps on warning - - with 20 m.inutes warning it 

could m.ove to the shelters. which are hard enough that· they could not 

destroy them.. 

President Ford: How m.uch separation is there -- five miles? 

;~i\\tr.~;; General Brown: NO J m.ore like two or three miles • 
.. 

Secretary Schl~singer: If we ban them.J the fellows who criticize the 

lack of ban will also criticize the ban as reducing stability. 

~~... ~ FC :'l ...,.... 
.:.;) ',.j '\ 
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President Ford: Am I correct that you even considered the concept of 

ballistic missiles in the Great Lakes? 


Secretary Schlesinger: Yes, and you know the only Great Lake we control 


completely? It is Lake Michig an! (Laughter) 


Ambassador Johnson: Now, we have agreed not to do that on your instructions. 

President Ford: I would like to get' otitthe'-newspaper stories when that 

~umor first broke! 

Secretary Schlesinger: At RAND, I tried to persuade the Air Force on 

Great Lakes basing, but since it involved water, they thought of it as a 

Navy mission and wouldn't touch it! 

President Ford: I'm sorry, but I think you've got a massive problem. 

Secretary Schlesinger: (Talking to charts) On Backfire, we agree that 

it was designed for peripheral missions. All our studies agree that it 

was optimized that way. The difference between what Brezhnev claimed 

and us might have been a different mission profile -- more supersonic 

flight or more low altitude flight. We fly high altitude nonsupersonic 

to give it the range to cover all the US. 

The biggest problem on Backfire is political - - how it will be viewed 

on the Hill. But we don't want an impossible negotiating position. So I 

believe one approach might be to set a numerical1imit of 200, or 

conceivably 250. 

President Ford: Do they have that many now? 

l§t~GDS 
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Director Colby: They have only 60 or 70. 

Secretary Schlesinger: This would allow criticism on the grounds that 

it escapes the 2400. We would also try to get estimates on performance 

factors -- engines, and fuel factors -- which we have looked at. We don't 

like putting 'collateral constraints into the agreement, but we would stres s 

these as indicators. 

In the context of this proposal, we believe they should agree to stop 

discussing FBS. These would be confined to discussion of alliance 

oriented systems. They have the capability to hit us with Backfire, but we 

don1t count it, so they should not talk about our FBS which are by and large 

designed for other mis sions. 

President Ford: In Helsinki, they never talked about FBS. 

Secretary Kissinger: They agreed not to raise it for this discuss~on, 

But they reserve the right to raise it in the next negotiations. I believe 

Brezhnev needs to be able to say this for political reasons. They;did 

this in SALT I to put it off. 

President Ford: It never really came up in Helsinki. 

,Secretary Kissinger: No, it is not an issue now. 

Secretary Schlesinger: They have a tendency to bring it up. But 

these systems are alliance oriented -- they are appropriate for MBFR 

negotiations along with our Allies. As we make concessions on Backfire, 

this would be us eful to obtain. 

~GDS 
.. '.\ 



Turning to the SLCM area. We think of Backfir e as having the 

\ .:~ 
\ 

capability to reach the us. For SLCMs, we intended these for sub-SlOP 
,", .. :. 

options. The Soviets talk of them as being used against the Soviet Union. 

Therefore, we should be willing to indicate our intention not to use them 

in that manner. Both sides see the capability of the other, but do not look 

at the intention. Thus, one option would be to permit both sides to have 

no more than 100 nuc1ear..;.armed SLCMs of greater than 300 km range. 

Secretary Kissinger: The 100 greater than 300 km range could be 

of any range? 

Secretary ~chlesinger: We would be prepared to keep it below 1500 km 

range. 

Secretary Kissinger: But there would be no limit on conventiona1ly­

armed SLCMs of any range? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. 

President Ford: Henry, would ask that first question again -- I 

didn't quite understand it - ­

Secretary Kissinger: I was questioning the limit beyond which the 

100 permitted would not be permitted to go. Jim r~plied that 1500 km would 

be the upper limit. In other words, each side would be permitted 100 nuc1ear­

armed--cruise missiles in the range of 300 to 1500 kIn. Both sides would 


state they were not intended to attack the other, 


capability to do so. 


Secretary Schlesinger: 

approach would limit, the numbers, 

':',.': ", i 
.[ 

'.,,--,._-.. ""--- -"._.. -- ". ' .. -.-.~.~------------------------------:-------:--:--
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and it would also pick up the Soviet SSN -3 which has a range of about 

400 km. They set their range of 600 kIn to catch our systems but leave 

theirs out6 so we have moved it down to 300 km to catch some of their 

systems. These would count if they are nuclear armed. 

Secretary Kissinger: How many do they have? 


Secretary Schlesinger: ........................••.....•.......

.•••...... .. -............ ............................. ..........
~ 

• • • • • • • •.• • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • ·1 

............ .................................................. : 


I 
Our cruise missile technology is far6 far ahead of theirs with regard 

to accuracy. For the next decade; we will be alone in the ability to deploy 

our Tercom very accurate guidance systems. They can accurately hit 

ships with their radar guidance. 

'····".Ji President Ford: At 400 km6 these are principally for ship-to-ship 
"'.',;:., 

attacks? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. We picked the 300 km limit to include 

theirs. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . Mr. Duckett:· . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . .... . .. . . ~ ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .' .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . ~ . . ~ 
.Secretary Schlesinger: They could hit New York if they got within 

350 km. 

.: ; General Brown: Why would we have an upper limit on the range? 

".' .. 


Secretary Schlesinger: As Henry has said6 our position has been 

1500 km -~ 

\ 
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Secretary Kissinger: If you had to count everything above 300 km, 

they wouldn't care about the range so much. 

Secretary Schlesinger: They have 300 SS-N -3s that they wouldn't 

want to count. 

Secretary Kissinger: But they would have to get rid of 200 under 

your procedure. 

Secretary Schlesinger: They don't have a hundred that are nuclear 

armed -- only the 28 are nuclear armed. 

Secretary Kissinger: One thing for sure is that Gromyko will not be 

aboe to under stand all this! 

Secretary Schlesinger: Turning to the ALCM -- these will be necessary 

to insure bomber penetration. We don't accept the rationale the Soviets 

presented to Henry for their position, that we would have 11, 000 cruise 

missiles. 

. 
Secretary Kissinger: They got it out of Aviation Week! (Laughter) 

Secretary Schlesinger: We don't accept it. Our heavy bomber payload 

to some extent offsets their missile payload. They can use their throw weight 

as it suits their interests, and we should retain the right to use our bomber 

payload as it suits our interests. As a result of their choice, they could 

have more smaller yield weapons or fewer greater yield weapons. 

If necessary, we could also limit the number of bombers carrying ALCMs 

to something like 300. 

~~.. \ ... ~ \ 
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Secretary Kissinger: Coupled with a 2500 km limit? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Our analysts keep coming up with 3,000 km. 

But if necessary, to sweeten it, we could squeeze it to 2500 km. 

One controversial issue has been the definition of a cruise missile. 

We are tremendously excited about the possibilities for conventional 

cruise missiles. 

President Ford: Surface-to~.surface? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Any kind in a conventional role. For example, 

in the Black Sea, this could put much of their as sets a t risks. Either in 

the form of missiles or RPVs, this is one of the most exciting new systems. 
'..... 

Against the background of Vladivostok, in the discussion there you 

talked about limits on ballistic missiles; they, apparently in translation, 

said missiles or including cruise missiles. The Aide Memoire just said 

missiles. If we wind up with a definition which excludes conventional 

deployment, this will put substantial limits on us and be something of an 

embarrassment, since we will have yield 180 degrees from Vladivostok. 

Secretary_ Kissinger: Why is this off our posltion in Vladivostok? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Because we said we were prepared to count 

ballistic missiles on aircraft greater than 600 km range, but did not wish to 

ban cruise missiles greater than 600 km. 

Secretary Kissinger: It was never that clearly stated. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Concerning verification, the cruise missl 

verification problem is inherently unsolvable. In any event, we will have 

little verification. Thus, we do not wish to constrain our. new conventional forces. 
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We feel strongly about their potential. This does not have to be done 

in the form-of a definition, which has raised much controversy. Some­

where else than in the definition it could be stated that the constraints in 

the agreement do not apply to other than strategic arms. 

(Referring to chart) These are some of the systems we have 

the Firebee, which has been in operation for several years. The 

conventional SLCM, which now has a 3700 km range, which would have to 

be brought down somewhat. A tactical version of the ____which has a 

1700 mile range. We do not want to abandon this type of weapon. (This 

section should be filled in with the help of Wade's chart.) 

This is an area in which we cannot go to Congress and say we have 

high confidence in verification. Giving up conventional missiles only 

slightly improves our verification, but is a major disadvantage. We think 

the definition should cover only nuclear armed. 

Secretary Kissinger: Cruise nUssiles of any range on any platform 

would be unlimited as long as they have a conventional warhead? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. 

Director TIde: Wouldn't the range of the conventional ones be lower? 

_Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. 

~'". r 0 /i~'~'·,~.. 
Director Ikle: This leaves the alternative of cutting off the range-

., .. 
~ .... 

We would still have the verification problem, but less blatant. 

Secretary Schlesinger: We can play around with it, 

have proposed agreement bans ALCMs greater than 600 km on all aircraft· 
,--: .~-. 

, , fO/f~
other than heavy bombers. But there has been no indication, Alex ~'t,"at ... 
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we should accept that 

President Ford: As I understand, we submitted in the Budget for 

FY 76 both an Air Force and a Navy cruise missile program. The House 

Appropriations Subcommittee knocked the funds off the Air Force pr.ogram, 

leaving on1y,the Navy program. I don't know why we went with one Navy 

and one Air Force program -­

Secretary Schlesinger: We didn't want to change our program before 

Vladivostok. It was the imagery before Vladivostok. 

General Brown: Also, the Air Force was ahead in engines, but the 

Navy ahead in guidance. (This may be backwards. ) 

Deputy Secretary Clements: We have always planned to bring them 

together. When we get further along, we will bring them together to make 

one program. 

President Ford: It is awfully nieve to thin~ that two programs, which 

started out as one for the Navy and one for the Air Force, will end up as 

one program corn.rn.on for both Services - - you are not that nieve ! 

Secretary Kissinger: When will these become operational? 

,Secretary Schlesinger: In 1980. 

Secretary Kissinger: Let me see if I understand your position -­

nuclear-armed cruise missiles would be permitted on heavy bombers up to 

2500 km, and we would count above that range. 

Secretary Schlesinger: I don't care whether we count or ban. 

Secretary Kissinger: Well, then ban as 

http:corn.rn.on
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But would conventional cruise mis siles be unlimited, or subject to the 

2500 km limit? 

Secretary Schlesinger: They have a higher weight than the nuclear 

ones, so there would be none with range greater than 2500 km. 

Secretary Kis singer: So you would be prepared to ban them above 

. . :.:, >~ that range . 

Secretary Schlesinger: I would prefer 3,000 km, but we could go 

to 2500. 

Secretary Kis singer: But you position is that any other ALCMs on 

any aircraft, would be permitted if conventionally armed. Nuclear armed 

would be permitted only on heavy bombers, with a range of 2500 km or less. 

There would be no testing of any ALCM greater than 2500 km range and no 

nuclear-armed ALCM on any aircraft except heavy bombers -­ I'm. just 

looking for the specific handles we have here -­ . 

Secretary Schlesinger: Il'm not sure I'm prepared to go that far -­ I'm 

not sure Al Haig would not want to have cruise missiles nuclear armed for 

his mis sion in SHAPE. 

Secretary Kissinger: If we hang nuclear armed cruise missiles on 

our FBS, this would 'cause major problems. 

"", . Secretary Schlesinger: Land-based cruise missiles in Europe would 

be allowed in any case. 

Secretary Kissinger: This is an anomaly. 
: .-. > ~ - t:' . ". 
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Secretary Schlesinger: It is somewhat nutty. 


Secretary Kissinger: It's not clear why they proposed it. 


Secretary Schlesinger: But I think your basic point is well taken. 


Secretary Kissinger: We might get away by saying that conventionally-


armed cruise missiles are not counted. But I see no chance of permitting 

, nuclear armed on our FBS. 

Deputy Secretary Clements: You1re right.- ~" :.' ' 


", 


, '~::i:' :;'::::,; 
Secretary Schlesinger: I hadn't thought that through, so I have no 

complete answer. But we feel strongly that the conventionally- armed 

cruise missiles will be a major weapon of the next decade. 

Director Ikle: Would it be acceptable if we set a 3,000 km limit for 

all of them? (I am not sure I have this right. ) 

- ' 

Secretary Kissinger: We should stick to the numbers we1ve used in 

the past -- 2500 km. 

It would be much better if we could have the same limit for both 

conve~tional and nuclear SLCMs, and the same limit for both conventional 

and nuclear ALCMs. 

Secretary Schlesinger: We hope to develop a small nuclear-powered 

ship which would have the conventional punch of a carrier by using cruise 
, ' .. ' 

missiles at a much smaller cost. This is one of the reasons why we get 

excited about cruise missiles in the conventional role. 

Ambassador Johnson: What about the surface-to-surface cruise missiles 

below 5500 km? 

.~ 
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Secretary Schlesinger: I am happy to let them ride free - ­

Secretary Kissinger: The cruise missile field is shot through 

with problems. Have they rais ed the cruis e missile definition in Geneva? 

Ambassador Johnson: No. 

Secretary Kissinger: It might not be a problem. It has not been raised 

in any other channels. 

How set are you on 300 km? 

Secretary Schlesinger: It puts some pressure on the Soviets. We 

may have to back off to 500 or 600 km. The disadvantage is that we would 

lose the SS-N -3. 

Director Ikle: What advantage is there to these cruise missiles 

if you are limited to 1500 km? 

Secretary Schlesinger: They would be helpful for sub-SlOP options. 

Secretary Kissinger: Why do you want 100 nuclear-armed cruise 

missiles between the lower lirrrit at l500km? You propose a lower limit 

of 300 km above which only 100 would be permitted. Why? 

Secretary Schlesinger: For the sub-SlOP options - ­

Secretary Kissinger: Why would you use cruise missiles for this? 

.. Secretary Schlesinger: For example, in hostilities in Iran, use of 
;., 

our Air Force bases in Turkey exposes the Turks to counter-attack. 

Secretary Kissinger: Why couldn't you use Polaris? 


Secretary Schlesinger: Better accuracy with the cruise missiles. 

i: ,~~~ .> 
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General Brown: Also, low yield and only one warhead on one weapon. 
, ' 

:-.i';":::: Secretary Schlesinger: This would allow us to exer.cis e limited 
,,""". ! 

nuclear options without exposing our bases. We have more than enough 

warheads for the SlOP. 

So in summary, on Backfire, we have sweetened it considerably 

from the Soviet position - ­

Secretary Kissinger: (Laughing) I was just looking at Alex who 

has to negotiate it with the Soviets it probably doesn't look too sweet 

to him! 

Secretary Schlesinger: We agree we will lose this ultimately. We 

believe we should reserve this as pa~t of a package to get a better agree­

ment on cruise missiles. 

Secretary Kissinger: But you don't want Backfire in a separate 

cruise missile tradeoff? 

Secretary Schlesinger: No -- although Fred's idea is not a bad one. 

On cruise missiles, we want the conventional option" since you can't 

verify in any event. 

; ." •••••••••••••••• ~ •••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 

Director Colby:, •••• ••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••\ 
• ................................................................1
·............................................................... 
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President Ford: Which 'one of these would you trade off if I chose to ~, 
 ~ :':, ~~- '. '. 


'­
become more flexible on mobiles? 

·.·:::·....-- . .;f-i 
". :.:: ~:-:".f.-:! 

,;:'.-:.,,:' Secretary Schlesinger: You should not have to pay a price to get the 


position we want on mobiles • 
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President Ford: You have to pay a price with me! (Laughter) 

You have to negotiate with me, also, on that! I don't believe you'll get 

Congress to approve it -­
". .-~. .~: 

Director Colby: The decision on the system is down stream. We 

are only talking now about the ban -- we don't have to say now we are going 

to deplo y it. 

Secretary Schlesinger: I believe the hedge is worth it. I see no 

great advantage in banning mobiles. 

Secretary Kissinger: May I make a procedural suggestion? 

Jim -and I could meet, perhaps Friday morning. It might be possible to 

construct something for the Soviets to consider seriously. We could then 

get a counter-proposal and have a serious negotiation underway. But 
:". ~;:'.: 

rather than do it here at the table, I think we have enough elements, if 

we put in some sweeteners, we nright be able to handle the conventionally 

armed cruise missiles, and might be able to develop a package which I 

.. ~'" ...,,,, 

believe could be negqtlable. We could then come back on Saturday mo'tning 

to you -- . 

President Ford: I won't be back in town until Monday evening. 

Secretary Kissinger: Gromyko will be here until the middle of next 

week. You can't negotiate with him anyway. We can just get his position 

from him. 

President Ford: On Monday night, I could meet with you Henry, or 

with the NSC. We could then tell Gromyko before he goes back. 

~GDS 
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Director TIde: Mr. President, you might consider a separate 

agreement on cruise missiles and Backfires - ­

Secretary Kissinger: There's no chance of that working out. 

Director TIde: This would remove the less verifiable elements 

from the re1;lt of the agreement and may allow us to get a better result for 

focusing on the relation of SLCMs and Backfires. 

President Ford: I think we have gotten the basic ideas. It would 
.":-. 

be helpful, Jim, if you could have a verification meeting with Henry and 

I'll get with Henry when I return. 

There is one other item -- the problem of the shopping list the Israeli 

Government has submitted. I would say it's not minimal! I just think we 

can't, at this stage, agree to any deterioration of our own defense capability. 

Therefore, I think no answer can be given to them now. You're meeting 

this week with Perez, Jim? 

Secretary Schlesinger: I believe it's tomorrow. 


.Secretary Kissinger: I am meeting with him in five minutes, but I 


·wo:d't 	give him any answer (laughter). 

President. Ford: I hope nobody gives him an answer specifically. 

Secretary Kissinger: What we need is an analysis of the impact on 

the strategic equation. DOD has done a good analysis of the impact on our 

defense programs. They have broken down the three categories -- we also 

need to look at the impact on the follow-on negotiations and the timing. 

~DS 




If a massive shipment arrives in Israeli ports at a sensitive point in 


the negotiations, it would be quite bad. I believe we should have some 


interdepartmental group look at this. In the meantime, we should take 

no position. We could give them an idea of the degree of the difficulty we 


have, but not make any commitments. 


President Ford: We should make no commitznents and be very general. 

I hope we can be effective in holding them off and still live up to the agreement. 

Secretary Schlesinger: I am going to tell Perez that we are not 

prepared to reduce our inventor;es, but we are prepared to sell to them 


out of production. 


Secretary Kissinger: That would help. 

President Ford: In every discussion I've had with Rabin, I've 

raised this issue with myself. I've told him we couldn't afford to go through 

another situation like we did in 1973. 

Secretary Kissinger: We should be careful that we don't imply that 

this depends only on the production schedule; they will just go to the factories. 

When I was there, they had better information On our production than I 

did. They should not think the ouly thing that matter s is the production schedule. 

It_is just one of several factors, including the impact on the strategic equation 

and the overall situation. 

Deputy Secretary Clements: Henry, isn't that something 

to address with them? 

Secretary Kissinger: We need a consolidated internal 

, position. H Defense takes the position that they can deliver everything except 

ir-~-~-..,...~..,...,---_.~....",-..........,.''''''... ,· · ~""-"~~:.;"1l' . .......~;::.'_~._'"h,._~ ':!':"'_.0-...~,!":'C. ___
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for the President and myself, every Jewish leader in town will be all 

over us. 

President Ford: We should be very imprecise. 

Secre~ary Schlesinger: They have also asked for several high 

technology items -- we prefer not to give them the high technology items. 

Among other things, they want to get them so they can compete with us 

on sales abroad. There are other items that have political effects, such 

as the Pershing -­

Secretary Kissinger: They know very well we haven't agreed to 

Pershing. 

Secretary Schlesinger: We should take a middle road, not giving 

them either the high technology or the inventories, but selling to them 

out of produ.ction. 

Secretary Kissinger: We have one other massive problem, which has 

arisen only in the last two days. In the implementing negotiations on the 

agreement~ the Israeli negotiating team is taking a position that is unbelievably 

tough and .short~sighted. This has infuriated the Eg ypt ians . 

In terms of procedure, Jim doesn't have to blame it on you or 

~ but can say the whole thing is being put in the NSC. We can explain that 
- j 

this will take :a. few weeks to complete, even on the relatively simple items, 

Mr~ Sis (;0:: au th'e Hill, the tendency is to say to go slow, to take 
,_..,.,.'.. ..,-.~ t',' .~~ ..,,,, . 
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it easy on oux c<om.mitments to Israel. This might change in 76 with the<? 
.~~, ." .. 
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and the Pershings. This is the first time I have seen this in many years. 

It is a good omen, although, it may well change. 

President Ford: We should tell Perez we are still studying it. 

Thank you all very much.. 

!fl 
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