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SUBJECT : Luncheon Conversation  October 2 with  Paul N i t z e  
, 

on SALT 

On Substance.  Paul  started by saying  he  thought  that SALT 
had  "gone about  as wel l  as it could" a l l  things  considered. 

' It soon became c l e a r ,  however,  that  from  a  strategic  poinr 
o f  view Paul has considerable  misgivings  concerning  the 
effect of the  current SALT agreement.  The explanation i s  
that as  currently  projected  the  agreement  would  permit  the 

\ Sov ie ts  to develop a f i r s t   s t r i k e   c apab i l i t y   a ga in s t  US land- 
'-+ased miss i les  and bombers and, moreover, t o  do so without 

--. 

yiolating  the  agreement.  This  could come about i f  , .as 
kxpected,  the  Soviets MIRV even  the 250 SS-9s. a l l o t t ed= .  . ' . 

t o  them by  the  agreement and, in   add i t i on ,  i f  they were t o  
improve  the  accuracy of the  approximately 1000 SS- l ls .   In  
the  meanti-, the  agreement  would  preclude  the US from 
deploying  an ABM defense of US ICBMs and bombers, of .:making 
the  land-based  missiles  mobile, or of hardening to withstand 
a f i r s t  s t r ike   a t tack .  
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in  the  Pentagon  suggest t h a t  the MINUTEMAN I 1 1  MIRV i s  turning'. 
out   to   be   an  even  mre  accurate  warhead than  ant ic ipated and.:i'.; 
that   accuracy down t o  . 1  mile  appears  to  be  entirely  feasible; ' , ' . ,  
With  such  accuracy  the  present MINUTEM4N I 1 1  warhead (175 kt),:.: 
would have a 90% k i l l   p r o b a b i l i t y   a g a i n s t  a hardened  Soviet m.j$- 
s i l e .  Obviously  Nitze  feels  that going  the f i r s t  s t r i k e  rout&: 
i s  a dangerous  option  for us to   fo l low.  However, he feels .'. 
t h a t   t h i s  i s  somewhat less dangerous  than a second alternatiGe;. . .. 

2 .  We might  change  our  doctrine  to  one  of  "launch  on ',:3,':.: 

warning.'' This  has  always  been  contrary  to US strategic 
doctrine,  but  he  acknowledges we could  be   forced  into  adoptio;'.. 
o f  such a p o l i c y  if our  land  force becomes as vulnerable   to  a::< 
f i r s t  s t r i k e  as seems a t  l e a s t   t h e o r e t i c a l l y   p o s s i b l e .  Both :'-: 
t h i s   d o c t r i n e  and the  development o f  a US f i r s t  s t r i k e  capa-', :. 
b i l i t y  are of   course   ex t remely   uns tab le   and,   in   t ime   o f  
in tense  c r i s i s  , could  be  inexcusably  dangerous. ..y ,'. 
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3 .  We could abandon a l l  land-based  forces and'move ,:-' 

e n t i r e l y   t o   s e a .   T h i s  would presumably  be  Nitze's  preferred .'? 
option.  Though he. acknowledges,  he  probably  heavily  discount,$';. 
the  arguments aga ins t   th i s   approach ,  namely t h a t   t h i s  would :. 
r e s u l t   i n   p u t t i n g  a l l  our  eggs i n  one  basket  where a techno- i : '  
logical   breakthrough  (such as i n  ASW) could make us. highly ?.. 
vulnerable .   This   opt ion   a l so ,   o f   course ,   presents   ser ious  . _  
c o s t  problems dince it presumably  involves  building  additi0na.d.. 
Poseidon  submarines o r  U W .  

. .  

. :, 

". . .. 
I .. .. 

I i n d i c a t e d   t h a t   t h e r e   w e r e ,   o f   c o u r s e ,  some i n  Washington who: 
were disturbed by this  ' prospective v u l n e r a b i l i t y  of our forcqs.', 
b u t   t h a t  we had  been surpr i sed   ' tha t  we had  had l i t t l e  o r  no ..:" 
i n d i c a t i o n  o f  concern on t h i s  from  our SALT Delegation.  PauL'd 
r e s p o n s e   t o   t h i s  was t h a t   h e  f e l t  t h a t  ACDA had l a r g e l y  writte$ 
o f f   t h e  MINUTEMAN, and,   accordingly,  f e l t  t h a t  sdme o t h e r  .. 

. .  



. .  

that some in   the  government are  arguing  that  the 250 SS-9 '.: 
limit is  not  important  since  as  suggested  above  even  with ..: . .  
250 the  Soviets could develop a f i r s t   s t r i k e   c a p a b i l i t y . )  .; 
The larger   the  absolute number of s t ra teg i c   veh ic l es ,   the  .-I! 
greater   the   f i rs t   s t r ike   potent ia l .   Moreover ,   Paul  would .. ..:.: 
argue that the Soviet a b i l i t y   t o   g a i n   p o l i t i c a l  advantage '.:.!. 
by persuading  others  that  the US was . inh ib i t ed  from taking -:+ 
effective act ion  because  o f   Soviet   absolute  super ior i ty ,  
and f i r s t   s t r i k e   c a p a b i l i t y  might wel l  be enhanced by the  .. 
g rea t e r   d i spa r i t y   i n  numbers between  ourselves and the  Sovie& ... 

On Procedure.  While I never  received an entirely  satisfactogy;: 
answer to   the   quest ion  o f  why i t  was that  neither  Paul  nor 1.. 
General   Al l ison,   the JCS Representative,  did  not  point up the:::. 
inherent  strategic  danger  in  the  current SALT proposal,  the '.!:. 
answer seemed to imply  that  the  reason was to  be  found i n  ..*. 
the  procedural  arrangements  within  the'  Delegation.  Paul 
went to some pains  to make it  c lear   that   he  f e l t  his  relatiorik;.:  
ships  with  Gerry  Smith  were very good and that  on a very large.:', 
par t  of the  proposals  formulated  by  the  Delegation  he was in  :.;: 
complete  agreement  with  Gerry.  At  the same time he was 
equally  candid  in  stating  that  on  those few occasions  where .'...I. 
he  sharply  diverged, Gerry appeared t o  tu rn  the'  issue  into .? . 
a vote of confidence.  Paul f e l t  that it was obviously 
impossible for the  President to support him against  the  head,.:.  
of the  Delegation,  nor  did  he want to p lace   e i ther   Gerry ,   or  .:.: 
m r e  importantly  the  President,  in  that awkward pos i t ion.  I., .. 
As a resul t   he   sa id   that   he  had attempted  thereafter to 
work out "the best  compromise possible" on issues  where  he .::: 
disagreed. He implied  that he was g ene ra l l y   s a t i s f i e d  w i th  :;'; 
the  resulting  arrangements,  but I did  not  press him  on the ;':;;,, 
point. He did  say  that  when on a couple of  occasions  he 
had  communicated d i r e c t l y   w i th  DOD, ind icat ing  some personal '.*;:.:' 

. :;" 
divergence of  view,  that  Gerry  took  serious  issue  with him. ,:: 
(I was , o f  course,   fami l iar   with  the exchange  on th i s  
subject  which  you may reca l l   t e rminated   in  a meeting  between 
Gerry Smith  and Laird  in  Brussels ,   which  resulted  in a cable :: :.. 
from Laird   ind icat ing   that  a l l  problems  had  been  resolved.) '.,: . $ c. 
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Comment: It i s  ex t reme ly   d i f f i cu l t  from this  distance, and 3 

on  the  basis of t h i s  one discussion, to  t e l l  how serious a 
substantive and procedural  problem  exists. We have, o f  
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