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/~,:~~ THE 	WHITE HOUSE\~j;.:~-; 

WASHINGTON 

~/SENSITIVE 

MEETING OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

Thursday, January 23, 1975 

10: 30 a.:m. - 11: 30 a.:m. (60 :minutes) 
The Cabinet Roo:m 

r i// 
Fro:m: Henry A. Kissinger \,"' ­

1. 	 PURPOSE 

To review the background and status of the Mutual and Balanced 
Force Ifeduction (lv1BFR) talks and consider alternative :modifica­
tions which :might be m.ade to the present Alliance position. 

II. BACKG!~OUND, PARTICIPANTS & PRESS ARRANGEMENTS 

A. 	 Backgrou'nd: Aiter a long history of Soviet proposals for a 
European security conference to' bless the postwar boundaries, 
NATO proposed force reduction talks in June of 1968. The 
Soviets were not interested at that ti:me, fearing that they 
:might be accused of freeing up U. S. troops for Vietna:m. As 
the war wound down. and it became clear that the proposed 
security conference would not get off the ground without 
parallel discus sions on :military issues, the Warsaw Pact 
ministers announced their interest in troop reductions in 
June 1970. During my trip to Moscow in 1972, we reached 
an understanding that the security conference (CSCE) and a 
dis cus sion of European force reductions (MBFR) would proceed 
in pa rallel. 

Our proposal to hold force reduction talks was originally con­
ceived as (1) a response to the Soviet CSCE proposal, and 
(2) a vehicle for containing Congressional pressures for 
unilateral U. S. reductions. However, once the talks beca:me 
a reality, we concluded that our position should be based on 
NATO's security rcquirem.ent s, not just political factors. 
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The U. S. approach to MBFR was derived from detailed 
military studies conducted over a period of three years. It 
was first presented to NATO in May 1973, and it has reo! 
mained the basis for the Alliance position in MBFR up to 
the present time. It calls for two phases of reductions, 
beginning with U. S. and Soviet withdrawals of 29, 000 and 
68, 000 troops, respectively. The Soviet forces would be 
in the forn~ of a "tank army", including 1700 of the Pact l s 
16, 000 tanks. The second phase would focus on countries 
other than the U. S. and USSR. An additional 157, 000 Pact 
and 48, 000 NATO troops would be reduced in order to reach 
a cornmon ceiling of 700, 000. 

Within a few vveeks after the MBFR talks began in October 
1973, the Soviets tabled a draft agreernent· calling for equal 
percentage reductions on both sides. All states and all force 
ele.-rnents -- ground,air, and nuclear .... would participate in 
the reductions from the outset. Reductions of each countryl s 
forces would be in proportion to ·the relative size of its 
forces, and national ceilings would be established for each 
country. 

Recognizing that the NATO demands for a Soviet tank army 
and significantly larger Pact troop reductions would be difficult 
to achieve without further NATO concessions, the U.S. told 
the Alliance in June 1973 that NATO should be prepared 
eventually to offer to reduce its .nuclear forces in order to. 
achieve the Pact "tank arrny" reductions. However, this move 
has never been made by the Alliance. 

In summary, after a.year of debate, each side has offered only 
minor modifications .to its original position, and the talks have 
reached a stalem.ate. The re is disagreement on three 
fundamental is sue s: 

-- Whose forces should be reduced? -- We say that U.S. 
and Soviet withdrawals should COlne before those of our 
Allies; the Pact .says that all direct participants should 
commit themselves to specific reductions from the outset. 

-- What type of forces should be reduced? -- Our present 
position calls for reductions in ground forces ~nly, but 
NATO is studying the possible inclusion of air forces; 

..... .", 

. the Pact says that all types of forces -.- groun~, air, a~. 
nuclear - - m.ust be reduced.· . . , '.'/' I~ '" .., ,....\ 

~.\ (~. ~; 

\< .f) \~ £}
~~/SENSITIVE - XGDS ~~ ~~I 



3~/SEN.sITIVE 

__ What ratio of NATO to Warsaw Pact fbrces should 
be reduced? -- We say that because of existing 
disparities, the Pact should reduce significantly more 
than NATO, leading toward a common ceiling; the Pact 
insists on equal nUlue rical or equal percentage re­
ductions based on total forces in the area. 

Various alternatives for breaking the stalemate have been 
considered by the Ve rification Panel. In general, the re are 
three categories of adjustments which could be m.ade to the 
Allied position: 

__ The Allies could move ahead on the earlier U.S. 
suggestion of reducing nuclear forces (warheads, F-4 
aircraft, and Pershing missiles). NATO has an ad­
vantage over the Pact in nuclear forces, so this re­

,/ 	 duction would be presented as an offset to the asymmetrical 
reduction of Pact tanks and manpower included in the 
Allied propo sal. 

-_ 	German forces could be included in the NATO reduction, 
..:I'~~ lueeting the n'lajor Soviet objective of getting control of
f~2j 

the 	German army. 

We could luove towa·rd the Pact concept of equal per­
centage reductions, essentially abandoning our goal of 
reaching a COInlllOn ceiling. 

Of these approaches, there is a general consensus in the Verifi ­
cation Panel that nuclear elements continue to be the best. Both 
of the .other alternatives would be strongly opposed by our 
Allies, and including German forces would be counterproductive 
to our efforts to shift the burden of European defense to the 
EurDpeans. Furthermore, the re are good military reasons 
for re structuring our European nuclear stockpile, and in any 
event, we are under Congressional pressure to do so •. 

In summary, the major issue to be decided now is whether this 

is an appropriate time to modify the Alliance MBFR position. 

A failure to do so will inevitably prolong the stalemate, but 

hasty luovement m.ay be wasted if the Soviet leadership is not· 

in a position to offer corresponding concessions og. .their side. 

If we do ulOdify our position, there is generalconsensus that it 

should be done by adding an offer to reduce NATO nuclear forces, 


in return for a heavy reduction of Pact tanks and manpower • .."<;::-~~ii~i~>,,, 

, ,r~ . .-' 

!'~" 	 :'.~ ~~j \ 
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Director Colby is prepared to give a briefing on the Inilitary 
balance in Europe. Secretary Schlesinger Inight also wish 
to Inake some reInarks on that subje ct. 

After your opening reInarks, I sugge st that you ask Bill Colby 
for his briefing, then ask Ine to review the status of the 
negotiations and the issues to be decided. 

B. 	 Participants: (List at Tab A) 

C. 	 Press ArrangeInents: The Ineeting, but not the subject, will 
be announced. White House photographer only. 

III. 	 TALKING POINTS 

A. 	 At the Opening of the Meeting 

1. /The pl,lrpose of this Ineeting is to review the status of the 
force reduction talks and consider the options for possible 
Inodifications to the Alliance posItion. 'With the Vienna talks 
at a stalen'late, we should take a hard look at our MBFR 
objectives and our negotiating stance to see if there is cause 
to change either. 

2. Bill (Colby), would you give ,us a rundown on the current 
Inilitary balance in Central Europe? 

3. Henry, would you review the bidding for us in the negotiations 
and layout the options we should ,consider for Inodifying our 
position? 

B. 	 At the Close of the Meeting 

1. I,believe we should get the talks Inoving again in MBFR. 
Since there are several reasonable ways to go, I would like 
to give this subject careful thought before Inaking a decision. 

2. Stan (Resor), we will get instructions to you and to NATO 
within a few days. 

_~/SENSITIVE - XGDS 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

~/SENSITIVE 

TALKING POINTS 


NSC MEETING 


Thursday, January 23, 1975 -- 10:30 a. m . 


. -- Mr. President, the purpose of this meeting is to review the 

background/and status of the MBFR talks and go over alternative 

modifications which might be made to the 'present Alliance MBFR 

position. 

Since this is the first NSC meeting on MBFR for you a1'-; the 

Vice President, I would like to start f!1y'remarks with a brief sketch 

of how we got to where we are in MBFR. 

Genesis of MBFR 

-- In the 1950' s Moscow made proposals both for a conference 

on European security and for withdrawals of foreign troops from 

Germ.any. During the 60 1 s, the Soviets lo'st interest in European force 

reductions, lest they appear to free up troops for service in Vietnam• 

. . '.---" -- 7--'-··~,;·-,'''''r-·~-
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__ We rnade it clear, for our part, that their long cherished 

security conference would not get off the ground unless they agreed to 

parallel discussions on military issues. 

__ By my September 1972 trip to Moscow, we had reached an 

understanding that the security conference (CSCE) and a discussion of 

military issues (MBFR) would proceed in parallel. 

__ OUl~ original proposal to hold MBFR negotiations was largely 

a political l1:1.ove in response to Soviet CSCE initiatives and a vehicle 
/ . 

for containing pressures for unilateral Western reductions. 

__ Once the talks became a reality, we concluded that MBFR 

should be based 011 real NATO military s·ecurity requirements, not 

simply on political factors ..The U. S. approach presented to NATO 

in May 1973 was based on detailed military analyses conducted over 

a period of three years. 

We were concerned that the negotiations might provide an 

excuse for some of our Allies to slacken their defense efforts. So 

our approach called for maintenance and improvement of Alliance 

military capabilities while the ne gotiations proceeded, and adherence 

to the principle that reductions would be made only as part of an agree­

ment with the Pact. 

~SENSITIVE XGDS 
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Evolution of the Alliance Position 

__ The U. S. approach presented three alternatives, each con­

sidered to be militarily acceptable: 

c' A common ceiling on ground force manpower to be reached 

in two phases, ten percent withdrawals of stationed for ces followed by 

ten percent cuts of indigenous forces • 

• An equal percentage cut in U. S. and Soviet forces, which 

:would 	lead toward parity in total ground force manpower on the two sides. 

III .Reduction of dissimilar threatening elements. This ,was 
/ 

,"Option Three", and it envisioned offering 1000 nuclear warheads, 

36 Pershing launchers and 54 F-4 aircraft' in exchange for about 20% 

of th'e Soviet tanks in Central Europe. 

The Allies agreed on an approach combining all three of these 


options. We would seek a com,mon ceiling on ground force manpower 


to be achieved in two phases of negotiation: 


o A first phase, in which the U. S. and USSR would reduce 


equal per.centages of their ground manpower, with the Soviet cut in the 


form of a tank army. This would amount to about 29, 000 Americans, 


68, 000 Soviets, and 1700 Soviet tanks. 

o A second phase, to be negotiated separately, in which 


all the participants on both sides would further reduce to a common 


ccilil?-g on ground forces df about 700, 000. 


of Pact-to-NATO cuts in Phase Two of about three-to-one. 



--------
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Nuclear elements up to the limits of Option Three were to be 

withheld, to be available as additional leverage to achieve the tank 

army objective. From the outset it was assumed that these elements 

would have to be used, and that without them the Alliance proposal was 

rather one-sided. 

Status of the Negotiations 

__ The MBFR. talks began on October 30, 1973. NATO P'":t forward 

its agreed position while the Pact tabled a draft treaty calling for three 

. stages of reductions: 

• an initial "token" reduction of. 20,000 men per side 

e a further cut of 5% by each side in CY 1975 

@I a third stage of 10% reductions by each side in CY ) f)76. 

Under 	the Pact draft treaty: 


.. -all countries and all force elerpents, ground, air, and 


nuclear manpower and equipment, would be included in each stage. 


• reductions would be equal for each side, divided among 


all participants in proportion to the relative size of their forces. 


• each nation would sign the treaty individually, thereby 


creating a ceilfng on its forces . 


. __ The Soviet approach indicated a greater interest in getting 


German reductions, and in placing limits on European forces and 


flexibility, than in getting American troops off the c ontinent~ 


f· 	 I tL,C'/
L.4 ·-C~'--f{/v~ ~r /-_J,t!- -0 

· '\ /(1'-(,..-7..f7 
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__ Our earliest military analysis concluded that equal reductions 

or equal percentage reductions of NATO and Pact forces would fa.vor 

the Pact by magnifying the effects of the existing armor and manpower 

dispa.rities. For this reason we have consistently rejected the Eastern 

approach. 

_'_ The Soviets have shown some flexibility in their proposal 

regarding the makeup of the initial 20,000 man reduction: 

e·. they have agreed that the reductions could be made up 

l.argely of U'. S. and Soviet forces • 

• they have hinted that air and nuclear elements might be 

deferred to the second sta'ge. 

G they have remained adamant, however, that the size of 

the reductions for the two sides m,ust be equal. 

-- L"1 the last round theEast propos,ed a freeze on each country·s 

forces while the negotiations continue. It came on the heels 6f our 

announced intention to beef up our combat forces in Europe at the 

expense of support forces, and seerns a r'ather transparent attetnpt 

to limit Alliance forces to existing levels and inhibit flexibility. 

Major Issues in the Negotiations 

NATO 	and the Pact still disagree on three fundamental issues: 

", Whose forces should be reduced and when. Our position 

is that ,reductions by the U. S. and USSR should precege any 'specific 

TQ)~!SENSITIVE XGDS 
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commitments by the other direct participants to reduce. The Soviets 

insist th;:J.t all direct participants should at least commit themselves 

to the size and timing of reductions frotTI the outset. 

o What should be the reduction ratio. Our position holds that 

because of existing disparities in ground forces, reductions should be 

asymmetrical and lead toward a com.mon ceiling. The Pact insists on 

,equal 	numerical reductions, or at least equal percentage reductions 

based on total NATO/Pact forces in the reductions area. 
. 	 , 

@II What forces should be reduced. The Allied position calls 
/ 

for reductions in ground fOl~ces .only. However, we have proposed a 

fre.eze on air manpower levels between phases, and possible U. S. ail-

manpower reductions are currently under" discussion in the Alliance. 

The Pact has insisted from the outset thC3;t all types· of forces -- ground, 

air, and nuclear -- should be reduced in units, with their armaments. 

Against this background we ne.ed to take another hal'd look at 

our objectives in MBFR and any developments that might cause us to 

want to change them. 

Our Negotiating Objectives 

-- The SALT negotiations and the Vladivostok accord have 

established the principl~ of overall parity between the strategic 

forces of the U. S. and the Soviet Union. Because of this development, 
. . ­-- --._. - ..__ . - - -_. -.­

the current imbalance in conventional forces in Central Europe has 
v~~~"~" 

i .-:' . 
)-"-" 
" .~.,.em.ergedas an even more important 


between East and West•. 
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common ceiling 

and enhance 

~ . 
We have also sought the with-

step toward altering the clearly 

Thedpact negotiators have consistently rejected the Allied 

and as an attempt to gain 

This is true to the extent that our 

yet offers the East nothing to offset their 

relatively low priority by tbe 

the 

The current stalemate is likely to continue 

We could modify the Alliance proposal by changing what is 

could reduce the asymmetry 

manpower reductions for Phase I (29,000 U. S. troops 

~SENSITIVE 

__ From the very beginning we have pursued the 

concept because it would help to remove this im.balance, 

stability by establishing t}:le principle of approximate parity in the 

conventional forces of the two sides. 


drawal of a Soviet tank army .. - a 


offensive orientation of Soviet armored formations and reducing the 


very large advantage the Pact holds in numbers of tanks. 


proposal as 1.00 favorable to the West, 


unilateral military advantage. 


proposal seeks parity of outcome, requiring disproportionate reduc­

tions from the other side, 


larger reductions. 


__ MBFR ha.s been accorded a 


Soviet leadership and there is little incentive for them to move 


negotiations for~ard. 


unless the Western position is modified. 


Modifications to the Alliance Position 


A. Changing what is asked from the other side. 

a:sked of the other side. Specifically we 


in the proposed 


for 68,000 Soviet). 


~/SENSITIVE XGnS 
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o Any m.ajor m.odification (to an asym.m.etry of 2 to I or 

less) would so increase the disparity in Phase II reductions required 

to reach the com.m.on ceiling as to m.ake Eastern agreem.ent to the 

concept very.unlikely. 

• We rnig1).t find it difficult to avoid an MBFR outcome that 

effectively froze NA TO IPact forces at disparite levels and formalized 

Pact superiority in Central Europe. 

The twin Allied goals of manpower parity and reduction of 

offensive elements continue to make both m.ilitary and political sense. 
/ 

Reducing the asymm.etries in our Phase I proposal would undercut 

our ·efforts to obtain these goals as outcomes for MBFR. What is 

needed is an additional element which can be added to the Allied 

position to serve as an offset for these t;l.symmetries. 

B.. Adding elem.ents to the current· A lliance position. 

We could modi£~r our position on phasing and suggest European 

reductions as part of Phase 1. 

G. Early European reductions (especially Gerrnan) have 

em.erged as the prime Soviet desiderata in MBFR . 

• While parliamentary pressures for troop reductions have 

increased European interest in MBFR, not one country has explicitly 

asked to be included in Phase I reductions. 

T~ ISENSITIVE XGDS 
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\ 

e It may not be in our interest to suggest such participation, 


running counter to our efforts to get our NATO allies to improve their 


conventional military capability and accept more of the burden of their 


own defense. 


__ Nuclear elements might serve as the basis of a trade of 


substantial U. S. nuclear capability for a Soviet tank army (including 


both the manpower asymmetry, and the tanks and associated.annaments). 


e Introduction of these elelnents has been delayed because 


t4ey were a1so part of the FBS issue in SALT. With that issue resolved, 


we can now consider introducing nuclear eleInents into MBFR. 


• Nuclear warhead re'ductions pose little difficulty. There 


is general consensus within the executive. that the warhead stockpiles 


in Europe are too high. Congress shares this view and has begun 


pr.essuring: Defense for reductions.' 


• The other two elements, F-4s and Pershings, raise 


questions about.the sorts of constraints that will result from reducing 


these systems, arid what limits should be 'sought on Soviet nuclear 


system.s. 

• There is consensus within the Verification Panel that 

. - . 
acceptable solutions to 

~ 

these problems cart be devised hi the context 

. of the negotiations, and that r~:du:ction of these elements in exchange 

for a tank army remains a good trade. 
/:r:-;~~~::-3~;} . 
? -~~ 
!Fi::
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C. COlubine the addition of elements with a change ,in what is 

asked from the other side. 

__ We could add new ele:ments to the negotiations while at the 

sa:me ti:me altering what is asked from the other side. We :might 

introduce both nuclear elements and Europ~al1. reductions, while 

reducing the asymmetry in our proposed manpower reductions. 

__ This approach would leave the West very little to bargain. 

with in seeking further as y:m:metrical reductions to a co:mlTIOn ceiling 

In. 't'one next plase1 -" o.f negot'lat'Ions. 

__ It would force the parties to resolve 'all the major issues 

in the negotiations before even an initial agree:ment could be concluded. 

This would com.plicate the process of obtaining internal agreement ­

both within NATO and within the Soviet hi~rarchy without really 

advancing our MBFR objectives. 

__ We could still n1.ove to this approach after introducing nuclear 

elernents if the Allies began to pres s'£or early reductions, and we 

would have the benefit of Soviet reaction to our nuclear proposaL 

Approach to the Allies 

__ Our NATO Allies will want extensive discussion on any proposal 

to ri1.bdifythe curreht Alliance p~sition.Coming forward with a single 

proposal has the best chance of focusing this debate- and obtaining timely 

agrecn1.ent. /;:;'-G::;~ .. 
>~ 
','D
\ 

:; 
.~~~ 
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This approach would work well if the addition of nuclear 

elenlents is suggested. The Allies have long been on notice of our 

interest in introducing these elements, and would not feel this proposal 

required a complete review of the Alliance position. 

-- Any other m.odification would be rnuch less expected and cause 

a :much more comprehensive review. In this case we n'light want to 

submit a series of options for altering the Alliance position, 'without 

indicating any specific preference. 

-- This "ould be particularly useful if we were considering 

European participation in Pha~e I, so as to avoid any appearance 

, that the U. S. was pres suring its Allies into reductions. 

Let nlC sumrnarize the issues before us: 

• Should a rnodification be made to the current Alliance 


position on MBFR? 


• Should that ITlOdification involve a change in what 'we ask 

of the other side, the addition of new elements to the current 'Alliance 

position -- either early European reductions 01' U. S. nuclear systeITls, 

or a combination o_~ ,tJ'lese two approaches? 

4) How should such a ITlodification be presented to our Allies, 

as a single proposal or',as one of a series of possible'optionsto be the 

basis for extensive Alliance review? --;(:;;'~:;'0.';;;~;, 
f;"e --! 
~w 
\.~~ ~~:.:'J .: 
'\ .. ..;,~ ...~.:/ 
,.~>/' 
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652XMEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 


ATTACHMENTS 

February 3, 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	GENERAL SCOWCROFT 

FROM: 	 Jeanne W. DaVis~ 
SUBJECT: 	 Minutes of NSC Meeting on 

~FR, January 23, 1975 

Herewith, Jan Lodalr s minutes of the NSC meeting on MBFR. 
We are preparing a summary memorandum for your signature 
to the Vice Pre sident. 

Attachment 
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President Ford: Thank you all very much for coming. As you know, this 
meeting is on the topic of MBFR. I would like to be updated on where we 
stand. I'm familiar with our offer and the Soviets' counteroffer, and when 

. . '.~~~;~.; .­
::~. ::.;:::::-,;:" 	 I was Vice President, I had an in depth briefing by Bruce Clarke. But I've 

not had anything since then, except that I talked briefly to Stan last 
Septem.ber. Stan, you go back Sunday? 

Ambassador Resor: Yes. Our first meeting with the other side will be 
on January 30. 

President Ford: Bill, do you have a briefing for us? 

Mr. Colby: Mr. President, MBFR Jocuses on Central Europe, where the 
largest and most critical elements of military strength on both sides are 
located. However, the discussions exclude substantial military forces in 
the flank states 'of both sides, even though they are important to the overall 
military balance in Europe. Further, reinforcem.ents from France, 
Britain, and the Soviet Union are close enough to Central Europe to alter 
the balance there if time permits. But the reductions area would be the 
decisive battleground. Should conflict erupt there suddenly, the forces 
shown on this next board -- expanded, of course, by local mobilization - ­
would be the principal comba't elements immediately available to both sides. 
These num.bers are based on our most recent intelligence. There are 
minor disagreements between these numbers and the agreed NATO numbers. 
It is in Central Europe that the Pact has the greatest preponderance of ground 
forces, and it is this imbalance that we are addressing in the MBFR nego­
tiations. 

The national forces of both sides in Central Europe are approximately the 
same size. The major disparity between NATO and the Pact strengths 
stems from the Soviet forces stationed in the reductions area. These 
constitute approximately half of the forces available to the Pact, and the 
m.ajor part of the Pact's offensive power. Furthermore, Soviet forces 
in the reduction area have been increased by about 100,000 men in the 
past 8 years -- and have significant strength in tanks -- while NATO 
forces have not grown appreciably. 

The withdrawal of a Soviet Army from Central Europe would reduce 
Soviet offensive capability significantly. Just as importantly, it would 
probably force the Soviets to change their plan of attack. I can illustrate 
this briefly. We have good evidence that the Soviet-generals believe their 
forces in the reduction area are capable of undertaking major offensive 
operations against NATO's center region without prior reinfOrCement~·Fa 
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from the USSR. Although they clearly expect reinforcement after a week 
or so, exercises as far back as 1969 consistently indicate that they intend 
to exploit their initial numerical superiority by a high-speed oiiensive 
once _ho_stilities be_g~._.I_wou1d like to add, Mr •.._P.resident, that •••• -----'-- ­
· ..... · . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .... .. ...
· . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . .. . . . . . ..... . . . . .. . .... ·... . ... . . ...... . .. ... . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. 

-." ... ..... . .. -. .. ".; ..: .. ......' "President Ford: -

Mr. Colby: .0_ .. · . . . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . . .... •••••••••••• ! 

· . .. . ... . . . . . . . . . · . . . .... . .. . .. . . . .. . . . . .. . ..... . ... . . . . . 
· . .... ... . . . . . . . ... . .... . . ... . .. . · . .. . . . . . . . . 
• e" • • • •· . . . . .. . . . . . . • • • • . • . • • . • . • . • • • • • • • . • . .0. • . . . . • • . • . . . . ·.. .. . ........ . . . . . . . .. . . . . ... . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . .. . . . . . . .. . ..
·. . . . . . . ... . .. . . . . . .. . ... . . . • •• . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . 
••••••••••••••••••• ••• 0 •••..... .... ... . . .. . . . . . . . .
· ...... . .. . . . . . . . . . 

, 

·. . . . . ...... . .... . . . . . . ... . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . .. . . . .. . . . . . . ·.. ·. . . . . . . . ...
·.. . ... . ... . .. . . . ... . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . ·... · . . . . . . . . . . . 
.. .. . . . . . .. . . . ..... . 
Secretary Kissinger: Is that just your theory, or based on some informa­

tion? 


... . 
Mr. Colby: . . . . . .. . . .... . . . . ... . ..... . . . . . • •••••-.--!.-~ .•..•.•.•...•.. ... ... ........•.......
~ 

Secretary Kissinger: Mr. President, that is essentially the!· • • ........
·...... .. .... . ·...... . ·.... ·. . . . .. . . 
....... . . . . ' ·........... , ­. . . . . . . . .. . . ·...; 

-

Mr. Colby: It's more like a • ..... . . . . ...... . .. · . . . . . . .~ 

T 

-.~ 

t ••••••• 

· . . . . ... . .. . . . . . ........ . . . .... . . . . Secretary Schlesinger: ' •• .. . . ..............-- -­
.... _IIL __ _ •••.•••••__e • __, .. 

--... ".---:­
President Ford: ... . . . . .. ... · . . . . . . .. 

Mr.· Colby: •••••• · . .. . .. . . . ...... . . . . . ·.... ·.. . ... 
....... . . . .. . . .. ..... .... .. . .. . . . . .. . .. •••••• I 

t ••••••• . . " ............ . .. . . . ... . .... . ... 
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·.........·...·..·.··.....·.......... . .··...··......·......-: 

'.~~ ':: .,':. : ·........ . . . ................................. . ...... . ......·............................................ . .............. ~ ·............. . ... . .........................................·..................... ' ...••....•...•.•.••..•...........•..•. 
·............................................ . ............·...........................................................·........................................................... 
••••••••••• e·••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Secretary Schlesinger. Mr. President, the quality of U. S. tactical air 
vastly exceeds the quality of Soviet air~ On the overall balance, taking 
quality into account, the air situation looks quite good. Looking only at 
the num.bers would lead you to be unduly pessimistic. This same analysis 
does not apply to the tanks - ­

President Ford: The 2 to 1 aircraft advantage looks awesome. 

Secretary Schlesinger: That also leaves out our reinforcement capability. 
We could have an additional 1500 aircraft in Europe very quickly. 

President Ford: Fromwhere? 

Secretary Schlesinger: From the U. S • We can't reinforce qUickly with 
.tanks, but we can with :;~a.±rcraft. 

President Ford: But you sa:ydthe quality of their tanks is different? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Their tanks essentially match our capabilities. 

President Ford: Incidentally,. how are you coming with the expedited 
MC-60 ;program? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Very well. We will be up to 600 in June and up to 
1,000 by 1976. 

President Ford: Per year? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes sir. 

Mr. Colby: They would also hope to . • • • • • • • • ~ •••• 
) ...........••.•.••.....•.•..•....•.•....••... 
·.......•.. .. -............. ~ .•....•••..•...•......•..•..... 

II ••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••• • ------ - ---- -- - ----- -- -----.- - -- -- ------­... . ...................... 
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· . . . . . . ·... .. ... -.... ... 
• • • • • • g • •·...... . . . . . ·. . . ~ 

.. . . . . . . ...· . ·..· . . ·.. · . . .. . ·.. ·...· . . . . ·..... ...... . ... · . . . . 
, • -. -•• -.-.- .--••-. "•• -••• -.- .-•..• -.---.--.-. -w--.--...-.--.- ..- ____ ......_____ ..... ...- • -.._-.....---.---...---...--.--...----------.--_________________ 

, .......... . ·.... . ..... ·. ..... .... ....... . 
·..... · . . . . . . . . . ·.... ·. · . . · . 
·...... . ·. . . . . . . . . . ·. . . ... . ...... . .... . . ... . . .. . . ·...·... ·.. · . .. . .... . . ...... . . . . . . ·. . 
 ·.·........ . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . ...... 
·. 
· • . . . . .0 . • . • • • . • • • • . . • . . • • . • . • • • . • . ·. . . .. . · . . . . . . . . ·.·..... ·.... • • • • • • ·.. . ... . . . .. . . . . . . ..... . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·..... ·.. ·.·...... . . . . . .. . . . . ... . ·.....·. 
·........... ·. . . . . . .. . ... . . .... ·...... . ·....." ·... ·............. ........................... . . . . ·...
· . . . .... . .. . . " .. .. ... . .... ·. . .. . . . . . . ·..... . ·....... . ..... ·.... .... ·..... .... . .. . ... . . .. . . . . . · . . . . . . . . .. . . ~ 
President Ford: Are those IRBMs? 

Mr. Colby: No -- Scuds and Frogs. 

Secretary Schlesinger: This is only in the NATO guidelines area. 

Mr. Colby: It is ri0i.V71ess im.portant than air delivery systems. However, 
it certainly cannot be ignored. 

·. . . . . ·...· . .. . · . . . . . . ... ·..... ·... .. .. . ... ..... . ... · . ... . . . . ... . . . . . . ·.. ·. . .. . .. . . .. . . . . .... 
• • .. . . ..... . . .. . .. . . . . . . . ·. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . · . . . . .. . . ·.. • • • · . .. . ... . .... . .. . . . . . . ............. ...•. . . . . .. . . . ... . . ..... . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . .... . .... . . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . · . . . ... . ... . .. . . . ·. . . ... . . ................ .. ·.....
·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... ·................ · . . . . . . .. . . . 
·....... . ·. . .. . .... . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . ..... . .
·. . . . ... . . . . ·... . . . .. . ... . . . .. . ........ . .. . . . . . .. ..... . . .. . · . . . .. . . . .. . ... . ·. . . ·.......... . ·...
·... . .. . . . . . ... • ••• I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . .. · . .' .. . . .... . ... . .. ·. . . . . · . . . . . . .. . .. ·....... ..... . . . 
1 ,,·... ·. . . . . . . .. . .. . . . · . . . .... . . . . . . . .... . . . .. . ....... . 
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Some mention should be made of our Allies and their attitudes toward 
MBFR. Britain, West Germany, Canada, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
and Luxembourg are directly participating in the negotiations -- the other 
Allies are observers. The West European Allies entered into MBFR re­
luctantly. They did not want to see the US military presence in Europe 
reduced, and feared that the negotiations themselves would be divisive. 
Now, because of economic and political pressures, the British, Dutch, 
and Belgians would like to cut their own forces. The West Germans are 
of course not feeling the economic pinch so much, but would expect to be 
a part of any Western reductions. 

Finally, the Soviets have an interest in some progress in MBFR, since 
they probably see the negotiations as contributing to their overall objec­
tives in East-West detente. They need, at a minimum, to keep the talks 
going in order to help maintain movement in the Conference on European 
Security. But they also have real security interests in the MBFR 
outcome -- especially their hope of at least constraining the growth 
of, or, ideally, reducing West German military strength. With respect 
to the US, they would like to see a reduction in our nuclear capability in 
Europe -- but not at the expense of an increased West German capability. 
In regard to their own forces, the Soviets can be expected to drive a hard 
bargain. They will stress equality of reduction rather than equality of 
remaining forces. In particular, they will focus on US nuclear strength 
and the Ge rman military potential. 

President Ford: Thank you very much Bill. Henry, would you like to 
bring us up to date on where we stand -­

Secretary Kissinger: I would like to sum up the history of the negotiations, 
following on to what Bill Colby has said, and review the modifications which 
might be made to the Alliance position now. 

MBFR originated in the 1950s with Soviet proposals for both a European 
security conference and for withdrawal of foreign troops from Germany-. 
During the 1960s, the Soviets lost interest in European force reductions, 
lest they appear to release forcesfor service in Vietnam. But during the 
late '60s, their interest seemed renewed for a variety of reasons. In the 
end, we went along with MBFR for basically two reasons: First, as a 
response to Soviet CSCE initiatives and second, for Congressional reasons, 
as a counter to Mansfield Resolution pressures. The Europeans went along 
for essentially the same reasons. 
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As the talks started, we developed an interest in seeing if we could use 
MBFR for rationalizing the analysis of NATO strategic issues. In NATO, 
a serious discussion of these issues had not taken place, and we thought 
MBFR might be helpful in getting one started. 

So we went into MBFR with a mix of motives. It has to be seen in that 
context. 

The US developed essentially three concepts for the reductions. The first 
was a common ceiling on ground force manpower to be reached in two 
phases -- 10 percent withdrawals of stationed forces followed by 10 percent 
cuts of indigenous forces. 

The second was an equal percentage in US and Soviet forces which would 
lead to a common ceiling on ground force manpower. 

The third was a reduction of dissimilar threatening elements, including 
1,000 nuclear warheads, 36 Pershings, and 54 F-4s. This led to a ~~ 

"~ ...~>\:2:.] discussion with George Brown where he's been able to change the size 
of the squadrons to get the reduction he wants!1(laughter) This is the 
so-called nuclear option. 

The Allies agreed on an approach combining all three of these options. 
We would seek a common ceiling on ground force manpower to be 
achieved in two phases of negotiation. 

TOP SECRET/ SENSITIVE XGDS 
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There would be a first phase, in which the US and USSR would reduce 
equal percentages of the ground force manpower, with the Soviet cut 
being in the form of the tank army. We would take out manpower only, 
29, 000 troops, while the Soviets would take out 68, 000 troops and an 
additional 1700 tanks. 

President Ford: 68, 000 would be included in the tank army? 

Secretary Kissinger: Yes -- the 68, 000 represents the'tank army. 

Secretary Schlesinger: In addition, each side would take out 15% of its 
manpower. 

Secretary Kissinger: The percentage cut would be the same. We 
figured out that the tank army would be 68, 000, and took the same 
percentage cut for tl:eUS. 

We have had trouble figuring out why Stan Resor has not been able to 
convince the Soviets to accept this approach. It must be because he is 
a Yale man (laughter). 

We also proposed a second phase, in which both sides would reduce 
further to a common ceiling of about 700, 000. Again, this would require 
a three to one ratio of Pact to NATO cuts in the second phase. 

Predictably, the Soviets did not accept our proposal. They put forth a 
proposal with, several differences. Where we have stressed equal 
percentage reductions, they stressed equal numbers. We said the US 
and Soviets should reduce first, and the Soviets were more interested in 
NATO and Warsaw Pact ".allied reductions. This is because the larger 
the German slice they could get, the more they were able to trade good 
German divisions for lousy East European divisions. 

It is important to realize that the significance of cuts are two -fold: the 
cut itself, but also that a cut es tablishes a ceiling. 54 F -4 aircraft is 
not a large number but it does establish a ceiling on this type of aircraft. 
This is why the Soviets were anxious on German reductions since even 
a small cut would have the great advantage of establishing a ceiling on 
all German forces. 

The Soviets have shown some flexibility in their proposal. They have 
proposed an inital reduction of 20, 000, made up largely of US and Soviet forces. 
But even a reduction of 1, 000 Germans would have the additional effect 

."t(~ "" rD,,,,
".' <t ... 'i'f'~ 
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of putting a ceiling on the Germans. They have hinted that their 
nuclear reductions might be deferred to the second phase, but they 
have remained adamant that the size of the reductions for the two 
sides must be equal. 

Initially, the Allies were content to let the US and the Soviets reduce 
only their forces. They saw putting off their reductions to the second 
phase as a device to keep their forces up. L:eber and others stated that 
if the reductions were in the second phase, they could go to their 
parliaments and tell them that reductions were eventually coming. but'after 
by some time. But the domestic pressures have increased in Europe, 
and the tendancy now is for the Europeans to want to be included in the 
first phase. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Except the Germans who have tended to move 
in the opposite direction. 

President Ford: To keep their forces up? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Schmidt has moved'in the opposite direction 
as opposed to Brandt, who wanted to reduce. 

Secretary Kissinger: They also don't want to give up a tremendous 
bargaining .chip, namely a ceiling on their forces. 

President Ford: Does their changed attitude follow through to US reductions? 

Secretary Schlesinger: No, they are prepared to see us reduce. 

Secretary Kissinger: They view our reductions largely as a reaction to 
Mansfield. The Europeans believe that reductions we take in MBFR would 
be less than what we would take unilaterally. 

NATO and the Pact still disagree on three fundamental issues. First, 
whose forces should be reduced and when. We believe that the US and 
the USSR should reduce first, but the Pact insists that all participants reduce 
from the outset. 

Second, what should be the reduction r,atio? Our position is that reductions 
should be asymmetrical and lead to a common ceiling. Our position is equal 
percentages, but they believe the reduction should be equal numbers, a position 
not supported by our figures. 
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Finally, what forces should be reduced. Our position calls for reductions 
in ground forces only, but we have proposed a freeze on air manpower, 
and possible US reductions of air manpower. The Pact has insisted from 
the outset that all types of forces -- ground, air, and nuclear -- should 
be reduced in units with their armaments. 

These disagreements are why we need to take another look at our objectives 
in MBFR and in developments that might cause us to reconsider them. 

The SALT negotiations at Vladivostok established the principal of equality 
and gave us a good argument for equality in MBFR. Vladivostok also 
adds urgency, since the movement to a balance in strategic forces. adds 
urgency on the conventional front. Once strategic equality is accepted 
around the world as a fact of life, conventional imbalances will be even 
more important. So, as Bill Colby said, we have taken an approach 
which attempts to enhance the defense and reduce the offensive capability. 

So far, the Soviets have shown no major interest in MBFR. Nothing 
they have said to you, Mr. President, or to me in our neogtiations shows 
any great interest. They simply repeate to you or to me what they say 
to Stan in Vienna. This means the Politburo has not yet engaged the issue. 
We will have to see whether or not in the next six months the Soviets will 
put this on the front burner. If they have a desire to keep detente going, 
they will do so.,~ 
Secretary Schlesinger: There is an embassy cable in indicating that~. :~~::~... ._,~.i:' <~~i 
there might be some growth in their interest in MBFR. 

Secretary Kissinger: Yes. If that is true, some change in our position 
is imperative if we are to make progress. No Soviet leader can go to 
the Politburo and say he has traded 29, 000 Americans for a tank army 
including 68, 000 Soviets. 

President Ford: The tank army withdrawal would reduce tanks by how 
many? 

Secretary Schlesinger: 1700. 

Secretary Kissinger: Intellectually, we: have several ways of going: 
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-- We could change what's asked from the other side. We could 

bring the numbers closer together. This might make the first phase more 

salable, but in the second phase, we will have to get even greater 

asymmetries in the Pact cuts. This could push the cornmon ceiling 

indefinitely into the future. 


- - Secondly, we could add elements to the current Alliance position. 
For example, we could move up indigenous reductions, something of 
great interest to the Soviets because of their concerns for Germany, or 
we could add nuclear elements -- a thousand warheads, 54 F-4s, and 36 
Pershing launchers. And finally, we could combine these apprcaches with 
a slight reduction in the Pact withdrawals we propose and introduce some 
nuclear forces. 

I believe there was a consensus within the Verification Panel that we should 
go no further at this time than to introduce the nuclear package -;;; a thousand 
warheads, 54 F-4s, and 36 Pershing launchers. 

Secretary Schlesinger: We would like to increase that to 2, 000 warheads. 

Secretary Kissinger: The nuclear package our Allies know about is a thousand 
warheads, 54 aircraft, and 36 Pershings. Perhaps in June, after telling 
them we have been restudying this, we could go to 2, 000. 

President Ford: Out of 9, OOO? 

Secretary Kissinger: Seven thousand. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Out of 5, 000 in the NATO guidelines area. 

Director Ilde: Forty percent of those in the area. 

Secretary Kis singer: In addition, we have to look at the tactical question. 
The only thing the Allies know about is 1, 000 warheads. We could either 
stick with the present package, or give up the 1, 000 additional i:mm.ediately. 
The worst thing would be to tell the Allies we want to reduce 2, 000, but only 
put forth a reduction of 1, 000. The Russians will know we have something 
else to offer and wait for it. If we want to hold back, we don't want to brief 
the Allies on the additional 1, 000. 

I believe there is a consensus that it is time to introduce the nuclear package. 
Some modifications may be necessary as time goes on, but I believe it 
would be premature to handle these now. We need to get the Soviet reaction 
to the introduction of the nuclear package first. "_ ~ Otr{) 

<.... 
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There has also been consideration given to introducing the nuclear 
package piecem.eal -­

President Ford: Pershings, and then F-4s? -­

Secretary Kissinger: Right. There is a consensus that we should introduce 
it all at once. On the question of whether we should add a thousand warheads, 
we have not had a full discussion. Jim. just worked out the agreement that 
we could get up to 2,000. 

Stan will need approval of som.e kind of approach, Mr. President, before 
he leaves on Sunday. 

President Ford: Jim., do you have anything to add? 

11 Secretary Schlesinger: Mr. President~ I have two comments. 1 recommend 
that we stick with our objective of getting the tank arm.y because our ability 
to verify m.anpower reductions is m.inim.a1. The intelligence com.munity 

<.,~:;.~. 
,. has increased the estim.ates by 70,000 in the last year. Verifying the 

-." . 
m.ovem.ent of m.anpower is difficult without a series of collateral constraints 
which will be alm.ost im.possible to negotiate. We have to have som.ething 
that we can verify. 

Second, the Chiefs have recommended reduction of IF600 warheads as 
part of the readjustm.ent of US tactical nuclear forces. In addition, we 
have to give Congress a report on the Nunn Anlendm.ent. Personally, I 
believe it is m.ore likely that Congress will m.ove on warhead reductions 
than on the Mansfield approach. 

President Ford: More likely than on m.anpower? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. Also, we can m.ove w~Thead:; back in 
rapidly in an em.ergency. Therefore, I would recom.m.end the package 
the Chiefs recornrn.end~ but add to the package enough to bring it up to 
2, 000 warheads. 

Henry referred to deficiencies in NATO's strategic discussions. But in 
the last year, I think there has been m.uch increased understanding in NATO. 
They've accepted our flexible response strategy based on three legs of the 
Triad. They are coming to understand the im.portance of conventional 
defense. That is why it is important for us to em.phasize our agreem.ent 
with the im.portance of conventional defense. 
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The Soviets m.oved in 100,000 m.en during the Czechoslovakian coup. 
: ........ . 
 But the US had m.ade m.any im.provem.ents. For exam.ple, the Seventh 

Arm.y was in p~or shape during the Vietnam. War, but is now back in 
good condition. 

President Ford: Our Seventh Arm.y? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. And we have added two brigades by 
converting support forces to com.bat forces •.. The Germ.ans can field 
1. 2 m.i1lion m.en in 48 hours. So the balance has probably im.proved 
slightly to the advantage.of the West in the last year. Over the last 
six or seven years NATO has been retreating, but last year, it im.proved. 

Our objectives on MBFR have been two. First, to im.prove security 
in Western Europe. This had led us to concentrate on getting out the 
tank anny. And we have agreed not to be staInpeded into Inovem.ent that 
does not serve our ultiInate objective of iInproved security. 

Second, we want to get the Allies to do Inore. If we place liInits on 
Western forces, we cannot get theIn to increase their Inanpower and 
budgetary support. 

It is im.portant not to underInine these basic objectives by accepting SaIne 
short terIn possible deal held out by the Soviets. 

The Soviet objectives are first to thwart moveInent toward European 
unity. 
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Second, their other obj ective is to get control of the Bundeswehr - - the 
Gerrn.an Arrn.y. This, of course, conflicts directly with our own objective 
of getting the Gerrn.ans to do rn.ore. 

We should keep in rn.ind these two objectives. I think so far that the 
negotiations have gone well. 

Fin ally, I think the Congressional situation on the Mansfield resolution 
has irn.proved. 

President Ford: Even with the new Congress? 

Secretary Schlesinger: Yes -- I have sat down with sorn.e of the new 
Dern.ocrats. They are not Bella Abzugs;they want to rn.ake a serious 
appraisal of defense needs, and not only. react to Vietnam.. I believe 
we can hold the House, and the clirn.ate in the Senate is better than it 
was a few rn.onths ago. 

President Ford: I hope you are right, but rn.y vis cer.a.ireaction leads rn.e 
to the opposite conclusion. 

Secretary Kissinger: I can1t judge votes, but in rn.eetings with thern., 
',: :-,~.':';~ :.:'.:: the new rn.ern.bers seern. sorn.ewhat less ideological, but I don1t know how 

f~ 

they will vote. 


Secretary Schlesinger: Brock Adam.s just gave a long speech on security 
to the New York Delegation which was well received. Getting their 
ideological rn.ind-set out of Vietnam. is very irn.portant. 

President Ford: My analysis is predicated on two events. First, 
Eddie Hebert was the leader of the anti-Mansfield forces. His being 
thrown out will lead to less anti-Mansfield sentirn.ent. Second, Phil Burton 
has becorn.e to a considerable extent a force. His voting record, I 
suspect, has been consistently in favor of Mansfield. I believe the 
Speaker is on our side, although OINeill is on the other side. Mel Price 
has consistently supported Hebert1s view, but he1s not the hard tough 
speaker and debator that Hebert has been. He will stand up - - he l s a 
good rn.an, but he1s not the tough leader Hebert was. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Hebert1s ouster had rn.ore to do with personality 
than policy - ­

TOP SECRET /SENSITIVE XGDS 


http:Gerrn.an


". .~.: 

11
;i: 
~~~; 

,c'" ...:. I 

President Ford: I hope you're right. 

Secretary Schlesinger: Even in the press, the New York Times and 
the Christian Science Monitor and other publications are now coming out 
in favor of NATO. 

Secretary Kissinger: . They all wanted out of Vietnam, and nqw they will 
work on getting out of NATO. 

Secretary Schlesinger: I believe they are changing on NATO. 

President Ford: This Congressional situation argues for two things 
first, a stronger positive public support for national defense... Second, 
a more realistic appraisal of our MBFR position. 

George, do you have any comments? 

General Brown: The chiefs recommended 1600 warheads. But with 
some arm twisting, I got them to agree to accept 2000. They had 
recently reviewed our deployment plans and concluded that we could 
take out a total·in' NATO of 2200. If we took aJ:Lthese out of the NATO 
guideline's area, this would bring the total to 2800•. But I have been 
working for some time to get our number down to a more defensible' 
level. The basis on which our requirements have been stated have been 
indefensible. For example, a lot of it is based on target lis.ts.'; which 
includes things like each command post. Some of these are mobile F > 

and we don't have the intelligence to know where they are to hit them. 

Secretary Kissinger: I think we should av.oid loading the nuclear 
iieduction up too much. First, the Allies will think you made some 
secret agreement in Vladivostok. Second, we have to look at this not 
only in terms of the inherent capability of the forces, but from broader 
political considerations. Third, I remember when Secretary McNamara 
would present details:1 analyses telling them how they should chaI!ge their 
forces. While he might have been right; although I disagreed with him 
on many issues of substance, they issue with the Allies was the volatility 
of the American position• 

. h 1 f '. • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • I ld h .­ -For example, Wlt drawa 0 nuclear wou ave an 
~ffect quite apart from the direct miifa~r·y· impitc~H~n·s·.· I There would 
be significant foreign policy consequences. 

L:don't mind these withdrawals in the context of MBFR, but I'm worried 
about any unilateral reductions. The timing would have to be very caref......._~ 

,.. FO!'> 
.~ "f'() 

.~ 

~ 
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I would lean toward presenting only what the Allies heard before 
Vladivostok, and saving the 600 to 1000 additional warheads for 
later. 

President Ford: These negotiations as I understand them do not 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Ambassador Resor: That is correct. 

Secretary Kissinger: It's somewhat the reverse of what I said in 
the Verification Panel when I argued against bleeding out elements one 
at a time, but I am worried that if we throw in the additional thousand 
warheads, given the mentality of the Europeans, they will saY'what the 
hell has happened?" So I recommend presenting the existing package 
first, and then do some missionary work on them before adding the others. 

President Ford: The thousand warheads, 36 Pershings, and 54 F -4's 

Secretary Kissinger: Yes, which they have heard before Vladivostok 
and cannot say you made up only because of Vladivostok. 

Ambassador Resor: This.is:cthe package Don. presented to them in July 
of 1973. 

Secretarv Kissinger: This is not an insignificant package, especially 
when you consider that the Soviets also get ceilings on nuclear forces, 
F -4's and Pershings. They cannot sluff this off. 1£ we have an additional 
thousand warheads, we can throw them in later. 

Secretary Schlesinger: To some extent I believe I disagree with you.
°th t t dO 1 to t t- • •••••••••••••••••••••••••• .1Not Wl respec 0 lp oma lC ac lCS,. i 

- - - - - - - - - . - -: But in the NATO guideiine·s· area,- -the -Britis-h suppC;rt. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~.' .. 
substantial US reductions. In Germany, the ISPD supports:reductions and 
the eDU has said in its conference that it is prepared to see a reduction 
from 7000 warheads to 5000 warheads, although this is throughout 
Europe as a whole. With this kind of change, .even in the CDU, we can 
move forward, so long· as the US improves its nuclear capabilities. 

President Ford: You mean our tactical nuclear capabilities? 

TOP SECRET /SENSITIVE XGDS 



Secretary Schlesinger: Yes. And we would not touch the weapons given 
to Germany· ••••••••••••••••••' under our program of cooperation: 
Also, I am not sure we- can nold onto these warheads with Congress. 
I would leave the tactics to Henry, but I believe the Allies are ready 
for the introductions. 

17 

Dr. Dde: I think we can gain a great deal by adding 600 or a 1000 
warheads. This will make the Russians see that we are really in business. 
On the other hand, it will be sensitive with the Allies. But if we sit on 
the se nuclear reductions, wemay get blamed for holding up change for 
reasons of MBFR. 

President Ford: Stan, have you gotten any reaction on these nuclear 
forces from the Soviets -- have you talked to them about these, or have 
they negotiated only with our NATO Allies? 

Ambassador Resor: Not even that really. In July of 1973, Don told the 
Allies of our recommendation to put in Option m. NATO then got General 
Goodpaster as SACEUR to do an estimate of the military implications, 
and SACEUR found it reasonable. We had trilateral discussions with the 
UK andFRG last spring, and the UK gave us a paper this fall that had 
been coordinated with the Germans on the nuclear package. It took the 
line that we couldn't move in MBFR without using it, that we would have 
to put it in. But we have not had active dis cus sions with the Allies since 
last spring, and that was purely academic. 

Mr. Rumsfeld: Although, it leaked into the newspapers so the Warsaw Pact 
countries are not unaware of the proposal. 

Ambassador Resor: Yes. The Pact must be wondering why we haven't 
used it yet. Their recent tactic has been to propose a very small initial 
step. 

President Ford: A small number of ground force reductions? 

Ambassador Resor: Yes, or a freeze on manpower ~,: 

Dr. Dde: Given their knowledge of Option ill, perhaps adding the extra 
thousand warheads would be something new. 

Secretary Kissinger: They haven't seen the package yet, so that must 
indicate to them that there has been some problem with it. We've never 
had any reaction from them on it. To sweeten it right away might give 

them the wrong idea, particularly since they are in a state of flux ~Wo4O!" 
selves. ", <"..... 

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

/ ~ 

---­ ---',,:'-:;J.~~,0' 

TOP SECRET I SENSITIVE XGDS 

..... '.': .;" 
. ,:: :.-.~' . :. ': ",. ,." 

.... : . '. .' ~ ~ " ;. '. . 



18 

... 

..~;~": ~:.. ~ 

II

,::,:1 

i
.• i 

President Ford: How long will it take them to react to a proposal such 
as this? 

Ambassador Resor: It is hard to say. It will probably be March 15 
before we can get something through the Alliance and therefore March 27 
before we can have it on the table. They will have to send it to Moscow, 
and Henry has a better feel than I on how long it would take to react, but 
it would be several weeks. 

Secretary Kissinger: I believe it depends, Mr. President, on how they 
want to gear it to Brezhnev's meeting with you. If they want to gear it 
to the meeting, you will hear in your channels about it. That is why I 
would hold the additional warheads until we get a response. It would 
probably be a month at least. 

This will be the first approach f()!O::FBS reductions we will have ever 
made. In that sense it should be seen as a major breakthrough. I don't 
think they will accept the proposal but they canlt ignore it. 

President Ford: Anyone else? Before you go back Sunday Stan, we will 
give you some guidelines. I do think we ought to find some solution. I 
think your analysis in DOD has been very helpful. But I would tend 
toward the lower figure. This is no final answer now, but I believe it 
would be a better strategic approach. I will let you know by Sunday 
morning. 

Ambassador Resor: One final point - - I have seen several Congres smen 
recently, and they always ask if we have a realistic position which may 
initially succeed. I believe that if we can get this down, we will be in 
a better position to convince them that we do. 

President Ford: Thank you all once again. 
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