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AGREEMENT ON LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

TUESDAY, JULY 20, 1872

Hovse oF REPRESERTATIVES,
Coaaorrree oN Forelon A¥rains,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 10:20 a.m, in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the committes)
presiding.

Chairman Moreax. The committee will come to order.

This morning the Committee on Foreign Affairs begins considera-
tion of resolutions expressing vongressional approval of the Interim
Agreement on limitation of strategic offensive arms concluded between
the United States and the Soviet Union.

Two agreements were signed affecting strategic arms limitation at
the time of the President’s visit to Moscow last May.!

The agreement on defensive weapons has been submitted in the
form of a treaty to the Senate only for its “advice and consent.”

The Interim Acreement on offensive weapons has been submitted
to both Houses of the Congress for approval. This approval is to be
given through the passage of a joint :1-:-'!3111“ ion.

Several such resolutions of approval have been introduced into the
House and today’s hearing is concerned with them,

On June 15, the President addressed members of this and other
concerned committees on the subject of these arms limitation agree-
ments.

At the time he said :

I think that the hearings that yon will condnet must be searching, because
only in that way will you be able to be convincing to yourselves and only in
that way will the nation also be convinesd.

Mr, Secretary, this committee intends to mive full consideration to
this legislation, and to the agreements. For that purpose, hearings will
be held during the next 2 weeks.

To open this series, we are privileged to have with us this morning
Secretary of State William P. Rogers. He is accompanied by Hon,
Gerard (. Smith. Dirvector of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Ageney and chief TT.8. negotiator at the SALT talks.

I}o yvou both have statements or just one of you has a statement ?

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM P. ROGERS, SECRETARY OF STATE

Secretary Rocers. T have a statement ; also Ambassador Smith will
he able to answer any questions on specifics of the negotiations them-
selves,

' For text of agreements, see p. 117.
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Chairman Morcax. You may proceed.

Secretary Rocens. It is a pleasure to meet with this committee to
support the treaty on the limitation of ABM systems and the Interim
Agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms.

The President, in his June 13 letter to Speaker Albert, urged con-
;II‘!':s.‘-:irl:I!llJ Hn]rlu'.t!'[ for the two arreements. He asked for an expres-
sion of support from the House of Representatives for the Interim
Agreement,

The two agrecments before you represent an uprecedented step mn
controlling strategic arms, These agreements lay a basis for enhane-
ing strategic stability. They are concrete evidence of what can be
achieved throngh patient negotiation.

The United States and the T7.5.5.R. remain competitors with im-
portant differences between them, but both recognize that there ean
b -"I'lh'IH![-‘!:.'l‘- n :I'I‘lll']1i|!|_'_' arrecments in certain areas,

]-'lﬂ'-".ili,L’ limitations on st rateric arms is a continuing process, The
[nited States and the T7.5.5.18. will seek additional mutual limita-
tions.

The SALT agreements are not only in the interests of the United
States and the Soviet Union; they are in the interests of all nations.
They are the most significant achievements to date in the era of devel-
oping negotintions,

BALT I'ROCESS ITRELF UREFLU]

The SALT process has in itself been nseful, The negotinting dia
logme has led to greater understanding between the United States and
the Soviet 1Tnion.

As n result of the SALT talks and SALT aercements. we a ppreciate
and understand better Soviet interests and eoncerns in the strategie
area—the most sensitive area with respect to national security—as
they do the concerns and interests on our side,

This has led to a more acenrate pereeption of sach by the other,
which ghould be an ilanH'I.-HH contribution to a more stable relati
ship between us,

CONBULTATION WITH COXNGRESS

Mr. {.lflll'il'lllflrl. I|1l1'i|1!_"' the course of the SALT nicrotiatlons over
the past several years. we have endeavored to maintain close eontact
with the Congress, and to consult regularly with our allies.

I understand the SALT |||']£':_';l1;|-||| comsulted with Mr. Zablocki’s
subcommittee on a regular basis. We have undertaken this continuing
consultation in order to ensure the broadest possible support for agree
ments reached,

The administration is pleased that the Congress is riving full con-
gideration to these two documents. Our allies have approved of the
results of SALT, and recornize them as enhancine our common se-
eurity interests,

I believe there is also hroad support for these agreem
Congresz, Judging them on their merits based a realis
ment of what has been achieved, can. T submit, lead only to a positive
conclusion,




A YROUGH BALANCE” IN STRATEGIC FORCES

As you Lrlmh in the mid I'H‘n“'w the United States chose to con-
centrate on improving its strategic an'».=||~.|u weapons through modern-
ization programs, rather than ||1 ]l]ll:l. ine more missile launchers.

The TU.5.5.R.. on the other hand, was engaged in an intensive pro-
oram to increase the number of 1ts miss sile launchers. Enhancing 1.5
security by strateric arms limitations see mml good sense to the present
administration when it came into office early in 1969.

We faced a situation where there would be in the not-too-distant
future a rough balance in strategic forces between the U.S. and the
[I.5.5.R.

However, there was not then, and there is not now, any question
that the United States eould and wonld maintain strategic forces ade-
:|u.|h-tumut 1ts sponr |tﬁ. 1r*x|t1|1*rllm~11l-. forces -wnlulti:-lmnl'

i his situation presented an opportunity to maint: vin a sound strate

+ posture and—at the same time—to achieve a more stable strategic
t':"l:ttinrr-hi]r with the Soviet Union throngh sueecess in SALT.

The agreements that have been reached achieved these objectives,

The President recognized that a continuing arms race would be
pointless. Intense strategie l'r~|\|1ln'|'i!iull conld only digsipate resources
and make more difficult the bettering of T.8.-11.5.8.1%. relations
which might otherwise oceur in other areas to the advantage of the
American and Soviet peoples, and, indeed, of all peoples.

The administration, therefore undertook detailed studies to pre-
pare for what the President has termed the most important arms con-
trol negotintion in history.

HIRTORY OF THE NREGOUTIATIONS

Negotintions began in November 1069, in Helsinki, We le !IHH"]
fuie IJ-.. that both of us had much to learn about how the other viewed
the strategic situation. The early dinlog was devoted mainly to explor-
ing strategic principles and v.-t:tllh:«]lm;_r an agenda to guide the more
detniled necotintions to come,

Tn the next several rounds of diseussion, alternating between YVienna
and Helsinki, problems developed with respect to the scope of initial
limitations,

Although varions compreliensive appronches and proposals were
disenssed, it beeame doubtful that a single comprehensive agrecment
conld be negotinted as a first onteome of SALT.

The 17.8.5.R. had been pressing for an initia]l agreement only limit-
ing ABM syvstems, It was our judgment that the frst outeome of
SALT should inelude limitations on offensive as well as defensive
stratogic forces, since an agreement only limiting ABM's would make
less of o eontribution to strategic stability,

The problems in SALT that made it evident that an initial single
comprehengive agreement was not likely were resolved by the break-
through announeed by the President on May 20, 1971,

Ag vou rw all. it was anereed to work out a definitive limitation on
ABM's, and at the same time to agree on eertain measures with re-
spee ttothe limitation of gtratesie offensive arms.

The May 20 understanding provided a new impetus for the ne "'ntl it-
ing process. A number of major issues, and many more lesser ones, re-
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[]]:Iirll‘ll €3] Eﬁi" J'Ii.[I.Ir'E'.H-:'-E'i,l hg. I]j(' ]_1"?_"1!-1' I::H::r'_‘-g T‘;u- '||'_:|i'|'] 5_—'\"".-; were two s
how much limitation of offensive forces conld be agreed. and how to
formulate mutually acceptable specific limitations on ABM's.

BALT AGREEMENTS: CONTRIBUTE TO STRATEGIC BALANCE

The two agreements reached as a result of the ensuing vear of nego-
tiating on these difficult questions will contribute to maintaining a
stable strategic balance and thereby reduce the likelihood of nuclear
War.

In the ABM Treaty, both sides have committed themselves not to
build nationwide or heavy ABM defenses. The importance of this un-
dertaking is fundamental. Tt places both sides in a position where
neither will have a substantial defense against major missile attacks.
In effect, we agree to maintain mutual deterrence.

I am convineed that the possibility of nuclear war has been dra-
matically reduced as a result of the ABM Treaty.

BASIC PROVIEIONE REVIEWED

I think it would be useful now, Mr. Chairman. for me to run through
some of the basic provisions of the two acreements. T will not oo 1nto
detail since the committee has before it the documents transmitted by
the President, which include a detailed article by-article analysis,

As T said at the beginning, at the conelusion of my remarks, Am-
bassador Smith will be glad to join with me in answering questions.

Our aim in both agreements has been—where necessary—to put de-
tailed obligations in the texts of the agreements themselves.

If one of the sides had a preference for including clarifying ma-
terial or elaboration in agreed interpretations, and this was sufficient.
that approach was used.

The agreed interpretations include initialed statements and other
common understandings. They have been included in the President’s
transmittal package to the Congress.

The transmittal package also included formal unilateral statements
of U.5. views in certain cases where asreement could not be reached.
There are, Mr. Chairman, and T want to make it clear there are no
secret agreements.

What we have submitted to the Congress represents the agreements
that were reached between the Soviet nion and the United States.

THE ABM TREATY

Let me start with the ABM Treaty. It is a definitive agreement of
unlimited duration, the central feature of which is the commitment by
both sides to no more than a low level of ABM defense s, at two small
and widely separated locations.

The treaty permits deplovment of one ABM complex in an TCBM
deployment area, and one for defense of the National Command A u-
thority. There can be no more than 100 ABRM launchers and an equal
number of associated interceptors at each complex. for a total of 204,

Strict limitations are placed on ABM radars, a matter of particular
importance since radars are the long leadtime item in deployment of
an ABM system. -
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Important limitations are also placed on deployment of certain non-
ABM radars to contain their potential for application to an ABM
role.

Because of the tehenical complexity of the radar issues, intense and
protracted negotiation was required to resolve them.

QUALITATIVE LIMITATIONS ON ABM'S

The commitment to low ABM levels is further enhanced by several
important qualitative limitations, We and the Soviet Union have
agreed not to develop, test, or deploy

1. ABM systems or components that are sea based, air based, space
based, or mobile land bazed ;

2, Automatic or seminutomatic or other similar systems for rapid
reloading of ABM launchers;

#. An interceptor missile with more than one independently guided
warhead ; and

t. An ABM launcher capable of launching more than one interceptor
missile at a time from each launcher, or to modify launchers to give
them such a eapability.

Such undertakings are important. It may be of even greater impor-
tance that both sides have agreed that future types of ABM systems
based on different physieal prineiples, for example, systems depending
on such devices as lasers, that do not consist of ABM interceptor
missiles, lnunchers, and radars, cannot be deployed even in permitted
areas. So there is a limitation on what may be employed in the ADBM
systems now in operation and it prohibits the deployment of new
esoteric systems in these areas,

I might note, Mr. Chairman, that limiting ABM's to these low
levels will inerease the deterrent value of each of our offensive missiles
for retaliatory purposes. In the long term it should be possible to
achieve greater deterrence at a lower cost.

One of our prineipal aims in SALT has been to reduce tensions,
uncertainties, and high costs which go hand in hand with an upward
gpirnlling strategic arms competition,

We could have maintained a strong strategic posture without the
SALT agreements, but in that event, beyond continued expenditures
for maintaining a sufficient defense posture in the cireumstances of a
very low level of Soviet ABM deployment, there would have been
heavy pressures as a result of unconst rained arms competition to gpend
additional billions of dollars for widespread ATM systems and greater
offensive forees,

COST BAVINGS FROM BALT AGREEMENTS

Cost savings from these first SALT agreements will be limited
initially. Tt is not possible to predict when particularly significant
gnvings can be achieved, but this is certainly our aim.

The agrecment = which have been achieved will vresnlt in break in the
evele of action and reaction in the strategie arms aven, ‘which, until
now, has been a principal factor in pushing the strategic arms raece,

In the agreements there is a general undertaking not to provide an
ADM capability to non-ADBM systems, One important aspect of this
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prohibits the upgrading of antiaireraft systems to provide them with
an ABM capability.

Conversion or testing of non-ABM systems, or components of such
systems, to perform an A BM role is prohibited, This further reinforces
the prohibition on a nationwide ABM defense.

NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF VERIFICATION

In order to monitor compliance with the undertakings in the ABM
Treaty, and in the Interim Agreement, it has been acreed to rely on
national technical means of verification,

The provisions of the agreements were developed so that we eould
I'L'|}' for verification on such national means. Modern national tech
nieal means of verification provide the most practical and effective
assurances of compliance,

Mr. Chairman, we have full confidence that we can adequately
verify the agreements by the use of our national technical means of
verification.

I believe it important to point out the very basic commitment that
each side not interfere with the other’s national technical means of
verification and not use deliberate concealment to hinder or impede
the effectiveness of these means of verification.

I have mentioned the importance we attach to a continuing and
developing strategic dialog with the 17.8.8.R. to lend support to what
has been achieved, and to assist the effort to place additional limita-
tions on strategic arms in the future.

A manifestation of this is another significant “first” in American-
Soviet arms control,

STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

A Standing Consultative Commission to be established under the
treaty will consider, on a regular basis, such matters as the operations
of the treaty and questions of compliance.

Also, the commission will have as one of its tasks to consider pro
posals to enhance the viability of the treaty.

Although the ABM Treaty is of unlimited duration, it contains a
withdrawal clause under which either party can withdraw on 6 mont hs’
notice if it ever decided that extraordinary events relating to the sulb.
ject matter of the treaty had jeopardized its supreme interests,

An appreciation of the impact of the ABM Treaty obligations is
fundamental to a sound judgment of the merits of the two agrecments
looked at tozether.

.li'!lil"l.'illl_l' ];‘I|'|i1‘.1ri|::a|'|'-i. on .‘-'H'=11':"_:_":nl" |r|!'|l|:-ci1.'|,- 1'5:.;'.':-_-: i!! r-r|||i|:||]|'[ig.||
with the ABM Treat ¥ azsuredly enhances the importance of the over-
all achievement,

THE OFFENSE-DEFENSE RELATIONSHIP

The ir|11=|‘i‘¢-|rilinna‘hilr between limitations on both the offensive and
defensive sides of the strategic equation, which we have continued to
Stress, 18 I'J'H{-ril'li E|| |!|-- i||.|"|~::1:|r:|j] ;-\:,11-.;..;-1]' i!l []J!." agreements to con-
tinue active negotiations to limit stratesic arms,




U.S. views as to the particular importance of the offense-defense
relationship were contained in a formal statement made by Ambas
sador Smith, which set forth the position of this Government that if
an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms
limitations were not achieved within & years, 1S, supreme interests
could be jeopardized, and should that occnr, it would constitute a basis
for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.

This right of withdrawal protects 1.8, security interests if the
follow-on negotiations do not sueceed and if the strategic situation
should develop in such a way that we felt the need to exercise our
withdrawal right.

Before turning to the Interim Agreement, I want to make one point
which is perhaps not fully appreciated.

NEED FOR PROCEEDING WITH NCA ARM SYSTEM

(Juestions have been raised as to the need for proceeding now with
the second ABM site—that is, at the NCA—permitted under the
treaty.

The administration believes we should move forward now with that
site. We believe it prudent, as early as possible, to have this form of
msuranee against a situation where, becanse of our inability to assess
the nature of an attack and thus to make timely decisions, an unwanted
nuclear exchange could be triggered.

This is not a population protection defense. Its mission would be
to protect the national command anthority against an unauthorized
or accidental strike. Its radars wounld also afford additional warning in
case of a peneral nuclear attack.

THE INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

Let me now, Mr. Chairman, briefly discuss the Interim Agreement
and its associated protocol. The Interim Agreement essentially freezes
for up to § years the number of strategic ballistic missile launchers
on each side.

This eurbs the momentum of the Soviet offensive missile launcher
buildup, but places no limitations on ongoing or planned 175, offensive
pPrograms,

Under the agreement, the future effectiveness of our retaliatory
deterrent can be insured. The Interim Agreement freeze is limited in
duration and scope.

However, it provides time and creates a good basiz for further nego-
tiations. It is our hope that it will be replaced well before 5 years hy
a more comprehensive agreement.

The agreement includes a basic undertaking not to construet addi-
tional fixed land-based TCBM launchers, and not to convert launchers
for light or older ICBM’s into launchers for heavy or modern ICBEM's.
Thus, the numbers both of light and heavy IBUM launchers eannot
be inereased.

The fact that the agreement does not specify the number of ICBM’s
operational and under construction when it was signed is not of im-
portance, since the construction of even one new ICBM for operational
purposes is banned.
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When we made clear to the Soviet Union that we eonsider their
number of ICBM’s to be 1618, they did not dissent. But the point is that
no further ICBM launchers may be constructed.

LIMITS ON BELBM LAUNCHERS

SLBM launchers are frozen at present levels, except that additional
such launchers can be built so long as they replace older strategie
launchers on a one-for-one hasis,

A ceiling on operational modern submarines—Y -class nuclear-
powered submarines—for the 17,8.5.R. has been sot at 62, A ceiling for
SLBM launchers for the U.S.S.R. has been set at 930, to inelude all
launchers on nuclear-powered submarines—Y -class and H-class sub-
marines, and modern launchers on older submarines—G-class diesel-
powered submarines.

The Soviets are permitted no more than 740 launchers on nuclear-
powered submarines of any type, operational and under construc-
tion, except. as replacements in accordance with agreed procedures
for other older strategic launchers.

The figure 740 is a negotiated figure; it establishes a clear and un-
ambiguous baseline which avoids uncertainty or debate over the def-
inition of “under construction.”

Thus, the first SLBM lanncher after the 740th launcher must he
a replacement. The older TCBM or SLBM launcher being replaced
will have to be dismantled beginning no later than the date on which
the submarine containing the 741st launcher begins sea trials,

Launchers for modern SLBM’s on the G-class diesel-powered sub-
marines would also have to be included in the 950 SLEBM launcher
ceiling,

Both sides may improve their missile forces through modernization
and replacement. The restriction against converting launchers for
light or older heavy ICBM’s to launchers for modern heavy ICBM’s,
however, places sigmificant restrietions on the 17.8.8.1.

Conversion of our ICBM launchers to handle Minuteman IIT mis-
siles and conversion of Polaris submarines to handle Poseidon mis-
siles by contrast, is not prohibited.

Modernization may relate both to Iaunchers and missiles. There
18 an agreed interpretation that the dimensions of launchers will
not be significantly increased through modernization. and a further
understanding that the word “significant™ prohibits an ineredse in a
launcher dimension greater than 10-15 percent.

ABREAS NOT COVERED BY AGREEMENTS

We were unable to reach agreement on a definition for a heas ¥ Imis-
gile. In the end, our delegation made a formal unilateral stafement
that the United States “would consider any ICBM having a volume
significantly greater than that of the largest licht TCBM now op-
erational on either side to be a heavy TCBM.”

The Interim Agreement does not cover all strategic delivery ve-
hicles. For example, aircraft are not limited, Mr. Chairman, the
United States has a very large advantage in this area. The Interim
Agreement also does not cover systems not presently in existence. An
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example of this would be mobile TCBM'. Our delegation did state
that the United States would consider deployment of operational
mobile ICBM launchers during the period of the Interim Agree-
ment a8 inconsistent with the objectives of the agreement.

The Interim Agreement provides for the application of the same
verification procedures and commitments about nonconcealment and
noninterference that are contained in the ABM Treaty.

Thus, national technical means of verification, in which we have full
confidence, will monitor compliance with the obligations undertaken.

The Standing Consultative Commission will also be used to promote
the objectives and implementation of the Interim Agreement.

Both sides commit themselves in the Interim Agreement to continue
active negotiations for more complete limitations on strategic offen-
sive arms.

The agreement also provides that its terms shall not prejudice the
seope and terms of the limitations which may be worked out during
future negotintions,

EFFECT OF THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

The effect of the Interim Agreement is to place limitations on cur-
rent Soviet offensive programs, but not current U.S. programs.

The Soviet Union may not imerease the agoregate total of its
strategic offensive missile launchers.

Taken together, the limitations on Soviet strategic offensive forces
plus the low ABM limits on both sides are decidedly in the United
States security interest.

Inited States strategic offensive forces are suflicient to protect 17,5,
and allied security interests, and under the Interim Agreement will
remain o,

The SALT agreements make a major contribution in protecting
our security and in moderating many of the dangers we would other-
wise face over the next several years,

It is because of the potential dangers that have not as yet been
brought under control that the UUnited States must keep its strategic
forees up to date if they are to continue their eentral role for deter-
rence. We must keep these strategie forces up to date.

These forces must be such that no one underestimates our ability
and determination to protect [1.5. and allied seeurity interests.

BENEFITSE OF THE SALT AGREEMENTS

Mr. Chairman, the SALT agreements—dealing as they do with the
central security interests of the 1.5, and the U.S.5.R.—respond to each
side’s interests,

Otherwise, we could not expect them to last very long. In strategic
arms limitation, both countries gain, or neither does.

Through these agreements, we shall be able to maintain—and even in-
erease—a sound 7.5, strategic posture. A brake has been applied to the
build-up of Soviet strategie forces.

There will be a break in the action-reaction pattern that up to now
has fueled strategic arms competition. These agreements create s good
basis for further negotiations to limit strategic arms, and enhance
the prospects that such efforts will be successful.
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Az & result of our current success we are provided a more secure and
stable stratesic relationship with the U.S.S.R And, T believe, Mr.
Chairman, the security of the United States has been st rengthened.

The gains of the United States and the ".S.5.R—and the world
HII'IIII_'_"lI .'"'I!"LI..r are 'II'!lil"H‘li w iT]IH it cog _.'n"n:“i-..tll_'r ]|;|-' T B 1I'I'E|_">'
interests,

International security and world order are preserved and strength
ened., The threat of nuclear war i= dramatically re luced, and the world
thus has greater hope for the future,

3|r'. ':1il'1-lr'l?l'|:|‘-"'_ I uree this eomi |il'.l-|:- and the House 'lr !:-';|l|--|-||1:!
tives to support the agreements that have been reached in SALT.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

TIMETABLE FOR CONORERSSIONAL A

Chairman Moncax. Thank vou, Mr. Secrot Ary.

Mr. 51-1'1'|~lrlr':|'. am I correct that questions are to be answered |-_-.' you
and Ambassador Smith ¥

During the White House briefing on the SALT agreements in June,
the President indicated his desire to have congressional action com
pleted by September 1 in order that further negotiations with the
soviets could go forward in October.

Do vou at present have conerete |-r:4~. & to resume further arms talks
with the Russians in Octobor

Secretary Rooess. Mr. Chairman, our position is the position that
you have just referred to which was stated by the President,

We would like very much to have the agreement an wroved and the
treaty ratified by that time because we wonld hope to start the second
[r]lrl:-&-l' of the SALT talks in Oetober, 1 don't IH"'I'I.I‘ H "-'!N"I'ili!' date has
been set yet but that is our goal, and I think that is the goal of the
Soviet TTnion,

Maybe Ambassador Smith will reply to that,

STATEMENT OF HON. GERARD SMITH. DIRECTOR, ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

Ambassador Ssmiri. The evidence we have, Mr. Chairman, is that
the Soviets are ready to start as soon as we are and the only limiting
factor is approval by the Congress of the first product of SALT

We are doing preliminary planning on a conti gency basis in terms
of housekeeping and other arrangements abroad, but have not been
able to set a date under the present cirenmstances,

Chairman Morgax. Ambassador Smith. if it is not possible for Con
gress to complete its action on the agreements hefore the August 18
recess for the Republican Convention. what would be the effect on eur-
rent |..|_.“,_.1-_r

Would it be possible to go forward with the talks despite no final
action?

Ambassador Sytrri. The answer to that question. sir. is
after the resumption, presumably after Labor Day,
act.

how soon
the Congress could

I think that we cannot make a commitment for a date to start nego-
tiations until we have the action of the Congress, favorable action
the first agreements,
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Secretary Rocers. 1 think, Mr. Chairman, to answer that question,
the likelihood of being able to start as early as we would hke to is
greatly reduced unless this Congress acts by the 15th.

I certainly would want to have the committee and the Congress to
act by that time if at all possible, I think it is important now to con-
tinue the negotiations, and I think it is also important to indicate to the
Soviet Union that the agreements that the President has signed have
the support of the Congress and the American people and 1 think the
earlier we do that the better.

Now we would like very much to start these negotiations in October.

DID HASTE AT MOSCOW HURT .8 POSITION T

Chairman Moncax. Ambassador Smith, I know you have testified
on the other side of the Capitol. I have been reading that certain in-
dividuals in the other body have charged that due to the rush to have
the SALT agreements signed by the time the President visited Moscow
last May, the United States has put itself over a barrel in terms of
bargaining its position.

As a result, according to the story the self-imposed deadline led to
major concessions by the United States which gravely increased the
disadvantages to us in the final agreements,

What. is your comment on those charges, Mr. Ambassador?

Ambassador Sarrrin. My instructions from the President were not to
consider that I had any deadline, that we were to negotiate provident
agreements and not look at any specific point in time as a deadline,

In fact, that is the way it worked out. The discussions in Moscow
were not condueted in a rushed fashion. They were based on a large
amount of negotiation that had already taken place, in Helsinski, and
I don’t believe that they resulted in any concessions because of time
pressire,

I don't believe there were any major concessions in Moscow.

AN ARM BYSTEM FOR WASIINGITON, ILC.

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Secretary, there has been a oreat deal of
eriticism about the need to build an ABM system around the Capitol.
How important do vou feel that building this system is to carrying
out the SALT agreements?

We know that several weeks ago, it was suggested in the House,
Congress might be opposed to the ABM system for Washington and
that we should o slow hecanse in the new p]]rl.ﬂ" 2 of the nerotiations
we might realize that this section of the ABM agreement would be
1:“!:('1'|'.":h.'|,[':||'.

How do you feel about that

Secretary Rogers. Mr. Chairman, as you will notice in the prepared
statement, I indicated we think we should proceed with that ABM
construetion,

We do think it is important. We think when we make agreements
with the Soviet Union that it is clearly intended that they will go
ahead as permitted under the agreements and we should, too.

There was no doubt in the minds of the Russians when we talked
to them that they were going to proceed within the limits permitted
and we feel we should, too.
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I think it is important to proceed. I think we should proceed as we
would have otherwise proceeded. I don’t think we should slow it down
or speed it up. I think we should proceed in the way we think serves
our national interests but we do think it is important to go ahead with
the ABM site at the National Command Authority.

BREZHNEY AR BIGNATORY TO AGREEMENTS

Chairman Moraax, I have a second 111;1-—_‘;“”1;, I notice the President
signed the agreements with Chairman Brezhnev, who is general see-
retary of the Communist Party. Wasn't it unusual that he didn’t sign
with the Chief of State or the Prime Minister, but siened rather with
the peneral seeretary of the Communist Party ?

What are your views on that?

Secretary Rooers, Deecause we recornize the right of every nation
to decide on how it will run its government, and who has the anuthority.
we fully recognize the authority of Chairman Brezhney to sign these
agrecments and, of conrse, we didn't question it,

You undoubtedly noticed that all the other members of the govern
ment wers there, and those who were not members of the government
the polithurean,

By and Inrge, 1 think thers were 11 or 12 there, Tt is fuite unusual,
some agreements Mr. Kosygin signed, and some agreements Mr,
Podgorny signed. Those wers decisions by the Soviet Government,

AN ABM BYSTEM FOR WARIHIINGTON, D.C.

Mr, Marsiarn. Mr. Secretary, I think it is pretty obvious the ABM
:‘nl:q]rh'_\; around Washington 18 going to be controversinl, In your
|1'I'I" :I:ll'l'il H[:|1I'IIIF‘I!I1._'|1III i'ltIEI]'Iil"ii.;f_l.'il,' ||j||l r|||-|| niraIn i” r'lep.”h,. tis ”Il.'
chairman, that you think it is important but you have not given us
much of a scenario ns to why it is important.

Secretary Roaens. 1 assume there will be separate hearings on that
and I think we should have hearings. 1 guess there is g provision in
{1 present. budget for the acquigition of gome land for that Purpose ;
isn't there?

Ambassador Sarrin There ape requests for some preliminary plan
ning work. L

Secretary Roaens. T am sure Congress will have full opportunity to
go into the details of it but the reasons T think it is important to pro
ceed are the rensons T mentioned in my statement.,

Mr. Mamriarn, As I understand the situation, the Soviet Union in
effect has deploved an ABM aystem around its National Clommani
Aunthority, We have gotten fuirly well along in developing one arounid
one of our main TCBM bases and started on some others, as 1
understand it,

Secretary Roaens. Those we have ngreed to abandon,

Mr. Matriarn, And we are permitted to build one around Washing
ton, but it seems necessary to explain pretty clearly what advantage it
gives us to proceed with the defense of the National Command
Authority, Maybe this is not the right time to ask that fuestion,

Secretary Rooers, T think it is the right time. T don't know that we
ean go into detail but, one, it protects against an aceident or 1na-
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thorized launch and gives us additional time as a result of the radar
equipment we have to detect a serious attack.

S0, it does have advantages and I think we can explore them more
fully at the appropriate time.

NATIONAL TECHNICAL MEANS OF VERIFICATION

Mr. Mamriarn, Also in your prepared statement you, a number of
times, stressed your confidence in a national technological method
of——

Secretary Rocers. Verification,

Mr. Mauraarp (econtinuing). Verification. Again, maybe this 1s not
the appropriate time, but it seems to me if we are going to do an intel-
ligent job of trying to sell this whole proposal not only to the Congress
but to the public at large, this needs to be expanded on to some extent.

You stress that both in the treaty and the Interim Agreement that
it is understood that there is—how did yon put it ?—nonconcealment ?

Seeretary Rocers. Yes; no attempt to interfere with detection meth-
ods and no concealment of missiles under construction, et cetera,

Let me say this: 1f the committee wants to, of course, in executive
session, we are prepared to go into this matter fully.

I don't believe there is anyone that has any doubts about the detec-
tion systems that we now have, We are certain that they provide ade-
quate protection against the violation of the agreements,

We don't say that there might not be a beginning made that we
eould not detect, but very quickly before it had any substantial mean-
ing it would be detected.

We could also detect if there was any method of interfering with our
detection methods,

The Soviets feel the same way. T don’t believe that it is a matter of
CONCETIL.

OPERATION OF STANDING CONSULTATIVE OOMMISBSION

Mr. Marrraarn. If it should happen in the course of these agreements
being enforced that we did detect something that gave rise to concern
on our part that maybe something was going on that ought not to be,
could you tell us a little bit more about how this standing commission
is to be constituted and whether it is to meet regularly and whether it is
a forum for any complaints, or doubts, or questions.

How is this going to operate{ ol

Secretary Rosers. I will turn this over to Ambassador Smith,

Let me merely say, the fact that we have this commission is, T think,
a very good safeguard. It would provide a method immediately to dis-
cuss any such suspicions if the suspicions were verified, if it turned out
there was violation, like any other agreement, then it would be subjeet
to cancellation if a party violates it. )

I believe that the fact that we have a commission and there is an
agreement that we will discuss any such matters together provides
adequate protection,

This is one area T don’t think we shonld have any concern about,
this question of noncompliance, beeause I think we will be able to
detect any snch noneompliance and they will, too,

82-108—T2 2
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ROLE OF COMMISSION

Ambassador Sarri. To answer specifically vour question. sir, about
the Standing Consultative Commission, Article X111 of the treaty
covers it and lists a number of the functions that this commission
will have, The first three directly bear on your question.

One of the functions is to consider questions concerning compli-
ance with the oblirations assumed and related situations which may
be considered ambiguous,

The zecond is to provide on a voluntary basis such information as
either party considers necessary to assure confidence in |-::1|L1ﬂ'::|1:|<-f-
with the abligations assumed.

The third is to consider questions involving unintended interfer-
clice with national technical means of verification.

As for the question yon asked about the operation of this com-
mission, we do not vet have a charter for it. I think one of the Rrst
things we will want to do in the follow-on negotiations is to work up
an agreed charter for this commission.

Personally. I have in mind a body that will meet periodically.
I hope that it will not be very large. Perhaps while the SALT nego-
tiations continue, the delegations themselves ean be considered as
functioning as a standing commission.

But, in time I would think that there might be five or ten officials on
both sides, meeting two or three times a year regularly to look into
1Iu-nlu-r':llinm-:ﬂT‘TIm:—tv.'u_ru-|=r1|1'nt.=;. 1

It is recognized that we can’t foresee the future very clearly. and
we will want to monitor the operation of these agresments regularly.

Mr. Mantiaen, In the course of agreeing to this eommission, at
least T can't find anything in here that spells ot whether it is soing to
have a permanent home or a permanent secretariat or whether it is
raing to meet on an ad hoe basis,

None of these things appear to be spelled out but T would nssume
von must have had somethinge fairly specifie spelled out ?

Ambassador Ssrra. Yes. sir: that is correct,

That will be gpelled out in the charter, and I hope one of the frst
things we will get to,

Mr. Mamraarn, Will that commission also have jurisdiction—T have
article XTIT of the treaty, but does it alse have monitoringe ;ﬂl[||r;||'ir1'[
as far as the agreement is concerned ?

Ambassador Sarra. No., gir; the commission will have no I:'l.'-|:-rr|:|-i-
bility to take nction. Tt will be a consultative commission.

Mr. Mamrrarn. But applying both to the f reaty and the agrecment ?

Ambassador Sarrri, That is correct,

Mr. Mamiraen, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moreax, Mr. Zablocki?

Mr. Zaprockr, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

At the very outset, Mr, Seeretary, I want to underscors vour under-
standing that Ambassador Gerard Smith and his associafes had con-
sulted with the subecommittee of this eommittee,

They have given full and complete regular reports and the con-
sultations with the subcommittee are deeply appreciated, and we are
hopeful in the future we will have cooperation with the SALT agree-
ments and negotiations.
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PROGLEM OF LAND-MOBILE MISSILES

There is a question why the United States was unable to obtain
agreements from the Soviets banning mobile missiles. What is the

trategic importance of such missiles and is there a grave danger the
Soviets might deploy such missiles without the United States know-
ing about it?

Seeretary Rouers, T would like Ambassador Smith to discuss this
at greater length, This was the subject of long negotiations by the
delegation. . .

I think I can say at the moment we don’t believe it 18 an important
factor in the planning of the Soviet Linion.

Certainly it is not in our planning. We attempted to have some
language in the Interim Agreement to that effect, to ban them, but
we were not able to achieve that. But as I said in my statement,
Ambassador Smith made it clear if there was any attempt to employ
such mobile missiles, we would consider it a very serious violation
of the spirit of the agreements and I think they understand that.

This 18 a subject that will, of course, be discussed further at the
next phase of the SALT talks. We do not think that they could
employ mobile launchers for missiles except over a short period of time.

Over a short period of time we think they would be detected so
we don't think this would be a significant strategic factor,

WERE TIERE SECRET UNDERETANDINGR?

Mr., Zantocxn This understanding that vou have on mobile mis-
giles, that vou referved to, it further encournges this question. There
has been gpecnlation that there were gome disens=sions or understanding
between the United States regarding the SALT agreements which were
cither not put down on paper but nnderstood by both gides but not yet
made public,

Are there guch understandings, and, 1f so, when will, or can, I||i'j.'
be made known to the Congress and the American pll]l];l'f

Secretary Roaers, There are no such understandings. This is one
where we made o unilateral statement, Ambassador Smith can ex-
plain it.

I'RORLEM OF LAND=MONIILE MISSILES

Ambassador Satrrm, May I first say that the rationale that the
Soviets gnve Tor not wanting to inelude mobile missiles was twofold,
They said this is just a freese, it is not a definitive limitation on all
offensive stratesic Wenpons, Therefore, sinee mobile ICBM's are not
in existence on either side, they should not be eovered by a freeze,

Second—and they didn’t say this, but it is my surmise—they want
in the subsequent formal agreement to have mobile missiles permitted
under gome sort of ageregate ceiling, They don’t want to have that
option closed and, therefore, they didn’t want to set any precedent or
prejudice that outcome by agreeing to what, in effect, would be a
complete ban on mobile missiles during this interim negotiating
period,

On the question of our capability to detect any deployment, T don’t
think I ean improve on the Secretary’s analysis, T think that is quite
right.
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POSSIBILITY OF A MIEYV BAN

Mr. Zavrockr. We were unable, of course, to have any serions nego-
tintions on MIRV's. Yet, Mr. Secretary, on page 12 listing the agree
ment not to develop certain phases of ABM's and interceptor mis-
giles—would this be an indication that in SALT phase 2 negotiations
we may look forward to some agreement on banning MIRV's ¢

Ambassador Satrre, I think the two questions are quite separnte,
The multiple target warhead for defensive missiles is o relatively
marginal question. No such systems are in existence at the present
time and as long as Yol |{l.".']r the level of the i||i|'l'4'1~]rh1|':-'~ very low ns
we have, to 200, it does not offer potential for expansion of the defense
capahilities,

Whereas in the offensive field, as vou know, we have already de-
ployed a substantial number of MIRV's. The Soviets have not yet
tested any and I think that lhp_\' would not acree to a MIEV ban.
Il-lll‘l'l.' '|r|-.|'u-.~tl|-1] lll('}' '||'|.'ri'll|l|_ [|rlI*l]|| 1||:I terms i ||:” Wi |”.“E"“':""I- at |i.'i|!-[..
back in 1970,

Whether in subsequent negotiations we will go for a MIRV ban or
not, or some sort of MIRV limitation, we are not now in a position
Lo .‘i|1||.

We do not yet have our guidance on the subsequent negotiations.

fut 1 don’t think one should take very much comfort from the fact
that the Soviets have agreed to this in the defensive field and con
gider it as a precedent for a MIRV ban in the offensive field.

FROXY WARS AND NUCLEAR MIOLIFERATION

Mr. Zasrockr. Mr, Secretary, you end your prepared statement with
u very optimistic note that the threat of nuelear war is 1[1':||li:|rll-:lf|.""
reduced and the world thus has greater hope for the future.

Some speculate, indeed, since the chance of nuclear warfare has
lessened among the superpowers, that the liklihood of smaller proxy
wars among the smaller nations may, indeed, have inereased.

[= this, first of all, in your opinion, true and, if so would it not
therefore i‘tlll:lﬂl\' T i||||rrr|'l:\||l to geek some kind of international MR
ments to stop or llmit proliferation of nonouelear weaponry and last |1x "
18 the Nixon administration prepared to nggressively seek such
agrecments ¢

Secretary Rooems, T think yon are correct. Among the smaller
nations thers is some slight concern on the score vou mentioned, T had
disenssions with some leaders on this subject in my recent visits,

I don’t believe it is o realigtic concern, but in :1r|1_1; event, there 18 no
renson why this ig not a subject that should be discussed and con-
aidderod at o Furopean Security Conference which may take place
in 1978,

It certainly is a good reason for enconrnzing other nations to glem
and ratify the NPT, which has the very objective that you referred
to, of preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons and to do what we
ean to minimize the concern that is felt on the part of some.

As I say, I don't believe it is o realistic coneern, T think that the
threat of nuelear war, as I said in my statement, has been dramatically
reduced as a result of the ABM Treaty, and T think that is recognizedl
by most nations,
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When you think about it and just limit your thinking to the ABM
Treaty, you will see why that 1s the case. Both of us have agreed not to
protect our populations. Each of us recognizes that a first strike would
not succeed in destroying the other nation’s retaliatory eapability.

The result is that each of use realizes that a nuclear war would be
the destruction of both countries. That seems to me to be about the
strongest possible deterrent human beings can be living under, that
realization.

The thought that other nations will engage in nuclear conflicts
[ don’t think is realistic.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Frelinghuysen

PRAISE FOR AMBASSADDR SMITII

Mr. Freuiseavyses. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to begin by congratulating Ambassador Smith and
other members of our delegation for the substantial achievements
they have accomplished. T hope that Ambassador Smith especially
will continue in his present position, because it does seem to me he has
a very unique experience and he certainly has proven his ahility, so I
hope you have no plans for a change of activity, Ambassador.

1 was very much interested in the diseussion

Secretary Rocers. In that connection, he said he is tired of hotel
rooms and 15 looking for a small house.

Mr. FreLisanuyses. I hope he can find something suitable.

UNA REPORT ON NPT RATIFICATION

The discussion of the Xon-Proliferation Treaty calls to my mind the
fact I met vesterday with some individuals who were discussing the
new report issued by the United Nations Association.

They scem much concerned about the fact that a number of countries
with nuclear capacity have not ratified the treaty. I don't know how
much leverage we have, but 1 assume it remains a high priority ob-
jective to secure ratification of more nations to the Treaty !

Secretary Rocers. That is correct,

ROLE OF THE HOUSE IN SALT PACTS APPROVAL

Mr. Frenaisanuyses, It is not clear to me yet the relationship be-
tween the I'|‘|~:|1_1; and the I||h'l'-|'||| _\._l’_rﬁ'«"'llll‘:l]l‘ 18 Or "u'l.l|1_'||' the House i!‘i
invalved in the process of approval,

Of course, it is good for our own self-esteem to be hrought into a
]pf11'||.h-||| like this that '|'|||n'r"|'|'|:|.|:|_'l.' wonld fall to the lot of the Senate.

This is ealled an Interim Agreement. Does this have anvthing to do
with an executive agreement. It is called interim becanse it is not sub-
stantial enough to be called a treaty ; isthat it ?

Seerctary Rocenrs, That is correct, But it is an agreement of con-
siderable importance. It relates to the treaty for obvious reasons,
reasons I mention in the statement.

Therefore, they should be acted upon together. We did not submit
the Interim Agreement to the Congress becanse of congressional self-
esteem. but we think it 15 a matter of national interest. and we think
the House should give full consideration to the agreement and in a
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sense to the treaty itself, although, as
the power of ratifi
agreements, tha
by Congress.

you point out, vor do not have
ion. But they are of such sionificance. these two
F‘-'H j1 was 'l;l.'."!]Zl:'.-i' 1o ]::!'.r f ¥ :--|]|-.'rﬁ'_n.'|

I think it was a wise decision,

Mr. Frevivenvysex, It is a peculiar role for the Ho

You spent most of the time talking about
theory, has no relationship to our immediate
Treaty is so bound up with the Inter
appreciate the acreement without
provides,

Secretary Rocens, That is correct,

I suppose we could have proceeded on the basis that it was only
necessary to pet ratification of the treaty and the conld
be signed hy the President without any congressiol rity, bui
we decided that was not the wise course to follow the reasons I
mentioned,

Your analysis is correct. They are linked tosether, T
together in the Interim Agreement itself. It savs this T
ment shall enter into foree upon exchanwe of written notice
ance by each party. which exchange shall It
with the exchange of instruments of ratification of the treaty on tl

limitation of ABM=. . :

tor

take place simu

aneonsly

PRESIDENT'S POWERS OX AGREEMENTS

There is a clear expressed linkage.,

Mr. Frevrvonuvvsex. The Executive would | ave the power to notify
them of an acceptance once the trr aty is ratified without respect to a
formal approval of the Interim Agreement. would he not?

It is a judgmental decision on the Executive's part thet he
full approval of both documents before the notice of a

Secretary Rocers. As long as we have proceeded this wav. I wonld
rather not get involved in s controversy over the Presiden

In this case it is academic.

Mr. Freraxenvyses. T wasn't looking for a contest. T think this
i5 & pood thing. There is an Increasing interest on t
in Execntive arreements,

But this is a different kind of agrecment.

Secretary Rocenrs. That is richt,

t’s power.

e part of Congress

THE STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION
Mr. Faerinoaoysex. It is not clear to me. either. about the way th
Standing Consultative Commission will work.
I think Ambassador Smith said their responsibilities wonld have to
do with enforcement of both the acrecment
see any reference to the acreement in the description of what the
consultative commission’s responsibility would be,
Ambassador Sayrro. There i

T F]'Ir treaty. T ||||"'1T

ic provision in the Tnterim
it

| ‘-!H.."
Arreement : Article 6, which spells that out.
Mr. Frecivenrysex. Yes, T had not seer that.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
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Chairman Morcax. Mr. Monagan

Mr. Moxacax. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I am delighted that we have reached this stage m
these negotiations and certainly there could be no more signilicant
objective for the major powers than to bring about some control of
the use of nuclear weapons and I also want to express my apprecia-
tion ns o Member of Congress for the dedicated efforts of Ambassador
Smith through this whole long period of negotiations,

I think that he has made a great contribution to the Nation in this
work.

POSSIBILITIES FOR LAUNCIIER IMPROVEMENT

This communication to the Congress from the President says that
the agreement provides for restriction of 5 years on strategic of-
fonsive missile launcher deployments.

[ think it is true, however, that this does not act as a complete strait-
jacket on the Russians, isn’t that sot

There are certain things they ean do under this agreement ?

Secretary Rocens. That is correct.

Mr. Moxaaax. Mr. Zablocki referred to the mobile launchers, You
gaid that Mr. Brezhney indicated that they were going to go ahead
with certain developments, What was he referring to at that time,
specifically !

Secretary Rocrrs, He was referring to the fact that they intend
to continune consgtruction of their offensive weapons within the limi-
tations preseribed by the Interim Agreement.

We didn't go into the details, of course ; what he is saying, in effect,
is, you understand that there are limitations on the construction of
oflfensive weapons and we are going to continue to do what we can
within those limitations,

We indicated we wonld, too.

LIMITATION ON NUMBIERS OF LAUNCHERS

Mr, Moxaaax. Now, there is a limitation on the overall number of
lnunchers, is that so?

Secretary Roauns. That is correct,

Mr. Monacax. Within that limitation, is it a fact that the heavy
launchers are at a stage where that number can be increased ?

Secretary Rocens. No,

M. Moxacan. There 13 no leeway between the number that exists
at the present time and the limitation !

Secretary Roaens. On the ICBM launchers, they cannot start any
new construction of those launchers. They ean improve within the
present system so they eonld inerease the number of warheads on a
missile but they eannot build or start construction on any new 1CBM
gilos

Mr., Moxacan. The number of werheads could be increased by
modernization ?

Secretary Roarne, Yes, just a8 wo can,

Mr. Moxacax. Is that a serious defect in this whole agreement ?

Soecrctary Rooens, It 18 not a defect in the agreement, it 18 a4 recog-
nition that we have not reached a r~r|1||.'|r1':~i|r'!1~:i'l.'u agreement on offen-
sive weapons yet,
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That s \i‘h_\' we are goinger to have a sscond phase of the SALT talks.

Mr. MoxaGax. It does, in your opinion, leave something further to
be desired in a substantial way ?

Secretary Rocers. Yes, sure.

INTENTIONS OF THE SOVIETS

"I-Ir \Tll'\:.\tih\'_ .1L:'-~l:l i‘|\'|r]'..|-1| :': T]ﬁ-‘ 'l.‘.']urlﬂ matter, I ']'.I:;", E--u f:u'
credibility of the negotiators. There are indications and activities
elsewhere of the IU.S.S.R. that clearly show that they are willing to
move ahead in rather dangerons procesdings.

Ambassador, what is your appraisal #

Do you believe there is a serious, bona fide desire on the part of the
Grovernment of the U.S.8. 1. to bring about real progress in controlling
these weapons?

Ambassador Sarrrir. Yes, T do, Mr. Monagan.

[ think that rerardless of what Soviet policy in other areas is,
anil ]I”]f‘i'r””_\ it will ha more constructive after the summit meot
ing than before, they do have a purpose to control strategic arms
with us.

PT'}H’_'L' have, 1 think, succeeded in compartmenting to some extent
their strategic arms policy and I think they realize it i= in their in
terests to avoud o 1*mn|r|g1--]_~. unlhmited competition in st rategie Armns.

Mr. Moxaoax. And the civilian aspect of the Government of the
1T.5.8.R. is effective in persnading the military that this is an ob
jeetive that should be pursned #

Secretary Roarems, We are not sure how they do it. but we are
sure of the conclusion Ambassador Smith just mentioned. T don't
think there is any doubt about that conelusion.

Mr. Moxaaax. I am delichted that that is the appraisal and T cer
tainly want to exproess my hopes that we will move ahead and into the
other areas and that we can continue to achieve conerete results.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. du Pont ?

YVERIFICATION OF THE AGREEMENTS

Mr. v Poxr. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, some of the other Members have touched briefly on
thie 111“'*-?'!”1! of policing and T think some of the L|||.--;|:Eur|-' I have
had best wait for an executive session,

But, in article 5 of the Interim Agreement on the limitation of of-
fengive arms, and T believe in some other places, the phrase crops
up concerning verification, techinical means of verification at its dis-
posal in o manner consistent with generally recognized principles
of international law,

I am not sure I understand that. What do von have in mind,
what are you ruling out when vou are talking about generally recog-
nized principles of international law?

Secretary Rocers. This was the subject of lone debate. T will 1ot
Ambassador Smith answer that.

Ambassador Sxytrrir. Perhaps one example will answer your ques-
tion. There is a technical means of verificat on whieh you will re-
call as being designated the T7-2. T think the use of U-2%over the So-
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viet Union would not be considered in accordanece with international
law,

Secretary Rocers. Does that make it clear?

Mr. pv PoNT. Yes.

The other question in the same phrase, maybe I am hung up on
semantics, but we keep talking about national technical means.

Secretary Rocenrs. That is opposed to on-site inspection.

Mzr. pr Poxr. Or opposed to international ¢

NO ON-S8ITE INSPECTION

Secretary Rocers. Yes, T suppose, but what we are really talkin
about is that there iz no on-site inspection provided for. But we think
the systems we have now for inspection are adequate without on-site
imspection.

Mr. or Poxr. Was there any feeling on either side that international
inspection or any kind of on-site inspection might be acceptable?

Secretary Rocegrs. Certainly not any kind of international inspection,
no. After a while we didn’t press for on-site inspection. That was a sub-
ject of great discussion in previous negotiations. We didn’t press it
becanse we don’t need it at the moment.,

Mr. nr Poxr. T have several other questions, but, Mr. Chairman, I
think they wonld be best asked in an executive session.

Will an executive session be held to consider some of these questions?

Mr. Zaerockr (presiding). I understand there will be an executive
session.

Mr. po Poxr. Thank you.

Mr. Zanrockr. Mr. Fraser?

SECRETARY LAIRD'S POSITION ON AGREEMENTS

Mr.Frazer. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman.

Mr. Ambassador, first 1 want to express my appreciation for the work
and the suecess which has crowned that work in bringing these agree-
ments to completion.

[ think there are some minor problems with the agreements but I
can’t find any basis on which I could justify their rejection.

I think both are important agreements. I guess my concern is about
the statements by Seeretary Laird in which he said if the United States
does not go forward on an accelerated program on the Trident or the
new B-1 bomber, he would oppose these agreements.

That would be in violation of the agreements. It is possible that he is
doing this for the internal polities of the Defense Department and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. T don't know, but T ean’t find anything in these
agreements that justifies an accelerated program for the B-1 bomber or
the Trident.

Can you throw any light on this?

Secretary Rocers. Well, Mr. Fraser, T testified on this at some length
in the Senate. What I said essentially was this: That, as T said a mo-
ment ago. it was understood by both the Soviet leaders and by the Pres-
ident and those of us on our side that we would proceed within the
limitations permitted under the agreements.

In other words, proceed to construct those offensive svstems we
thonght necessary for our national security as long as they didn’t vio-
Iate the Interim A greement.




We do think that is important to do. We would not want to CONYey
the impression to the Soviet Union that now that we siened these
agreements we would not maintain a strong national defense enpa-
hality.

.lllll-ri* '!I-Illli iT 1= .I'IIIlHI!'I:II.'r iy E'I"l-'i'l-ll T |“;|i'i1:|]|1 Ol ‘-i!1'I!L"T:I ||'!:-ri_r
there is a more eomprehensive agreement.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Secretary, let me phrase the question this WAY :
What vou are ArCuinge o -:L_'L"'!-;_' on behalf of the administration is we
slionld proceed with whatever our security requires insofar as it is
not in violation of the arreement ?

Secretary Roaers, That is correct.,

EECURITY REQUIREMENT FOR OVERKILL CAPACITY

Mr. Fraser. Now, since defensive eapabilities have been sharply
limited and since even those limited defensive capabilities are not
constructed yet in the Soviet 1Tnion, the only ABRM gystom they have
is aronnd Moseow and it is only partially completed : as T understand
it, half the pavload of one submarine could completely exhaust that
defense capability and still have enough missiles in that one-half
pvload to incinernte Moscow.

Since that iz the situation, why do we have to build additional sub
marines and why do we have to build bombers since we have the ¢ npac
ity to ilnj':au:-w on them virtually total destruction ?

What 18 the ----'|:|'i1_' requirements for what one wonld eall further
overkill eapacity

Secretary Roocens. T think to have the balance necessary for onr
M'I'I‘I'H LY ,'I'Illli .1i'r| ru" IIIII'iF:I!:HI"' -..-_-.ii:.rn.! g, Wi '-\-I'lll|[lr | __:Er'|:|i|| !|:|r
we refer to as sufficieney, which means an equivalent to that the Soviet
[nion has,

Now, it 15 not eagy to determine exactly what that should b, but we
do think the programs that we advocate are in that order of magni
tude and therefore we strongely support them.

A CBARGAINING CHIFT ARGUMENT

:"lF'l'. ['1[.' AERER. :‘l-I:I.'L I i'IH" Inn |{|- r||| lr}n-rl i :Ifill:l I'L;H ."”” Are Now --_=|'|'l-
g vour ground somewhat or adding a new basis?

Yon are now argning that we also need this for bareaining pur
POses !

Seeretary Rocers, For both purposes: ves,

Mr. Fraser. I want to understand the first—ithat js what vou
originally said and I think we should pursne it. Why do we need
additional submarines and a new bomber in view of the eapacit
linve now to destroy the Soviet TTnion

Secretary Roeers, Becanse we are convineed the reason we have been
:!]dl‘ [ 4] 'II.'!I|-£:' PrOgPess il: thess et 1 ‘.51.!|-- and 1r riw 'I.'.'lr.r"-i situnt10n
generally, and one of the rensons we think the v 1git to Moscow suc
ceeded, and one of the rensons we think the visit to the P ople’'s Re-
public of (hina was possible; that is, because we did mair tain a de
fense capability that was sufficient to cony ince the world we were not
gomg to fall behind the Soviet Union and we think it is important
not to create any impression that we are behind, that we have become
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a second-rate military power. Therefore, within the limitations of the
agreements, we want to proceed with our defense capabilities,

No. 2, we also think that position will be helpful in our further
negotiations. Otherwise, if the Soviet Union thinks we are in effect
going to curtail our defense capabilities unilaterally, then there will
be no particular incentive on their part to do it by a reciprocal ar-
rangrement.

That would add further to their zeal to move ahead in the offensive
lield and they would say :

Why bother working out a comprehensive limitation as long as it is happening
anyway? We are moving ahead in this field, we are getling a lot stronger, the
world can see what we are doing. The United States is standing still, why should
we bother with an agreement ?

Mr. Fraser. In both parts of yvour answer you eome back to bar-
gaining table. You have not indicated, since we have the power to
destroy the Soviet [Tnion, you have not answered why we need these
ndditional weaponsg; you come to the bargaining chip in both cases,
Why wouldn't you get that with a more protracted Trident develop-
ment?

For insiance, if we went ahead with the long-range missile develop-
ment, 1f we stretehed it out from a 7-year program to a 12-year pro-
oran, for one thing, we don’t know what we are building into the Tri-
dent in the way of providing a capability to avoid a vulnerability to
our present submarine foree which does not now exist.

[n other words, we don’t know why the Poseidon equipped submarine
might be vulnerable or how, It izn’t now. We don't know how it mizht
become so. We are talking about a bigeer submarine, bigger missiles,

and we don’t know what kind of hazard the present submarine may be
l."{':.lﬂ.‘"-i‘t] to.

I am not in favor of abandonment of the Trident program but in
favor of a stretch-out, Leavine our intention elear, but saving our tax-
payers monev. But the Secretary wants a erash program, This is what
I have diffienlty understanding.

IMPORTANCE OF MAINTAINING SUFFICIENCY

Secrvetary Rocers. 1 think it is important to keep in mind the fact
that we have been able to maintain what we contend is a balance or
sufficiency; I think that has been an important point in diplomacy
and brought a fair return. .

If the other nations in the world, and the Soviet Union especially,
eame to the conclusion that they are way ahead of us militarily, it
wonld be destabilizing.

Obviously T am not speaking of any particular program, whether
it should be 5 years or T vears. I see your point on that.

But I think the programs we have advocated are reasonable pro-
erams and I think in view of the fact we are suceeading in foreien
affairs and we certainly are sueceeding in our negotiations with the

tussinns, it would be a mistake to change our policy, to indicate now
that we are prepared to be less than strong or that we are prepared to
fall behind a bit.,
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BENATE ACTION ON NCA ABRM SYSTEM

Mr. Fraser. One last question, )

On the National Capital ABM defense, the information T have is
that in the other body, Senators Stennis, Jackson, Ervin, MecIntyre,
Byrd of Virginia, Hughes, and others. voted to delete without prej-
udice the ABM from the 1973 budget.

The only two opposing that budget were Smith and Schweiker on
the ground that there shouldn’t be any further expenses on the ABM.

Is that your conclusion? There is no value in bargaining chips. It
makes no difference whether we build another ABM because we have
put a limitation on that.

Secretary Rocers. T am not familiar with that vote, I have been
out of the conntry.

Ambassador Smrre. As T understand it, the action of the Senate
Armed Services Committee was, without prejudice, to leave out the
sum of money for the NCA defense, pending further supporting argu-
ments and data,

They felt they had not heard a sufficiently strong case. T don’t un-
derstand that they categorically rejected it.

Mr. Fraser. 1 said they rejected it without prejudiece,

Senator Jackson said it was a useless thing to build. You wouldn't
argue we need to build the ABM in order to have a bargaining chip?

Secretary Rocers. No.

NEGOTIATING VALUE OF THE T.S. ABM PROGRAM

Mr. Troamsox. I think we are gettine into the same ronnd of arcn-
ments we had for a long time on the ABM’s and the same people are
opposing the Trident as opposed to the ABM system.

I just wonder, Mr. Smith, what value, in your negotiation, if any,
came from the fact that Ameriea was building ABM svstem?

The argument was made that it would contribute to the arms race
and escalate the costs and the danger by even building an ABM sys
tem in this country to protect our missiles.

When you got to the bargaining table, was the fact that Ameriea
did have an ABM system or was putting one of any value to you in
your negotiations with the Russians?

Ambassador Smrra. Governor, I think clearly the prospect of a
large-seale American ABM program was something that motivated
the Soviets to come to the negotiating table and agree to a very low-
level limitation on ABM’s,

I don’t think there is doubt about that.

Mr. Twowmson. Then it did contribute to the snecess of the SALT
talks so far s defensive weapons are concerned ?

Ambassador Syrrre. T think it was central to it becanse, absent that,
if there was no prospect of the United States building an ABM, or
of the Soviets bunilding an ABM, there would not have been mueh pres
sure on either side to negotiate a treaty.

CONCEPT OF A “pamcarwizg crir”

Mr. Troasox. This talk of bargaining chips is a subject raised since
you were suceessful there. Youn did have bargaining chips to negotiate
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with the Russians. What is your necessity to have bargaiming chips
in the second stage of talks such as Trident, maybe the B-1, for our
security ¥

Is that going to be an important factor in the second round?

Ambassador Sarm. Speaking personally, I have never been very
happy with this concept of a “bargaining chip.” Both major powers
come to this type of negotiation because they think it is in their na-
tional security interest. I believe we ought to go ahead with whatever
strategic arms programs we think are necessary for our security, and
from that process there will be plenty of motivation for us and the
Soviets to reach an additional strategic arms agreement.

I don’t think one should start strategic arms programs just for the
purpose of having a bargaining chip.

Mr. Tromsox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Roaens. First, my own view on the question you asked is
the same as Ambassador Smith's, but 1 want to state it more
categorically.

I don’t think we would have had an ABM treaty if we had not had
an ABM program.

HRARGAINING CHIP" TERM DISPARAGED

Secondly, I don't like the words “bargaining chip.” It sounds like
a poker game. It is too serions for that. I think if the Soviet Union
had any idea now that we were not going to l}l'"‘i'!.'l.l to build what we
ghould build by way of offensive weapons their incentives for bargain-
ing in the future in a way that would be likely to produce a more

comprehensive agreement in our national interest would be greatly
lessened,

[ agree with Ambassador Smith we shouldn’t do it just for bargain-
ing purposes, but we should recognize in fact and reality that one
of the ways we are going to be successful in phase 2 of the SALT talks
is to have a strong national defense capability and we should proceed
in a way our people think is best for our national interests.

Those in Congress will have to carefully consider those recom-
mendations with the full realization that first they are important to
the national defense and, secondly, they will increase the possibility
of successful SALT talks in phase 2.

PRAISE FOR THE SALT NEGOTIATING TEAM

Mr. Tuomsoxn. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Before I conclude, T want to join the others in thanking Ambas-
sador Smith for what T think is an unprecedented effort to keep the
Congress informed on the developments in the negotiations he so ably
conducted.

Secretary Rocers. May T just make a point on that note to express
my appreciation not only for Ambassador Smith’s work that has been
commented on here so properly, but also for the other members of
the negotiation team: Paul Nitze, General Allison, Dr. Brown, Jeft
Parsons, Phil Farley, all of whom did yeoman’s work; Ray Garthoff
from State, who is executive secretary of the negotiating team.

I don’t think the United States has ever been more ably represented
and I think the result of that work speak for themselves.
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Mr. Zasrockr. Mr. Wolff ¢
Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

A MEMORANDUM ON SALT?

Ambassador Smith, did your office cirenlate any memoranda on a
limited basis or brief the Armed Services Committee that set certain
minimum requirements that the security of the United States has
been compromised by the agreement that has been set up?

Ambassador Sarri. 1T don’t know the docnment vou are referring
to and I don't know of anvy aspects of the SALT agreements that
would compromise the capabilities that we need to have,

Can von identify this docoment ?

Mr. Worrr. Well, as I understand it, there was either a doctment
or discussion with the Armed Services Committee that there were
certain minimum requirements you believed should be observed. Some
of these were not present in the final agreements that were made.

\mbassador Sacrrin, I will have to check into it.

We have not discussed this sort of problem with the Armed Services
Committee, to my recollection. You are speaking of the Senate Armed
services Committes ?

Mr. Worrr, No.

\mbassador Sxrrin. I don't believe 1 ever appeared before the House
committee,

INTERFRETATION OF THE AGREEMENTS

Mr. Worrr. That is why I asked if there was n memorandum,

[t e proceed.

On the agreements that have been reached, My, ."4+~.-.-|l;|.r-_1._ I have
noted there have been a number of obiections that have been fled or
specinl interpretations that we have made : now. so far interpretations
vare from those of the Soviet interpretations,

IT there is any question of interpretation, who will be the juelgro
of the final interpretation f

Secretary Roarna, T don’t believe thore were any objections filed.
There are, as we stated here, understandings, some verbal agreements
and also some unilatera] statements.

Now, if there are questions which arise about interpretations or
about compliance, they will be considered by this consultative com-
mittes and, in the final analysis, if the arguments cannot be resol ved,
then each nation, of course, has the right to take whatever action it
thinks necessary.

AN ATTACEK FROM CITINA

Mr. Worrr. One of the arguments given originally for the deploy
ment of the ABM system was that it woulid protect us from an attack
h_'l.' the |"l:'|r|r|l":~ ]{4'[|tllr]i|' of China.

They are not signatories to this agreement. Are there any moves
afoot to bring them into this agreement in any way {

Secretary Rocens. No, I don't think there are. Mr. Woldl.

Mr. Worrr. Then the fact still does remain, however, that there is a
vulnerability which has been stated as the reason for the deployment
of the ABM's before, to a Chinese attack.




Ambassador Sarrin. Yes, sir; there is a vulnerability. I think that
the issue was whether it would be better to go ahend with a system to
protect against that risk or to go for an agreement with the Soviet
Union that would hold their ABM: down to a very low level.

The choice was perfectly clear—the security of the United States
would be much inereased by an agreement prohibiting a nationwide
Soviet system rather than trying to protect agninst a Chinese attack.

As a postscript, in the light of developments in Chinese-American
relations, hopefully the risk of that sort of attack is or will be reduced.

BOVIETS AXND A FIRSET BTRIKE

Mr. Worrr. Is there anything in the present agreements that wonld
prevent the Soviets from developing a first-strike ecapability in the
S-year period of their application?

Ambassador Syrra. There is nothing in this agreement that would
prevent the Soviets from improving the aceuracy of their missiles or
of MIRVing their missiles, To the extent that looks like developing
a first-strike capability, the answer is “No,”

But the fact that the Soviets have agread to, in effect, leave their
industry and population defenseless to a retaliatory attack by the
[Tnited States strikes me as being the best evidence that they do not
have any intention to go for any first strike.

That 18, to my mind, one of the most significant aspects of this pair
"Ir 1'1’:"["["“”"]1'."\-,

CHINA AND NUCLEAR ARMS LIMITATION

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Secretary, in view of the answer to the question
before to Ambassador Smith, relative to the vulnerability from a
Chinese attack at some time or other, why has there not been moves
made to bring the Chinese into this type of pact

Secrctary Hoaens, T think there are obvious lilaliti:':ll IeASONS \l'}l:}' it
would be difficult at this stage.

I don't want to leave the irn]nl-q-s.n'-i1:||—\\'!|¢r|| we talk of ‘I.'llhlul':!hizrlll‘."
we think of it in absolute terms, for the reason that we think that the
ADBM Treaty provides a very important mutual deterrent as far as the
Soviet [Tnion and the TUnited States are concerned.

l'u:".tu']nl:.' our tremendous lead in offensive missiles in'tl'n"uil'ﬁ nn
even stronger deterrent as far as the People’s Republic of China is
concerned.

Do I make myself clear?

Mr. Worrr. Well, you make I'l.'HlII‘.ﬁ'i"HI clear, but 1T don’t see any
reason since the great success vou have had with the Soviets, why
initinl gteps are not taken to reach some sort of bilateral agreements
with the I]‘;-np]p'.u; Republic of China to bring them into the agree-
ments yoi have, unless we are |ﬁH 'lli;_': one side 11}_f:lili.-=1 the other.

Secretary Rocers. No: we are not doing that, We have improved
our relations with the People’s Republic of China, We have a tre-
mendons lead in nuelear capability. We want to proceed in an orderly
way to improve our relations with the People's Republic of China.

At the moment, we haven't thought it proper to enter into this kind
of discussion for the reasons I mentioned.
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Ambassador Syara, I think you know, Mr. Woldl, it has been made
clear by the People's Republic of China that, with respect to the arms
diseussions taking place in Geneva under the U.N, aegis—they have
not indicated they wanted to participate.

I think the primary obstacle to engaging the People’s Republic of
China in an arms negotiation is the great differential between their
forces and ours and the Soviets,

It is almost impossible for me to conceive of the Chinese People’s
Republic agreeing to, let'’s say, a freeze which would have them here
and the other two powers there.

That is just a fact of life.

Mr. Worrr. On the last day of the negotiation, as T understand it.
we gave the Soviets some 20 additional submarines; is that true !

Ambassador Sarrn, No, that is not true.

[ think the question was whether or not the G-class boats. which
are diesel-powered, not first-line strategic submarines, should be in-
cluded in the permitted total, The final agreement was that only if
modern missiles were deployed in these Gi-class boats, would their
missiles launchers be counted.

The others are outside of the agreement.

Mr. Worrr. Is that the agreement—

Mr. Zaerockr., Your time has expired.

PRAISE FOR AMBABSADOR SMITH

Mr. FrxorLey. Mr. Secretary and Mr. Ambassador, T want to join
in the applause you have been so deservedly accorded.

In the case of Ambassador Smith, the applause for your leadership
has been so universal I am sure many others like myself are distressed
to read the report that you spent so many nights in hotels that you
may not wish to continue.

I hope in your visits to Helsinki and Vienna you have found ae-
commodations which, if secured, might cause you to reconsider?

Can you give us some assurance that you are reconsidering ?

Ambassador Sarra. I suppose things like this are always open to
reconsideration.

Mr. Frvprey. I know we all hope vou will find accommodations
that will allow vou to continue.

I would like to support any provision for accommodations that
would canse you to reconsider., Seriously, I am sure the burden has
been great but I hope you can continue,

CONBULTATIONE WITH NATO ALLIES

Mr. Secretary, the negotiations over SALT involved the wvital
interests of our very close allies in NATO as well as our own, and
that of the Soviet Union. Can you and/or Mr. Smith give us a report
on the extent to which our NATO allies were kept informed and
consulted about the agreements ?

Secretary Rocers. I will have Ambassador Smith give a full ac-
counting on that. I think T can say, because I went to the NATO
meetings immediately after these agreements were signed, they were
received with tremendous enthusiasm and every nation expressed its
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appreciation: every nation in the alliance expressed appreciation for
the consultations we undertook with them on a consistent basis and
even on the eve of the agreements themselves I met with all the NATO
ambassadors in Moscow to brief them.

Ambassador Smith met with them I don’t know how many times, I
don’t believe the process could have worked any more satisfactorily
than they did.

Mr. Fixprey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Zanrock:. Mr. Bingham ¢

Mr, Bixauas, Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I, too, would like to say that I think Ambassador Smith and his
team have done a fine job in these negotiations and have shown great
patience and restraint. It has been most gratifying to be kept in-
formed as we have been of the progress of the negotiations,

URGES MORE ACDA PURLIC AFFAIRE ACTIVITY

By way of comment and not particularly by way of question, T
would like to say I still feel, Ambassador Smith, and maybe the
Secretary is not familiar with this, that some of us have felt very
dissatisfied with the job your agency has done in publicizing your
own activities and in promoting the understanding of these activities
in this conntry,

Mr. Culver and I have pursued this in past meetings. We think
that your modesty is commendable but that this is an area where the
public and high school kids, college kids, and others, should be much
better informed than they are and we feel yonr programs show a lack
of ageressiveness in this area,

[ think the Defense Department overdoes this to an extraordinary
degree but I think youn could take a bit of a leaf out of their book.

ABM AB BARGAINING CHIP

Passing to other points mentioned, on the matter of bargaining chips,
18 it not so, as far as the Interim Agreement that we are talking about
15 coneerned, that we succeeded in getting that agreement although we
had no program for expanding our offensive capabilities ?

Was anything discussed or considered at t.]qu time that might be
taken ns a bargaining chip that we were surrendering when we got this
agreement |

Ambasador Surrn. That is correct, we did not have any ongoing
Inuncher programs that would correspond to the Soviet programs that
are limited by the Interim Agreement,

I think, starting in 1970, the Soviets wanted very much to have the
first ngreement limited just to an ABM treaty, and we insisted that
there had to be certain measures in the offensive field to accompany
such a first treaty,

I wonld say the Soviet interest in getting ABM’s under control led
them to conclude that they should respond to our wish to have measures
in the offensive field, even though they affect just one side.

82-108—=T2 sl
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N0 U5 PROGRAME IN OFFENEIVE AREA

Mr. Bixenasm. When you say “they affect just one side™ I know
that statement was mentioned twice in the Secretary’s statement—
just what do you mean by that ?

Do you mean it in the sense that we didn’t have any intention to go
beyond that ¥

Surely we are limited under the agreement to existing ICBMs and
so forth.

Secretary Rocers. Due to the fact this is a 5-vear agreement and we
had no programs that were contemplated at that point which we could
have put into effect during that period of time, that is what we had in
mind.

Ambassador Surra. As a footnote, I think you are quite right, that
is an oversimplification; the agreement would prevent the United
States from starting up a new program.

We have no such intention, but that would be the effect of the applica-
tion to us.

Secretary Rocers. It would be difficult for us to get such a program
under way so quickly, so we are limited in that sense.

But, we didn’t have anything on the drawing board that was inter-
ferred with by this offensive weapons agreement.

THE ABM SYSTEM FOR WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Brxeras. On the matter of the ABM’s for Washington. am I not
correct that there was no plan to have such a svstem, at least under
the Safeguard proposals?

Ambassador Smrra. I think under the Safeguard program a Wash-
ington defense site was included.

The Congress did not show a great deal of appreciation for that
part of the Safeguard program and some parts of the Congress didn't
show great appreciation for other parts.

But right from the start a Washington site was projected.

Mr. Brxeaaym. Would you agree with Mr. Fraser’s characterization
of the Moscow ABM system as now constituted, that it is highly
vulnerable ?

Ambassador Syrra. T am not an expert on strategic targeting, but
I think that is the conventional wisdom on the Moscow system; it is
not a very hard system.

THE NTT AS A MATTER OF HIGH FPRIORITY

Mr. Bixcimaym. Mr. Secretary, I think vou said in answer to the
chairman’s questions, you did consider pressing of further ratifications
of the nonproliferation treaty as a matter of high priority.

Can you tell us what the Department is doing? Can you tell us
with reference to France; you have spoken about China, apparently
nothing is being done there, but what about France and the other
countries?

Secretary Rocers. We do as much as we can to encourage ratification.

Mr. BrxgaaM. Does your answer mean the Department is doing
nothing in this area{
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Secretary Rocers. No; it means we are doing all we can.

We have discussions, we urge others to sign and ratify, we exhort
them.

We don’t like to refer to it publicly all the time; it is counter-
productive,

Mr. Bixuizas, How is it counterproductive !

Secretary Roaens. Other nations say that is their decision. They are
sovercign nations and will make their decisions. They don’t want the
United States to put pressure on them.

Mr. Bivamam, Counld we have, for the record, statements which
have been made in this regard ¥

Secretary Rouers. I wouldn't want it to become known for the
renson 1 mentioned, I think it is quite unwise. But, in all instances,
we have discussed this from time to time with the nations coneerned.

I certainly don’t want to have it a matter of record.

Mr. Bixauas. Could we have it on a classified basis?

Secretary Rocers. 1T will be glad to talk to you about it.

UNA REPORT ON NI'T

( Subsequently, the following information on U.S. diplomatic activ-
ities in support of the nonproliferation treaty was supplied by the
Department of State.)

.8, INPLoMATIO ACTIVITIES IN RUPronTt oF THE NPT

The 1.8, Government considers the Noclear Non-Proliferation Treaty a major
arms control measure which will significantly ass=ist in the maintenance of peace
amd secarity. In order to ensare the widest possible participation in the Treaty,
the US hag repeatedly urged other countries to slgn and ratify the NPT

This effort was begun in the spring of 1968 On July 1 of that year the NPT
wina opensd for signatuore in the three depository capitale : Washington, Moscow
and London, At that time we made approaches on belinlf of the NI¥P in almost
all eountries with which we had diplomatic relntions.

A total of 97 countries glgned the treaty before it come into effect on March 5,
1070, Binee then, 72 countries have ratified and become parties to the treaty.
A list of countries that have slgned and those that have ratifed the NPT is
attached.

For the past two years we have repeatedly made diplomatic representations
In support of the NI, not only In conntries that signed but have not yet mtifed
the NET, but also in countries that bhave taken no action whatever wiih respect
bo the treaty. In 1971 we made demarches in some 30 countries. 80 far this year
our embissies have made formal approaches on this subject in some 35 countries,
in several eases on more than one oeension.

BIONATORIER TO THEATY ON THE NON-FROLIFERATTON ON NUWCLEAR WEAIMONS OPENED FOR
HIGNATURE AT WASIHINGTON, LONDON, AND MOBDOW ON JULY 1, 1044

(Blgnature at Washington on July 1, 1965, unless otherwize indieated, States
which have deposited thelr instroments of ratlifleatlon, aceession or successlon
are talleized; and the first date of deposit i2 indieated in parenthesis )?

Afghaniataon—( Feb, 4, 1970) Hurawndi—{ Mar. 119, 1971) (M) "
Austrinlla—Peb. 27, 1970 Camaraomm—July 17, 1008 (Jan. 8 1040)
Lt pda—(June 27, 1060 ) Canada—July 223, 1948 (Jan, 8, 1140)
Barbados Central African Repulblie—( Ol
Belglum-—August 20, 1948 1970)
Ralivia—i{ Moy 20, 1970) Ceylon
Mol meana—{ Apr. 285, 11400 (L))" Chad—Mareh 10, 1071
Rudgario— { Bept, 5§, 10440 ) China, Republio of—{Jan. 27, 1070)

1 The Unibed Btates has not neeepted opotlfieatlon of the slgnatare, nor of the deposit of

rutifleation Instroment, in Moscow, of the “German Democrntie Republle™,
" Hea footnote on p. 324
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Colombia

Conga | Kinshase ) —July 22, 1968 { Aug.
4. 1970)

Coslo Rice—(Mar. 3, 1970)

Cyprus { Felo, 10, 19700
ehoglovakio—{ July 22, 1905)

Denmark— (Jan. I, 1965 )
Dominican Roepublic—i July '..’I
Eowador—July 9, 1968 { Mar.
Egypt (M.L.)
Eil Salvador—{ July 11. 1%
Ethiopia—September 3,
1550y
Finlapnd—{ Feb, 5, 105
Gambin—Seplember 20
Germany, Federal Rep.
28 190
Ghana—( Mar 5,
(ireeee—( Mar,
fiwalemala
1070
Haiti—{June 2
Haly Bee—( Fel
Honduras
Houngary

1971 )
» 14WGE )

L |
M8 (Feh 5,

19468
of —XNovember

10500
11, 1870)
July 26, 1968 |(Bepl. 22
19700
=5, 1971)
(May 27, 1060)
Teeland—{ July 18, 1(4E0)
ITndonesia—March 2, 1970
Tran—i Feh, 2, r'-:m
Trag—{ M) © (Owt, 290, 1560 )
Treland—( July '|._'|!Il-h|
Italy—Jan. 28, 1966
Ivory Const
Jamaica—April 14, 19080 {Mar, G5,
Jajmn—February 4, 1970
dardan—July 10, 1965 | Feb. 11, 1970)
Kenga—i{ June 11, 1070) (M) ®
Khmer Republie—( June 2, 1072)
Korea, Republie of
Kuwnalt—Angust 15, 1088
Laos—{ Fel, 20, 1970)
Lehanon—( July 15, 1970)
Lesotho—JIuly 6, 1968 (AMay 20
Tidberia—i{ Mar. 5. 1550}
Libya—July 18, 1948
Luxembonrg—August 14, 1948
Malagasy Republio—Angust 22,
(Ot B 1070)
Malaysia—{ Mar. 5

(M)*

1970)

1070

1iWis
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THE XOX-PROLIFERATION OX NUCLEAR WEAFPONS OFENED
FOR BIGNATURE AT WASHINGTON, LONDOX, ANXD MOSOOW 0N JUL 1,

1968 —Continued

Meldive Islands—September 11, 1968
(Apr. 7, 1t
MNali—July 14, 1968 { Feb. 10, 1970)
Malla—April 17, 1960 | Feb. 6, 1070)
Mawrifiu
MNerien 3 1% 'h-‘i i I.ll'l 21, 1949
Maomgalia (M) pl oy 14, 196GD (M) "
M oo D, 16, 1970)
Nepal—{ Jan. 5, 1070)
Netheri August M
New Bealand—i 5 8l ]:I,
Nicaragua
Nigeria—{ Bopt. 27, 1068 )
Noricay .}1lr.--.]- M
P mn
Paraguway— | Feb. 4
Peru—(Mar.
hilippines
Podand —i June 12, 1965
Revmmia Febh. 4, 1970)
Han Marino—{ Bept. 10, 1970)
Bemnegal—i Dee. 17, 1070)
Bingunpore—February 5, 1970
Democratic Republic
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Tunisia—i Feb, 2 70
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§nibed Kingdom 1\-;-, 27, 1R )
I'mited States—{Mar, G, I‘.MIH
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IHI.H (M) "
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Secretary Rocers. T am familiar in a general way but T have not
read it.

Mr. Bixauas. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Zaprookr Mr. Steele

Mr. SteELE. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

NEGOTIATING PRIORITIES IN BALT 11

Mr. Secretary, and Mr. Ambassador, I want to add my recognition
and I‘IIII'I;_fI':IfIIrIIIin!'-i for tho 1II|7.-!'ll.r|l,|_E|||,4_F ji_lll you have done in ]!{":._"Uli!'
ating this agreement. 1 am particularly interested in your statement,
Mr. Secretary, that the United States and U.S.8.R. will seek addi-
tional limitations which are referred to as phase 2 of SALT.

Precisely in which areas are we going to place priorities in phase
2; what are we looking to conclude negotiations on in phase 2, and
when are those negotiations likely to get under way?

Secretary Rooirs, We discussed the last point. before you eame into
the room. We hope they will get under way in October and ve ry mueh
hope the Congress will act before the recess so that we can get started
in October,

I think as a practical matter what we are looking for in phase 2
are agreements that can be worked out in the offensive field that arve
mutually aceeptable,

We are not sure what they are, but it is the whole range of offensive
weapons that will be under consideration.

MIRVING SOVIET MISRILES

Mr. SregLe One of the major criticisms of the agreement has been
that it allows the Soviets to MIRV their missiles and the fact that
although multiwarhead missile technology in the Soviet TTnion is not
08 advanced as ours at the present timoe, they may well be able to move
up on us I:'Jl]bi1|1:l.' in this area, whore woe are |-||r-r-.;-”|]_.|- ,.;|||....-h|||r'|;|||_-,-
ahead,

How do you answer that question ? It seoms you began to answer it
when you talked about the essence of this agreement being the lack
of defensive systems, which indieates n lnck of intorest in roing for o
first-strike capability,

Nonetheless, this continues to bother certain people and I wonder
how you would answer that

Hi'l'l'l‘llll‘j Roarrs, As you state the ql:i-n!iun, I am sure it wis not
intentional, but you make it sound as though the Soviet Union could
MIRY their missiles and we can’t,

We are permitted to go hend and we have a congiderable lead in this
pspect. We feel quite confident wa will eontinue to have a lead,

Mr. Stere. The number of missiles are limited but MIRVing is not,
is that not correct

Secrotary Rogens. Yes, but MIRVing is not limited for us, and this
is the field where we are ahead,

Mr. Sterre, We have provided the Soviets with more numbers of
missiles in this agreement. ]
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BOVIET MISSILE NUMBERE FROZEN RBY FPACT

Ambassador Syrru. 1 would like to say, Mr. Steele, we have not
provided through this agreement that the Soviets will have more
missiles,

This is a fact of life that existed on the 26th of May when the agree-
ments were signed, T think it should be made perfectly clear that we
have not, by agrreement, set a definitive limitation on the number of
Soviet missiles,

We agreed to a freeze, that they could not build more. At the time,
they had more launchers than the United States in the TCBM field.

If they wanted to reduce that margin in the ICBM field, they could
modernize their forces by building more SLEM'. In the MIRYV field,
we tried to get agreement there but were not successful.

We sought the frecze arrangement in order to continue negotiations
on the offensive side. As I told Mr. Fraser, we have not received any
definite gnidanee as to what we will be going for, but perhaps we can
get further restraints, possibly including MIRV's.

In the meantime, even if this agreement went to its full term, 5
years, which I hope it will not, T hope it will be supplanted by a treaty
long before that. Tt is my belief the Soviets, not yet having tested a
MIRYV, are going to be far from MIRVing their entire force by the
end of the 5 years, and we will retain an advantage in that vespeet dur-
ing the whole period of 5 years.

Mr. SterLe. We are betting our assessment is right. If it is not right,
it could be a problem, could it not ?

IMPORTANCE OF SOVIET MIRV'S

Secretary Rogers. It conld be a problem. T think basically no matter
how many MIRV’s the Soviets have, the American total deterrent is
going to remain integral and firm.

The Soviet MIRV's are important from the point of view of Min-
uteman vulnerability. They are not important from the point of view
of submarine survival eapahility.

No matter how many submarines they have, the American Poseidon,
with Minuteman and our tremendons advantage in manned bombers
will together preserve the integrity of our deterrent.

Mr. Steere. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.,

Mr. Zanrockr. Mr, Culver.

NEED FOR TPURLIC INFORMATION ON ARME CONTROL

Mr. Conver. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Smith, I also wiuld like to join in the tributes paid to you this
morning for your most dedicated work in this area and also fo com-
mend vou and vour able staff on these painstaking and protracted ne-
gotiations and their ultimate fruition in these agreements being recom-
mended to the Congress,

[ don’t think you will have any dificulty reealling on March 9 be-
fore this committee we had a gather spirited exchange concerning the
adequacy as viewed by some of us on this eommittee and the effective-
ness of the public relations program of your agency.

I think Mr. Bingham indicated the concern we have essentially is
that the American public be afforded the opportunity to be edu-




cated in this field in some comparable way with the type of informa-
tion they have been exposed to in the entire pestwar period from the
defense establishment of our national government.

I know you provided information for the record.

I was a little concerned when I was in Europe following our disens-
sions on this subject. I had the opportunity to meet your most eharm-
ing daughter, She approached me in a hotel in Brussels. She said,
“You are Congressman Culver, aren’t you 7

I said, “Yes,” and 1 was rather startled, not being a common honse-
hold word in this country, that she recogmized me there or anywhere
else,

She came up and said that she had attended one March hearing and
wasn't used to having her father talked to in that fashion. 1 felt par-
ticularly badly that after several years of tough negotiating with the
Soviet Union, she should feel my remarks with you on that oceasion
merited that distinetion.

Secretary Rocers. 1 wish you could meet my daughter. [Laughter, |

STUDIES ON NUCLEAR ATTACK CONSEQUENCES

Mr. Curver, One question by way of followup on the adequacy and,
indeed, the availability of reports or studiez done on the subject of
tryving to scientifically assess the political, the ecological, and social
train of events which might plausibly follow from the detonation of
just one megaton bomb in just one modern ¢ity in this country or in
the world.

It seems we have relatively relinble estimates of what might ensue
in the first few hours in terms of physical destruction and mega-
deaths, but there is nothing, T understand, available on the social and
economie disintegration.

At this point, ignorance and unsupported specunlation seems to de-
scend on all of us. It seems to me, in view of the fact that nuclear
power has been with us some three decades, that it is an appropriate
time for your ageney to try to help educate the American people and,
indeed the world, on this most vital subjeet and perhaps 1t would be
appropriate if studies were initiated into the kind of degree of society
left if the bombs did go off.

I think this would serve to enforee the vital and eritical importance
of the work involved. Here, I would be interested to know if yon have
that kind of information or have given any kind of attention to that
ared.

DIFFICTULTY WITH BARGAINING CHIDPS

I also share the diflicnlty that you have already heard expressed this
morning by Mr. Bingham and others on bargaining ehips.

What appears to be the basic inconsistency in the proposed SALT
agreements and in the 1973 Defense budgets? 1 know you have been
asked that but T am still uneasy about the answers the committee has
been provided with.

The real iszne is how ean we justify the arms limitation agreements
and at the same time asking Congress for greater and more weapons
systems. It seems vou say one thing in favor of the arms accord and
then turn around and say quite the opposite for more weapons systems,
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How do you now come before the Congress and ask for more weapons
programs, not before but after the Moscow agreements which was
supposed to be won from a bargaining chip strategy, although the
Russians by your own agreements have the momentum on their side
b years hence minus the SALT agreements?

I noted in response to your answer to Mr. Bingham's 1|1|1~;;Tir>1| Yol
talked about the ABM being a bargaining chip of sorts against their
superior missile capabilities and so on. I am troubled by the nuances
of this kind of exchange, frankly.

I start with a more fundamental assumption that the name of the
game 1s a creditable deterrent capability and that we assess the strength
and eredibility of that on the basis of our capacity to withstand the
first strike and still 4'!I1ill'l.' the x"il]lill“it_'i' to inflict even greater death
and destruction on any adversary who would be so foolish or unwise
cither by design or accident to launch an attack on us.

OVERKILL, AND DEPFLOYMENT OF XEW SYSTEMS

It seems to me that is the conventional consideration. the funda-
mental one, and T am a little troubled at what I sense is a very basic
inconsistency here if we have, as most of us are led to believe through
our briefings, fortunately, a degree of overkill, the eapacity to inflict
many times over this kind of deterrent conse quence on any kind of
enemy in the world.

Why, then, are we talking about the acceleration in all these new
systems at these stagpering coste as needed to maintain this edge?

I was concerned when Mr. Rogers talked, in response to Mr. Fraser's
question, about sufficiency and equivalency. T don't think those two
terms 1in the eontext uf nurelar arms I-].I""IJHL-EHH‘-G ‘.'!IHl]ll| b confused
or be i11Tl'T'TII1'1‘1~|| to mean the same thing.

Sufficiency is the key, not equivalency, whether we are talking about
o quantitative or qualitative superiority. Yon mentioned voursel{
you were persuaded the 17.5.5.R. was not going for a first-strike capa-
hility. In fairness, T will let you elaborate on that, but I thought |l
was the case,

Mr. Rogers said the rest of the world has to look and zee whether
instability will be ereated if they feel the Soviet Union is developing
this superior margin.

Well, the Soviet U'nion ecould not be more sophisticated in their in
telligence on our true capability.

(H1s

EMITH TO BRIFF ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

I was also concerned when you said vou never appeared before the
House Armed Services Committee : is that correct

Ambassador Syrra, T believe that is correct,

Mr, Corver. It is also disturbing if we are going to try to have this
correlation which T think we must have in our efforts for a meaningful
reduction in the arms race and have a meaningful regulation to the
Defense budget.

Ambassador Syrra. T understand I have an invitation to appear
next week,

Mr. Corver. T hope so. T would suggest to the committee it be
extended if you don’t have it.
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Could we talk about this bargaining chip business? I have rambled
on toeo much, but maybe there is something there you could respond to.
Secretary Roeers. I am not sure I can add to what I said.

NEEDS FOR EFFECTIVE STRATEGIC POSTURE

Ambassador Smrrm. As T answered Governor Thomson, Mr. Culver,
I don't like the term “bargaining chip.” I don’t think I have used it.
I think we have sufficient forces in being and in prospect to do two
things:

One, to be sure that there is an adequate capability for retaliatory
action after a first strike; and the other to be capable of such action
in the eyes of our allies and third countries around the world. There
are two functions—military and psychelogical.

I think the questions with regard to new systems relate to the fact
this is a dynamie sitnation.

We today have survivable forces, and T think as a result of the ABM
Treaty they are going to have greater penetration capability than
would have been the caze lad the Soviets deployed a large ABM
system.

That represents an extraordinary increase in our security. The pene-
tration problem is largely gone. The question is survivability, and we
have that now in onr forces, Will we have it in the 1980%s!

We are not talking about developing forces like Trident for opera-
tion in the 1970%s. We have to prepare for the longer range future, and
[ understand that is the purpose of these new programs.

PRESIDENT'S ESTIMATES OF SOVIET FORCES

Mr. Curver, In his press conference in late June, President Nixon
said, had the Moscow agreements not been reached he was prepared
to ask Congress for a $15 billion, I believe, crash program for nuclear
strategic weapons,

Such an inerease would have pushed the 1973 defense budget over
£100 hillion, in that neighborhood. The reason the President gave for
this startling fizure was that had there been no arms agreements the
Soviets ealled for an increase in their ABM's of 1,000 over the next
few years and the arms agreements limit them to 200 as it does us.

Had there been no arms control agreements—this ig, the most impor-
tant part—in terms of strategic weapons, the Soviet Union—that has
not passed us—they would have built 1,000 more over the next 5 years.

Where did the President get his figures, 1,000 ABM interceptors, over
90 subs, 1.000 more offensive missiles ?

Were these figures backed up by intelligence and so forth §

Ambassador Sarra. 1 understand that on the offensive side these
were strnight extrapolations of past Soviet building rates and ave well
within the Soviet capabilities,

I think on the ABM side this was derived from intelligence estimates
of the past.

Mr. Curver. Can you tell us what was the national intelligence esti-
mate for the next 5 years, for these three systems for the Soviet Union?

Ambassador Sarra. Not in open session ; no, sir.

Mr. Zasrockr. We will have an executive session.
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Mr. Curven. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr., Zanvockr. Mr. Whalen ?

THE WASHINGTONX ABM SITE

Mr, Wrarex. Mr. Secretary, T would like to pursue further this
question of the Washington A BM site.

It seems to me the agreement reached in Moscow was designed to ac-
commodate two varving concepts of the utilization of ABM svstems,
The administration already rejected one of these concepts, and I quote
in part from President Nixon's statem nt made on March 14, 1969,
It Bays:

The heaviest dofonse gystem we considered, one deslgned to protect onr mabor
cities, #till could not prevent a catastrophie level of 1.8 casnalties from a de
libernte Soviet attack,

In discussing the ABM sites, has the [7.S. changed its views?

Secretary Rooers. No.,

Mr. Waarex. If a population-protection svstem 18 deemed ineffec-
tive, it is difficult for me to see why the Washington site is proposed.
Certainly, I think there is no objection to including this in a treaty if
the Soviets want to use this concept, But T don't think it is necessary
that we fro nhead if, indeed. we find a T-n||||l.'r.":un-E.ruh-.-ﬁun system
ineffective, ns the President stated in Mareh of 1969

Secretary Rocers. What the President said at that time was that it
waonld not be totally effoctive. But we think as we did then that the NCOA
wonld be effective in the event of an acecidental launch or certainly

wonld be effective in detecting a major launch because it wonld rive
ns more radar |';t!u|'|'rili1‘_'l.'.

NCA OFFENEE NOT TO SAVE MPULATION

Mr. Winarex. You mention this on page 21 of vour statement. Tet's
talk first of the detection,

Don't we have adequate detection deviees, devices w hich. indead,
can detect a missile lnunch almost from the time the launch is made?

It seems to me this rationale would be redundant

Ambassador Syrrn. Mr. Whalen, if T mav g0 back to vour other
question, the President in 1969 was talking about a general defense of
the TTnited States and concluding that it was not possible to protect
the 1'-=1[=I||:Il ion of the TTnited States,

The NCA defense that we are talking about here is not aimed at
defending the poonlation of Washineton,

Mr. Waarex, Tt is aimed at defending peaple, not just the Pentagon

FROTECTION AGAINST UNAUTHORIZED LATUNCH

Ambas=ador Syrri. No: it is aimed at protecting the command and
control system for a short period, to permit prudent decisions to be
made if an attack is the result of an unaunthorized launch of a few
missiles,

If Washington is destroved, a decision might be made to oo to
general nuclear war, which would be a catastrophe. The purpose
of this system is to buy a short amount of time during which the com-
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mand and control system could work to make the proper decisions and
prass them on from the President.

_Mr. Waarex, We are talking first about detection: we say detee-
tion can be made without installing this system around Washington.

Ambassador Syrrin. This is the second part of your quest ion. We
have good eapabilities for early warning. This H'l.':ll"llill'_[' would be an
additional bonus from the system; it is not the prime justification for
it.

Mr. Waarex. I suppose it is redundant. The accidental launch,
then, Mr, Ambassador, obviously you conclude that 1t would be aimed
at the command and control post in Washington !

Ambassador Sarri, An unauthorized lsunch, rather than an acei-
dent.

Mr. Waarex. Don't we now have contingency plans whereby this
command and control could be established elsewhere ? .

Ambassador Sayrri. There arve other ways of approaching it: yes.
But, it seems to me that on a central problem like this we should have
more than one approach. You may not think highly of redundaney,
but as you know, in this type of work, redundaney is an essential part
of the system.

WABIINGION WIFED OUT IN ALL-OUT ATTACK

Mr. Wiares, Going back to the President’s 1960 statement, it
geems to me if an all-out attack were launched we would be wiped out
with or without an A BM system around Washington ¥

Ambassador Sarrriz, 1 think if an all-out attack were made on Wash-

ington, it would be wiped out ; yes, sir.

Mr. WaaLex, You are talking about two or three missiles—in the
avent of an unauthorized launch. I don’t know what “ynanthorized™
means; I presume it 15 authorized some place for some purpose,

Can you foresee that, if Russia decided they want to knock us out,
they would launch just three or four ICBM’s?

Ambagsador Surri. I can think of other scenarios,

PFEOTI .]-;",.', REACTION TO ABM BITES

Mr, Wiares, Lot me ask a practical question. When the Sentinel
system was under consideration, you may recall there was a great
deal of concern expressed by the people in Seattle, Chicago, and
Boston about sites proposed in those communities. Ag a matter of
fact, if the administration continued with that system, it is doubt-
[ul those sites would have been erected,

I think the people of the Washington area have shown their muscle
in other respects. They have knocked out the Three Sisters Bridge
and the extension of Route 66,

I wonder what would happen if the people in Washington area saw
an ABM site going up in their backyard.

Ambassador Sarrir, It seems to me likely that a system authorized
under a treaty would have better public acceptance than the Sentinel.
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ROGERS AND LATRD STATEMENTS CONTRASTED

Mr. Wiarey. Your comment on page 28, and I quote :

Taken together, the limitations on Soviet strategic offensive forces, plus the
low ABM limits on both sides are decidedly in the U.B. security interest. T.8.
strategic offensive forces are sufficlent to protect the United Btates and allied
security interests and under the Interim Agreement will remain =o,

This seems to me to contradict the reaction of Secretary Laird who
stated he couldn't support the treaty or Interim Agreement unless
we moved ahead substantially on defensive WEAPONS,

Secretary Roours, Why is that inconsistent ?

Mr. Waarex. Just reading your own language, the 7.8, strateric
offensive forces are sufficient to protect U.S. and allied security
interests,

Secretary Rooers. They are sufficient,

Mr. Waares. They are sufficient now ?

Secretary Roooes. Yes: and under the Interim Agreement we are
permitted to proceed with the offensive systems Secretary Laird re-
ferred to.

By procesding with them, they will continue to be sufficient. There
is nothing inconsistent about that.

NO ADMS: BUTFICIENCY EASIER TO DEFINE

Mr, Wrarex. T have a further interest in the treaty itself and the
Interim Agreement. Tt seoms to me that in limiting or siabilizing de-
fensive weapons, we make nuclear sufficiency or strategic sufficiency
more definable,

Let me explain it this way: When nations increase their defensive
forces—in this case the ABM—and aven though we may find that they
are not as efficient as advertised, at least T think it clouds the effective-
ness of the offensive weapons. Now that these defensive gystems are
stabilized, does it not make the definition of sufliciency more easily
determined ¢

Isn’t that the purpose, the thrust of the agreements on the defensive
weapons ?

Secretary Roerrs. To the extent in the equation you do not have to
consider defensive systems, it does make it easier to define “afficiency.”

Mr. Waarex. I have never been an advocate of the ABM. Tt can be
overwhelmed and put out of commission. Nevertheless. a military com-
mander can’t take that for granted. Therefore, he wants to push
ahead and aceelerate the inventory of his offensive WEA OIS,

NECESSITY OF B~1 BOMBER. TRIDENT BB

T wonder, in view of this fact, why is it necessary to move ahead so
rapidly with the Trident, the B-1, and other offensive weapons ?

Seeretary Rocers, T think it is important to continue to build our
offensive weapons within the limitations preseribed by the Interim
Agreement,

First, we have to make it clear we won’t become second-rate mili-
tarily, and secondly, I think it will help the prospects of the phase 2
SALT talks.

Chairman Morcax (presiding). Mr. Reid !
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MAINTAINING A ETRONG DETERRENT

Mr. Rem. I want to weleome you, Mr, Secretary, and say how much
I appreciate the thoughtfulness of your testimony. It seems your
efforts, along with those of onr President, have resulted in o very
significant advance, n very hopeful one, and I think Ambassador
Smith and his colleagues are much to be commended for their personal
skill and patience,

Mr. Seerctary, I have just one basic ;JIU'HHHH, and it is n question.

I think this has run through the testimony here this morning. Let’s
see 1f I can EJ||I'IL!~'L‘ it a little differently.

I think 1t is clear from the testimony that you and the present
administration are concerned in trying to avoid an arms race where
T:u:—cﬁﬂlh' and l-qml”l'l.' that yon not |:|1]|:.r want to break but maintain a
break in the cycle of action and reaction, as you phrased it several
times 1 your testimony.

Equally, I don’t think there is any basic disagreement, at least with
me, that we must maintain a st rong and balanced deterrent for o
long time in the future.

[ certainly see that a deterrent is deserving in this regard. I am
aware there are eritical domestic needs and budgetary restraints that
enter into this position. )

.“_'n' I|||L“~iilr|:, iven those ]H'l'-m-ls'i':-l, 12 how we can hu-'-|1 negotintions
and meet our needs at home, while maintaining o strong and bal-
anced deterrent yet insaring that we do not take actions or initintives
that would reopen or accelerate the aetion-reaction curve,

Ambassador Hommond has made the point on several occasions he
thinks some of the statements coming out of the Department of De-
fenae moay e read somewhal |iil'.'1rr':'11r|_1,' in Moscow from the intention
of the administration, and that there 1s the danger that if we o too
far in some of these other initintives, the marghals in the Soviet [Tnion
may interpret that to proceed more aggressively in certain arens.
[nadvertently, the result could be to stimulate even though we seek
to slow down or maintain a break in the cyele of action-reaction,

The question, therefore, is, have yon made some kind of judgment,
ean you grive some kind of guidance to the Coneress hore as to those
steps that perhaps the military would like to take but, nonetheless,
conld result in misinterpretation and start the evele all over again,

What would constitute an example of going too far in this area
versus an action yon think prodent and essential to future negotin
tions in our balanced deterrent st rength ¢

CONVERBATIONA WITII BOVIET LEADERS

Secretary Hoaems, 1 think if we stay within the limitations of the
agreement, we do not have that fear.

In the discussions we had with the Soviet leaders, it wns clear on
I|1'I1h Hil'l'-: that l'.:1l'||_ r:I' s 'ﬂ.'nllrli r|]'|:|'|_'|_':| 8 Wi 8w ﬁ! H |”||.'_" s Wi
didn’t exceed the limits, :

We also talked of the necessity to start phase 2 of the SALT talks
quickly. Tf we can reach an agreement, we wonld like to and they indi-
cate they would like to. T don’t think there is any danger that they
will misconstrue our efforts to have what we think is necessary for
our national defense purposes as long as the agreement is not violated.
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They were more explicit on this than we were,

Chairman Brezhney, I guess he is ealled General Seeretary Brezhnev,
told President Nixon on a couple of occasions, very vigorously, that
he was going to proceed and that he wanted us to understand that
he was going to continue to have a buildup as long as it didn’t violate
the agreement and, if we were able to reach an agreement in the second
]th'l-il."hff.r'u-' SALT talks, that would limit it further and that would bhe
fine with them.

I don’t believe there will be misunderstanding on that score at all.

Omn the first P of your quest 1on, that is, of colrse, somet Elil'l;_" (Con-
gress will consider. It has to consider our domestie needs and balance
those against the defense requirements which we think are NECessaTy.

We have not asked for anything in our defense hudgets that we
think is unnecessary or wasteful both from the standpoint of onr na-
tional defense and to the success of our nerotintions in SALT
phase 2.

Mr. Rem. Are there any specific examples vou can give as to the
kinds of things yvou mentioned to the Soviets, that we thought we must
continue to do during pendency of the phase 2 negotiations, or an
example of what the Soviets said they could continue to do absent an
agreement on phase 27

HL'I‘I'I.'L'II‘I'I.' Roaers. No, T don't recall offhand therr was any discus-

sion about specifics.
The Soviets are well aware of what we have on the drawing hoard.

RESTARTING THE ACTION-REACTION CYCLE ON ARMS

Mr. Rem. Thank you very much, Mr. Sceretary.

One final question, Ambassador Smith.

Is there anything you care to comment on on the danger of the
restarting of the action-reaction cyele?

Ambassador Syrra. Mr. Reid, I think that if the United States con
tinues to modernize its forces as the Soviet Union will continue to
modernize its forees, the action-reaction evele shonld not start up again.

I do think there is also a line at which it conld be started if. for
instance, we started an entirely new program that is technically per-
mitted by the agreement. For example, there is nothing that would not
permit us from putting a lot of launchers on surface vessols, T think that
would indicate we are increasing our forces instead of modernizing,

There is & problem of balancing between too little and too much.
between not keeping up the modernization of our forees and going tao
far in the arms drive.

I believe we are prodent enough to aveid getting into such extreme
positions,

Mr. Rem. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Moraax. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

The committee stands adjourned.

(Wherenpon, at 12:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Tharsday, July 27, 1972, The committes met on July 27,
1972, as scheduled and heard testimony on the Interim Agreement
from the Honorable Richard Helms, Director of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, which was elassified “Top Secret” and therefore is not
ncluded in the printed record of the hearings.)




AGREEMENT ON LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 2, 1972

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
Coumrrree oN Foreigy A¥rares,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 10:15 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan [{humn'muf the committee)
pmmmmw

Chairman Morcax. The committee will come to order,

This morning the committee is meeting to continue our considera-
tion of a resolution expressing congressional approval of the Interim
Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to Limitation of Strate-
gic Offensive Arms concluded last May between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

Our witneszes this morning are the Secretary of Defense, Hon.
Melvin . Laird, and Adm. Thomas H. Moorer, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and, of course, with them at the witness table are
two members of the 1.8, negotiating team at SALT, Hon. Paul H,

Nitze, who represented the Department of Defense at the talks, and
Lt. Gen. Royal B. Allison, who represented the Joint Chiefs.

Mr. Secretary, we will open the session by presenting your state-
ment, followed by the admiral’s statement, and after that we will
dirvect our questions to you individually or as a team.

You may proceed, Mr. Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN R. LAIRD, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Secretary Lamgp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and Ir:l*l|1TH*T‘- of the committee, T am pleased to be
hers hu!rt]. to continue discussions with the Congress on matters re-
lated to the ABM treaty and the Interim Agreement on offensive weap-
ons. As you know, I Imntil‘. endorse the consultative process with the
Congress which H||f-‘ lldnnnm ration has fostered. T recognize the need
fort his exc hange of views—a recognition which originated in my days
as a Member of Congress and a recognition which has been reinforced
during my tenure as Secretary of Defense.

Today, I am here to respond to your questions and to briefly ont-
line for this committee my perception of the ABM treaty and the
Interim Agreement on offensive weapons.

The specifics of the agreements and other considerations related to
them are, of course, being treated by other officials of the
administration who have appeared before the committee, such as the
Secretary of State, the Director, Arms Control and Disarmament

(48)
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Agency, and the Director of Central Intelligence. The President has
asked me to concentrate on the n-];ninn:-:hi]r of the agreements to the
defense of the United States. In doing so, I will emphasize the critical
importance of proposed U.S. strategic programs to the viability of
the agreements already reached, and the continned importance of
these programs to the follow-on negotiations which could begin this
autumn.

In my view, the national security requirements of the United States
make it urgent that: (1) the Senate ratify the ABM Treaty: (2) the
Congress approve the Interim Agreement on offensive weapons: and
(3) the House and Senate reinforce these initiatives for arms lim|ta-
tion with strong support for the President’s defense budget proposals.

SUPPORTS BALT AGREEMENTS

Az you ]C]III'-".'. the H]Hif.‘l[-lrl]]:-i i‘::|]1rt]|||-|:1 in the SALT arreements
were brought about through carefully prepared, lengthy and intensive
negotiations. We did not pursue a course dictated by wishful think-
ing, but rather a course based on the realities of the exist ing strategic
halance and the potential inherent in ongoing programs. As o result,
the agreements reflect the fruits of our successful national security
programs upon which realistic negotiations were hased.

I believe the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agereement on offensive
weapons now before the Congress move us closer to our nltimate gonl
a world system in which peace is a universal practice rather than a
hope. These agreements enable us to sustain our confidence in the ef-
fectiveness and realism of our strategic deterrent and to maintain a
position of strength—the essential foundation for anecessful negotin-
tions. T am confident that the provisions of these agreements ean be
verified by national means,

NEED FOR A STRONG DEFENSE POSTURE

In my view, the opportunities for enhanced security embodied in
the SALT agreements would be nullified and our national security
jeopardized in the long term unless there is continned strong suppor
for an adequate defense budget, The suceess of SALT and prospects
for ultimate peace depend on snstained strength. T helieve the maiorits
of the Members of Congress and the majority of all American citizons
agree on the need for a st rong defense posture,

The programs that we are recommending in the defense hndest W
before Congress will provide this streneth, The President roported
upon his return from Mozcow that Mr, Brezhney and hizs Soviet enl
leagues had made it absolutely clear that they intended to o Torward
with programs in the offensive area that are not 1 tited by these
agreements, Tt should be no surprise when T report to vou that this
i nreeisely what they are doing,

Both ns a Member of Congress and when T beeamo Secretary of
Defense, T thonght it was essentinl to apnlv the brakes to the anrushing
Soviet strateric weapons momentum, With ratification of these agree-
ments, we will have accomplished this ohijective,

As o legiglator and as a member of the exeeutive branch, T have
always felt that it is essentinl for us to maintain technological superior-
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ity. With approval of the President’s budget request, this crucial ob-
jective also will be sustained.

The defense programs that are before the Congress are needed to
preserve the elfectiveness of onr deterrent, both with and without
SALT. Without the current agreements before you, we would be
foreed to take further measures to protect our deterrent "-"‘E”ll;‘i“t,""-
With the agreements, we can continue our programs in prudent fashion
as we move into follow-on negotiations in SALT 11

REQUIREMENT FOR TRIDENT AND B—=1 BOMBER

Let me |;r'51'|'|l't.' summarize the basis of our need for the ur;ui.rr pro
grams which are included in the revised defense budget for fiscal vear
1973, ,

We need Trident at the earliest possible date. Last vear we made the
lll.'-'..:-.lrill. to accelerate Trident as the most :|ir|-|||3r|'i e niew initiative
to preserve the :~‘-||]i-'il'.‘|;'1\' of our strategic deterrent for the future.

As you know, Trident is presently planned as a replacement system,
It should be noted that our programs will not get the first Trident sub-
marine into operation until after the scheduled expiration date of the
Interim Agreement. Even though an inerease from the present 41 to
i boats is permitted, the United States total number of operational
SLDBM submarines will not inerease during the period of this agree-
ment.

We algo have an urgent need to |U-r-|| the development program for
the B-1 bomber on schedule. This program is designed to provide us
an option to deploy the first aireraft in the late 1970,

TIHE NCA ARM DEFENEFE

With regard to the defense of the National Command Authority
{(NCA), we can fund the NCA defense in fiscal vear 1973 and still
reduce the budget request for ABM by $650 million. As I
have reported to the Congress, system components originally slated for
defense of Minuteman sites will be continned with the obiective of
using these components at Washington. During fiseal year 1
propose to eontinue studies of NCA defense, continue advanced site
preparation, and retain options for specific NCA defense configura-
tion. The actual request on the NCA when these preparations have
been made wonld not be ineluded until the 1974 hudeet request,

The prototype 5]:".1-]r:p|||:-r1t program for site defense preserves
the ontion to deplov a terminal defense of 7.9 IC"BMs ghonld that
become necessary. This prototype program is permitted }"."" the treaty
and it will provide for earlier availability of developmental hardware,
l':ll'!.ll'l' il l-l.il':l"'.'. Jlf -'rf‘. wWare, .I:II-] [adi] ' test an | -.!l'||.|r":-| |';|.Ii1l[|,

REVISED BATELLITE BASING PROGIRAM

The revised =atellite hasing program accelerntes the funding for im-
proved facilities at our strategie bomber bases and makes these fa
eilities available in a more timely fashion. Our bomber alert fores will

be able to use inland bases at an earlier time period and exi tinge main
operating bases will have added launch facilities sooner than imitially
planned.

108
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SLCM AND COMMAND/CONTROL SYBTEMS

The development of a submarine-launched cruise missile (SLOCM)
system is necessary to assure that we have options for increasing our
strength in the future, if the need arises. The funding we are proposing
will allow more intensive study of the SLCM system and initiate the
development of propulsion and guidance components, some of which
may challenge the existing technology. The Soviets, as you know, Mr.
Chairman and members of the committes, now have sigmificant num-
bers of SLLCM's deployed on nuclear hoats and an active production
program for the SLLCM within the Soviet Union.

The SALT agreements, in my view, underscore the importance
of having reliable, effective command, control, and communications
systems. We are recommending additional funding in fiscal year
1973 to the Department of Defense to improve the degree of secure
communications with the airborne command post; advance our
technology using satellite communications: improve the survivability
features of data sysiems, l'\'|h'~'i:l|'|_1.' those associated with advanced
computers ; conduct system engineering studies of the worldwide mili
tary command and control system. These are all included in the
1973 presentation which has been made to the Armed Services Com-
mittee in the House and Senate and to the Appropriations Commit
tees of both the House and the Senate.

We are also requesting moderate increases in funding to move
forward with work on improved reentry vehicles for our ballistic
missiles,

Clearly, adequate and effective verification eapabilities are neces
sary. We have sach capabilities now and are proposing moderate in
crenses in funding to assure that verification of the |||-nu':-fn|:|-. COT -
tained in these agreements will remain adequate in the future. All of
these particnlar items requiring authorization of the Armed Services
Committee were ineluded in the bill which was enacted in the House
of Representatives as reported from the House Armed Services
Committes,

FTRONG OONVICTIONS AROUT BALT AGREEMENTS

I want to vepeat what T told the Senate Armed Services Committes
and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in testimony last month :
We enter these agreements with the following interdependent strong
convictions:

Our security will be enhanced,

We have applied brakes to the momentum of Soviet strategic
missile llt'|1]lﬂ'!|i:'li|:-.

We have adequate means of verification.

Congress will support, I am confident, the strategic Programs
we have proposed and will propose,

We have taken the initial steps and have laid a solid foundation
for further arms limitation and potential arms reductions in the
future,

As you note, we need the help of the Congress, which is a full
partner with coequal responsibilities in providing for the defense and
the security of our Nation. The executive branch cannot suceeed alone.
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I urge your support of these agreements and continued support of
the programs necessary for the future sufliciency of our forces. With
them we can, Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, continue
to preserve our security and to negotiate successfully from a position
of strencth as we move into the follow-on negotiations in SALT 11
in this very important strategic area. ]

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.

Chairman Moreax. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Admiral Moorer, you may proceed, sir.

STATEMENRT OF ADM. THOMAS H. MOORER, U.S. NAVY, CHAIRMAN
OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Admiral Moorer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: I am grateful for the
opportunity to diseuss with you today the SALT agreements and their
interrelationship to our strategic force posture. The Treaty on the
Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, the Interim Agreement
on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offen-
sive Arms, and our strategic forces have been designed to serve a
COIMINON Purpose—to preserve peace,

The Joint Chiefs of Staff share with all the people of the United
States a sincere desire to relieve mankind of the burden and terror of
modern weapons. On Oetober 23, 1945, the Joint Chiefs of Stall ad-
vised President Truman that they

* = * pprnrd it as of great military importance that further steps * * * he
promptly and vigoronsly pressed * * * in an effort to forestall a possible race in
atomic weapons * * *,

At that time the Joint Chiefs of Staff further suggested, as a matter
of immediate importance, measures for

® = ¢ pacirieting or outlawing the nse of atomie weapong and for encouraging
the full development of atomic energy for the benefit of mankind.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, recognized in 1945 and still
maintain today that a eredible strategic deterrent is indispensable to
peace, For that reason, no task is more important, from a military
standpoint, than that of maintaining and protecting such a force. Our
strategic nuclear weapons have but one essential purpose—to deter con-
flict. The real objectives is that these weapons never be nsed. Arms
control agreements, to be either enduring or effective, must mutually
enhance the security of both parties. We must, in order to survive as a
Nation, retain the power needed to deter aggression, not as a symbol of
national aggrandizement but as an essential shield for the preserva.
tion of our security. It is in this context that the treaty, the agreement,
and the TS, strategic posture must be viewed.

JC8 REPRESENTED ON SALT DELEGATION

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were officially represented on the SALT
delegation and were consnlted prior to signature. 1f we press forward
vigorously with onr programs designed to protect against a degrada-
tion in national security posture, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that
the deterrent capability of our strategic forces will not be impaired,
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that the peace of the world may be enhanced, and that the undertakings
will be in the best interests of the United States.

There are two essential ingredients in any analysis of the strategic
consequences of these undertakings: first, the relative balance between
the U.S.S.R. and the United es projected over the life of the
agreement ; and second, drawing upon that analysis, a discussion of
the essential continuine steps we must take to pr e 1.5, security
and the stability of international order as we move into the future.

THE ETRATEGIC BALANCE

It is necessary that we examine a little of the past in order to under
stand the present and to put the future in perspective. In discussing
the fiscal vear 1971 budget with the Congress, Mr., Laird and T both
said that the United States no longer had clear SUPeTION i|_1_ in strategic
nueclear weapons, In the course of considering our relative military
posture dlll'ih;_' the fiscal year 1972 budget hearings, 1 reported that
the “balance 1s tenuous.” This year my report to the Congress re-
flected that the balance is turning against us in quantitative terms
and that short of an effective agreement on strategic arms limitations,
the momentum of the Soviet sty ateric foree buildup would 'ii;.-l_-.,' CATTY
Soviet forces well |n-e'_vnr1ii the level planned for United States forees
in the mid- or late 1970, This momentum resulted from the fact that
the T.8.5.R. has had an active [CBM and SLBM construction and
deployment program since the mid-sixties, while in a quantitative
sense, the United States remained static—eoncentratine instead an
qualitative improvements. We, therefore, must examine the impact of
these agreements on the basis not only of what they freeze, but also
upon what they forestall.

I would like now to h'rfl-!l_\' analyze the strategic r-f‘:ir;u-lx balanes
and project it into the future in order to decerhe how the Strategic
Arms Limitations (SAL) undertakings affect that balance. T will ad-
dress specifically those forces afTected by the undertakings: ICBMs,
SLEM's, and ABM’s, In addition. the three general quantitative meas
ures which have boen used to summarize the overall strategric military
balanee between the United States and the Saviet [Mmion—numbers
of i|l'li\|'t'l‘;‘ vehieles, mesatons, and w arheads—will be discussad,

Turning now to the numbers of United States and Soviet ICBM
lnunchers, the U.S.S.R. is expected to have approximately 1,550
ICBM's on launchers by July 1 of this vear. They have been 1|1'J|.|4|I1|'.
ing ICBM’s at the rate of about 250 per vear. Thus, if unconstrained,
they could have had by midvear 1977 well over 2,000 such missiles on
Inunchers. The number of ICBM launchers projected for the Soviets
under SAL is batween 1.600 and 1,400, depending on how manv thev
choose to convert to SLBMs. In the SAL environment, we actually
congider the lower number of ICBM launchers to be the more severs
threat, The reason for this apparent anomaly is that a lower number of
ICBM launchers reflects the phaseout and replacement of older mis
giles with modern SLEM. Tt should be noted, however, that the maxi
mum numbers of ICBM’s and SLBM’s that the Soviets conld have had
'I.‘-'i”lﬂlll the constraints of the undertakin FE were much in excess of
those permitted by the agreement. United States ICBM's as projected
in our S-year defonse program would not have inereased beyond the
current level of 1,054
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BLEM LAUNCHERS

SLBM launchers are the next item of interest. The 1.8.8.1R. is
estimated to have about 580 operational SLBM’s and is building at
the rate of about 128 per year. They were, therefore, capable of oper-
ating about 1,200 SLBM’s by 1977. A Soviet maximum of 950 mod-
ern lnunchers is all they are permitted by the undertakings. The U.S.
SLBM launcher level will remain constant through 1977, at 656. Al-
though under the agreement we are permitted to build up to T10
SLBM launchers by converting our 54 Titans to SLBM launchers,
we cannot deploy our first new Trident submarine until 1978 and,
thus, add to our SLBM launcher foree,

Fhe total number of intercontinental delivery vehicles projected
for the United States and the Soviet Union should now be con siclered.
The 140 U.8.8.1%, and 457 1.8, hombers must now be added to the
numbers of intercontinental delivervy vehicles |'1I"m:~ll1'.-'!l'x' discussed,
They are unaffected by the agresment, _\r1|.|-|>3i|||rth']_1' 2,100 deploy
able vehicles are now available to each party. The Soviet TTnion was
expected to overtake us in this mensure by mid-1972 and to have
over 0NN n.||:'|i'.'|'1__l|,' vehieles -:||'|g-|--‘1'~,|r|g;|| ||_1; 1977, 1nder the terms ol
the undertalking, our best estimates reflect o lovel of 2167 TTnited
States and 2490 17.8.58.18. i|t'|i'.t'|'_'. vehicles, This factor, more than
any other, points out the sienificance of interrupting Soviet momen-
tum. Granted, we have a freeze at a ratio of about 2499 to 2167 in
favor of the Soviet Union, but we have forestalled a 1977 ratio of
about 3 to 2 in their favor,

ULAER. D BUPERTOR IN MPEOATONNAGRE

The 17.5.5.1%. was already far superior to ug in total intercontinen-
tal strategic offonsive megatonnaee, Only in the numbors of stratewric
offensive warhends was the United States projected to maintnin a lead
over the Soviet [Tnion during the next 5 vears. Fven here, the 17.8.5. 1.
has the potentinl to overtake us. Given the technology which we have
every reason to believe the Soviet Tnion either has or is nemquiringe, it
18 anticipnted that they will move vigorously into the MIRY s, both in
their ICBM’s and SLBM’s, The considerably greater “throw waight”
or payload eapacity of the Soviet missile foree partienlarly the S5-9
type missile, is especially adaptable to this task, Tt is still anticipated
that they will considerably narrow our lead in terms of numbers of
warheads by the Inte 1970%. However, the restraint on |]1|~i|'1!<-1,r|||."-'i||_l_r
more than the 5185 S5-0 type missiles now operational or under eon
straction will impaect upon this growth. Here we benefit from hoth
what we freeze and what we forestall,

Ag I have noted on several prior oceasions, an objective evaluation
of the overall st rategic balance between the TTnited States and the
Soviet Union requires consideration of all the factors in the astrategie
squation—delivery vehicles, megatons, and warheads—in an appro-
priate combination, together with prelaunch survivability, relinbility,
accuracy, range, and penetrability of enemy defensive systoms,
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SUMMARY OF OFFENSIVE BALANCE

To summarize the offensive balanes :

The agreement stops Soviet ITCBM deployment at some 1,600 mis-
gileg, and, if the 17.5.5.R. elects to exercise the option of replacing
S5-7 and 35-8 ICBM’s with SLBM launchers, it would result in &
net deerease of ICBM’s to around 1400, It also limits their modern
large ballistic missiles to the 313 85-9 types now operational or under
construction, The agreement also limits SLBM’s to 950 modern launch-
ers. Additionally, there is a limit of 62 modern nuclear-powered snbma-
rines, The number 740 was used as a base figure for Soviet SLBM's
To reach the 850 limit, the Soviet Union must dismantle and remove
from the inventory either older ICBM or SLDM launchers or a se-
lected eombination thereof, The United States will be limited to the
curvent levels of ICBM’s and SLBM’s (1,054 and 656 respectively),
but has the option to modernize the 54 Titan launchers or replace
them with light ICBM's or SLBM’s, [

The agreement thus permits the Soviet Union more strategic of-
fensive launchers than the United States, but prevents them from
having the strategically sigmificant lead previously projected. We had
no program to construct additional strategic launchers in the 5-vear
time frame of the agreement. We thus reduced the growth of the
Soviet lead through negotiations rether than by adding to our force
structure.

Now, I would like to diseuss the strategic defensive balance with re-
gard to the ABM Treaty. Under this proposal both sides are limited to
a maximum of two sites, with 100 launchers at each site, The TU.5.5.R.
currently has one site deployed around Moscow, with a total of 64
launchers. We have one site under construction at Grand Forks,
N. Dak., which is about %0 percent complete at this time. The Soviet
Union is limited to one additional site at an ICBM field, and we are lim-
ited to an additional 100-launcher site around Washington, D.C., for
defense of our national command and control mechanism. As far as
ABM lannchers are concerned, therefore, both sides can have a com-
parable defense. This defense will protect our decision-making process
and command and control facilities and provide additional time to
implement appropriate retaliastory measures. The perception of as-
sured response by those who would be our adversaries reduces the
potential for attack. Further, the undertakings are structured to pro-
vide & degree of strategic equality and balanee. Our failure to con-
struct the Washington site to balance off the Soviet capability would
leave an undesirable asymmetrical relationship which could be de-
stabilizing and weaken our overall deterrent posture.

NATIONAL SECURITY ASSURANCES IN A STRATEGIC ARME LIMITATION
ENVIRON MENT

No discussion of these undertakings would be complete without con-
sideration of the future. We must look beyond the S-vear period of the
Interim Agreement and consider ths actions required now to preserve
an appropriate strategic equilibrium should follow-on negotiations
fail. The relaxation of tensions evidenced by the mutual determi-
nation to agree, reflected by these undertakings, reduces the proba-
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bility of war, There is, however, no snarantee that successive arms-
limiting steps can be taken so that a more permanent solution will be
reached. The present undertalkings, if properly pursued, should assist
us in achieving a substantial diminution in tension and lead to peace-
ful progress. In the meantime, however, we must continue taking
those essential military steps designed to maintain onr deterrent. Tf
we fall to follow the legitimate dictates of our own security, the
leadership of the TU.S.S.E. will ehinlk it up, not to good will, but to a
failure of will; not to our confidence, but to our weakness. They, thus,
might be enconraged to engage in acts which eould threaten the peace
and security of the world. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, therefore, believe
that action to achieve the following nssurances must be talen now if
the United States is to guard against a degradation of its national
security posture :

Assurance I: “A Broad Range of Intelligence Capabilities and Op-
erations to Verify Soviet Complinnee in o Strategic Arms Limitation
Environment.,”

Provide high confidence monitoring of Soviet ecompliance with
the terms of the ABM Treaty and the Interim Offensive Agree-
ment.

Provide information on Soviet strategic activity, eapabilities,
and achievements as insurance against both technological and
strategic surprise and for use in follow-on arms limitations nego-
tiations,

Assurance IT: “Aggressive Improvements and Modernization Pro-
grams.”

Maximize strategic capabilitics within the constraints estah-
lished by the ABM Treaty and the Interim Offensive Agreement.

Plan for rapid augmentation of strategic forees bevond the
eonstraints of the treaty and agreement to be made in the event
of abrogation, withdrawal, or collapse of negotiations.

Assurance T1T: *Vigorous Research and Development Programs.”

Maintain weapons svstems technologienl 5-'L1g]r{l|'iu1'i111,',

Continue testing to insure the effectiveness of new and existing
nuclear weapons systems,

NEED FOIt MAJOR DEFENSE PFROGRAMA

The Seeretary of Defense has outlined, in prior testimony and com-
munications, as well as today, the major programs designed to pro-
vide the agsurances that T have enumerated above, Tt is the conviction
of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl that these Programs are casentinl in order
not to jeopardize the future security of the United States. Further-
more, these programs will ;

Firstlv, nlace the TTnited States in a position to negotiate further
accopiable hmitations on offensive gyetemsa,

Secondly, prevent the TTnited States from being placed i n posi-
tion of strategie inferiority in the years ahead, and

Finally, provide positive evidence to our allies of our intention to
maintain our stratesic deterrent power, so necessary to their security
within the SAT envirenment,




FRESIDENT NIXON '8 INBSTRUCTIONS

When the discussions leading to these undert: ikings began on No-
vember 17, 1960, President Nixon advised the dele ration :

You are embarking upon ong of the most momentons negotiations ever en-
trusted to an ."|.1||I'I'ii':lIJJll*l.l'i.';:'lﬁl'-ll o

I do not underestimate the diffiealty of your task * = = ]
hopeful that your ne; r-1|t|!|--1L * ® * will serve to Increase mutnal security

I have stated that, for our part, we will be gulded by the coneept of maintaln-
ing “sufficlency™ in the *’u crs required to protect o lves 1
ognize that the leaders of the SBoviet Tnl
I believe it Iz possible, 'Iu wover, that we o
gibilities under a mutually acceptable
etrategle arsenals,

Mr. Chairmar
Staff are in accor
provided they
may well ¢ nstitu

limitat

tion and o renerat o
Thank you,

ONEITE INEPFECTION
Chairman Monreax. Thank vou, Admiral Moorer
'||.'|.,._ eernt iry. when ha ': Faid 1
tion for SALT was being for wag reported in the p
!|||-fII|~|--|||-----.r|‘.r||'|I| fense insisted that an ons

r'l"ll'lr"" m order O monitor any s

IRE WaAS Negnt]

e

know, there is no onsite inspection int

of national techmieal meas of verifieat 0.

e final agreen

Is the ngreoment totally acceptable to the Departmen

Secretary Lamn, Yes, it is for the items that are 1
treaty and in this 1||1|| give acrreement. Thi :11.|1| wion as j',,-- i
fensive weapons and as far as th treaty is concerned -I- Is primarily

with numbers and these numbers can be verified. 'I' 118 has Puq n r-.L | 0
sition of the ]"-']s:'.l'[nl:':lr of Defense, that the limitations included in
these two agreements are verifinble

ROLE OF JC8 IN BAL1

{1|I:|||'|Ilill'. Monrcax, Admiral, what role did the
";IIIH- :I_'| i the |I1|!'I||I||'| ion of the execution
negotintion position Tor SATT?

Admiral Moorer. Mr, Chairn an, as [ noted M my
Joint Chiefs of Stafl |‘|Ih participated. General Alliso ine
my 'I'i"ll'r[ was the representa tive of the Joint ( hiefs of Stafl
was a member of the dele -rnun-

In addition to that, sir, T attended meetings of the committee
charged with the responsibility for issuing smidance to t '_-._*. delesa-
tion and, of course, I attended the National Security Council meetings
which dealt with the proposals,

of
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JUR AND STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

Chairman Moncax. Admiral, what role do you see that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff will play with regard to the standing consulting com-
mittee established under the SALT agreements?

Admiral Moorer. 1 think, sir, certainly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
would be required to submit their opinion as to the military impact
of any proposal. Furthermore, 1 think that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
are duty-bound to recommend that certain points be brought up if,
in our opinion, the trend is such as to adversely affect the security of the
[United States,

Chairman Moncax. Will the Joint Chiefs of Staff carry on the
some function in phase 2 of these negotiations?

Admiral Mooren. Yes, sir.

BOVIET INTERPRETATION ON NATO SURR

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Secretary, the interim agreement on offen-
sive weapons provides that the United States can deploy a maxi-
mum of 44 nuclear missile-carrying submarines. Although it 1s not in
the agreement, the Russians have said that they would regard 50
such submarines as the upper limit for the whole Western Allianece,
and they regard France as a full partner as a member of the allianee.

Now, it has been reported, agnin in the press, that the French plan
to build several more submarines, which would take the Western Al-
linnes to a total of more than 50,

Could this in any way possibly justify or jeopardize the agreement ?

Secretary Lamp. No. Qur position on that matter was made very
clear to the Soviets all during the negotiations and at the time of the
sigming, that it would not jeopardize in any way the numbers involved
in this agreement,

Chairman Moraax, Do we have any position at all in regard to the
additional French submarines ?

Secretary Lamp, Do we have a position ?

Chairman Moraan, Yes, Say Franee goes ahead with the production
of 10 more missile-carrving submarines,

Secretary Lamn, Well, that is the buginess of the Republic of France,
and that is not the business of the TI.8. Department of Defensze, T
would ecertainly hope that the NATO allies and the Westorn Furo-
pean allies would share a greater responsibility for the security of
the alliance and the security of Western Europe, but that is not cov-
ered in this agreement, That would be a decigion which wonld be made
by the French themselves, We would not have an input to that de-
cision except in our diseussions in the NATO Couneil, where we have
encouraged our allies to share a greater portion of the defense and
security burden of the NATO Alliance.

DOES THE MILITARY SUPMORT AGREEMENTS

Chairman Moraan., Admiral, T note in the last paragraph you gave
assurance that the Joint Chiefs of Stafl are in accord, but while these
negotintions were going on and even after the agrecments were signed,
there were repeated stories on Capitol Hill that some of the American




54

military leaders were not happy with the strategie WEeADONE agree
ments reached in Moscow last May.

Can you assure the committee that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are fully
in accord with these agreements ?

Admiral Moorrr. Yes, sir; I stand on the statement as presented in
the last paragraph. I think that, we of course, have always felt that
it is necessary to go forward with these new programs. We have testi-
fied to this effect for the last 3 or 4 years, The buildup of the Soviet
capability was not becanse of SALT, it was taking place all the time
anyway and we called attention several times to this fact, and this is
why we are strongly supporting the new programs which are designed
to prevent us from slipping into a position of obsolescence or even
inferiority.

Chairman Moraax, Thank you, Mr. Secretary and Admiral Moorer.

Mr. Frelinghuysen.

PRAISE FOR T.8. NEGOTIATORS

Mr. FreLixaiioyses. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to weleome these gentlemen back to the committee and
gay at the outset that T hope that Congress does approve this Interim
Agreement promptly and that the treaty also is ratified promptly.

I agree thoroughly that we should maintain a strong defense, It
|I1'H'H TR L] tf'ﬁ e T]Hll :l.||r|=|'1||.':lr i."-: i.IIIEHH!“.l'Ir ir I]'Il."t'i' ]"" [|l ]K"' HA l':ll'l:l.‘
initiation of further negotiations.

I would hope that those negotiations will inelude some of those who
h"'\'l' fll'!_f“ti.'”i’l]_ 20 :’r.'l]l‘l'l.‘m-il‘ll.|ﬂl1,' i”; ”n' |".'IH'_ I [||ir||,; ””- fart ”'IIII W
have Mr, Nitze here, and also General Allison, indicates that there iz
recognition of the quality of those who have done the negotinting.
I don’t think enough has been said. Thev have contributed very sub-
stantially to what T consider significant developments, and T hope that
some of you gentlemen will surely continue in the talks.

There really are only two questions that T have even heard in con
nection with these agreements, One was expressed hy Senator Ful
bright when Mr. Kissinger briefed usg in the White House initinlly. I
am paraphrasing what he said. He indicated immediately an affirma-
tive response to the ngreements but he seemed to think that the [ro-
posed level of our defense expenditures was in some way inconsistont
with the SALT agreements, that thig might be a contribution to the
arms race and that perhaps the Soviets would think we were in-
sincere in onur desire for further reduction of arms.

I wonder if you wonld comment on that,

ADVIBABILITY OF WABHINGDON ARM

The only other point that T have heard is the advisability of a de-
fense of Washington as part of this program. Admiral Moorer sne-
gested that we might jeopardize onr future seeurity interests if we
didn’t go ahead with the whole package.

Wonld you eare to comment on what would happen should there he
a failure of Congress to respond to the sneeestion that we should bnild
up the defense of Washineton ¥ What would the Soviets think? How
would it affect the overall picture ?




DEFENSE SBAVINGS FROM ESALT

Secretary Lamp. Well, let me answer the first part of your ques-
tion and 1 will ask the Chairman to address the second part of your
guestion, Mr. Frelinghuysen.

The level of defense spending which was proposed to the Congress
in our 1975 budget will be able to be reduced because of the ABM
Treaty, although there are offsetting increases because of the North
Vietnamese invasion of South Vietnam. Instead of moving forward
on the 12-site Safeguard ABM program we will reduce that program
to a two-site program. The overall savings as far as the ABM program
is concerned will be close to $9 hillion over the period of the ABM
deployment and the saving in our j-year program level will be in
the area of %7 billion.

The total savings in this particular budget, on the ABM program
will be slightly over $700 million.

Now on the offensive agreement, there will be no savings as far as
the offensive agreement is concerned becaunse the offensive agreement
merely limits the numbers to approximately the numbers that are cur-
rently in the U.S. inventory with the exception of the submarines.
The limitation on the submarines is a total of three submarines more
than we have at the present time. We have 41, as you know.

The modernization program which is going forward and which is
included in our budeet will continue, because these agreements do not
limit the modernization of our force structure as planned in the
1973 budget, and outlined in the defense report which we filed with
this Congress in the early part of this year.

Those particular programs were not limited. There was discus=sion
of limitations on modernization, but such limitations did not find a
place in the Interim A greement.

TRIDENT AND B—1 FROGRAMS

One important program that we have going forward in the 1973
budget is the so-called Trident submarine program. The first of those
submarines would not be available until 1978, until after the end of
this particular agreement, even with the accelerated approach which
was approved last year.

The B-1 is a development program and the production decision
will not be made on the B-1 for another year. That development
program calls for building three prototypes.

Those particular programs are the major items in the strategic
offensive field that were in the 1973 budget.

BOVIETS CONTINUING EUB CONSTRUCTION

The Soviet Union is continning its program of construction of sub-
marines. At the present time they have in being or under construction
a total of some 43 Polaris type, or Y class submarines. They can
move to the 62 permitted in this agreement. We expect that that
program will continue and that they will go forward to build up to
that number of 62, I i

They are not ]wT']!]itIH] to oo forward with anvy more construction
ag far as numbers of ICBM silos are concerned. but the improve-
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ment of their silos and the equipment of their missile systems can
continue to go forward. They have a fast-moving test program in the
area of land-based missiles.

On the very day this agreement was signed the Soviet Union fired
the S5-9 in a test firing. They have had firings of the S5-9, S5-11,
and other missiles during this partieular period. They are going for
ward with the research and development program as far as their
multiple reentry vehicle program is concerned. We know that they
are now deploying multiple reentry vehicles on some of their land-
hasead systems. We believe that within a period of 18 to 24 months they
will be deploying the multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles
on their systems, They have gone forward and are testing an inertial
guidanee system on their submarines at the present time. Those Soviet
programs are going forward. We have in our budget improvements
items and systems that are allowed under the offensive agreement.

I would recommend that all of these programs go forward. T think
they are quite essential to the secur ity of our country and to main
taining the effective, realistic deterrent that I think is so essential
to prevent nuclear war during this period,

So in answer to vour question : We are able to make some reduc-
tions in the defensive area. We cannot make anv reductions in the
offensive area. If we were to make reductions in the offensive aren at
this time, T believe that the effectivencss of these particnlar agree
ments as far as our national security is concerned would be jeop-
ardized.

NEED FOR WASHINGTON ARM SYSTEM

I would like the Chairman to answer the second part of your

question,

Admiral Moorer. Mr. Frelinghu: vith respect to the ABM
site at Washington—the NCA—T should point out first that from the
outset the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that the NOCA
be a key part of the Safeguard program. As a matter of fact the
fiseal vear 1972 budget, as well as the President’s budeet for fiscal
Yyear 1073, contain funds which would be used for site exploration and
development.

The reason for this is that it is vital that we protect our decision
making process, A part and parcel of the entire deterrent package is
the decisionmaking that takes place before the execution order is sent
out to the forces which actually operate the weapon systems. There
fore, if this decisionmaking process is in jeopardy, then the whole
deterrent F““'L':".'-"l‘ 15 degraded. That is the ]:-I';:!Il' reason for proy wling
these defenses around the Washington area.

In addition, the 83 stem, of course, will proy ide defense arainst acei-
dental or irrational attacks of any kind on the Capital, where the deci-
sions are made—the President, of course. is required by law to make
these decisions. So I and the other members of the Joint (hiefs of Staff
believe that this is a very vital part of the overall deterrent.

Mr. Freuivenvyses, Thank you.

Chairman Moreax. Mr, Zablocki.

Mr. ZarLockr, Thank von, Mr. Chairman.

L, too, want to join in welcoming the Secretary and Admiral Moorer.,
General Allison, and Mr. Nitze before this committee this morning.,
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[ wish to underscore what the Secretary has said. When there is a
question of 1.5, sincerity in limiting strategic arms it must be remem-
bered that under the SALT agreements the 17.5.5.R. will be permitted
to modernize effective qualitative improvements in nuclear weaponry.
Lf we are not going to have a strong defense posture as you so well
emphasize in your presentation, Mr, Secretary, tlhvn there is no point of
going into SALT 1II talks because we can only be effective at getting
some agreement if indeed we enter the SALT talks strongly.

BUDGET LIMITATIONS AND DEFENSE BEPFENDING

However, now in view of your great emphasis on the need for a
strong defense posture, Mr. Secretary, is this pessible, in view of the
request of the President that Congress stay within the limitation of
the budget that he has proposed last weel ?

Secretary Lamo. Congressman Zablocki, the defense budget which
i8 eurrently before this Congress and the security assistance programs
that are eurrently before this Congress are the only two major appro-
priation bills which have not been acted upon by both Houses of the
Congress. There has been no action on these two appropriation bills
by even one House of the Congress, and if we are going to apply the
spending limitation only to those two bills, T believe the security in-
terests of our country would be very adversely affected. I could not
support these spending restrictions and would not recommend to this
Congress that those spending restrictions be applied to the military
assistance programs or to the Defense Appropriation Act, which are
a vital part of our overall defense and security program.

['nfortunately, those are the only two bills in the appropriation
area left, and I take strong exception to applying that spending re-
striction merely to those two bills,

Mr. Zarrocgr I know, Mr. Secretary, you cannot speak for the en-
tire executive branch or speeifically for the President, but if indeed
Congress passes the two remaining appropriation bills in the amounts
requested he will have to impound moneys that were appropriated in
other programs in order to meet that budget limitation. Is that not
true ! Would you expect him to doso?

Secretary Lamn, That is correct. If that spending limitation is to
be met it can be done in this way. Now it is very diffienlt for a spend-
ing limitation to be applied. The Congress in its wisdom has seen fit to
inerease the social security benefits by 20 percent. This was a decision
that was made by the Congress and it has been signed by the President.
1 am making as strong a plea as I possibly can that national security
gpending be exempt from any kind of a limitation.

QUALITATIVE LIMITATIONS ON WEAPONS

Mr. Zarrockr. T shall not pursne this line of questioning particu-
larly since this is a political year.

If I may follow up on a question that the chairman had asked in
regard to onsite inspection, the point has been made on many ocea-
sions that the SALT agreements will have only a narrow impact be-
cause although they put quantitative limits on weapons deployment
they would have little effect on qualitative improvements in nuclear
"l"I'L"'IlE]UIll'}'.
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(Given the difficulty in monitoring 11“11]&;11‘.1\':._- improvements and
weapons systems and other problems, do you think it is possible for
meaningful qualitative limitations to be negotiated during the SALT
I1?

What difficulties would you foresee in such an attempt ?

Finally, would the Defense Department again take a position of a
necessity of on-the-spot inspection in the agreements in SALT 117

Secretary Laigp. 1 think it is possible to negotiate qualitative limi-
tations, and 1 believe that that is a subject that should be foremost in
the minds of our negotiators as we move into SALT 1T,

However, 1 would have to agree, at least partially, with the second
part of your question. 1 believe that verification of some qualitative
improvements would require onsite inspection,

Mr. Zaswock:. Well, probably it is a little premature. Would one
of the team that served as negotiators be in a position to tell us
whether the Soviets would be willing to include onsite inspection.

Seeretary Lamp, I think you would probably have to have onsite
inspection in most areas of qualitative improvement. T would like
Mr. Nitze and (General Allison to comment on that question. They were
in close contact during the negotiations, and T think that they could
be better witnesses,

VERIFYING VOLUME BY NATIONAL VERIFICATION MEANS

Mr. ZasLock:. Particularly, Mr. Seeretary, in view of the fact that
I detect that some gualitative improvements could not be determined
by national means of verification in your opinion.

Secretary Lamop. I think that by national means we could verify
volume. 1 do not believe that we could verify some other qualitative
improvements which are possible in these particular systems without
onsite inspection but I would like Secretary Nitze to comment on that.

Mr. Nirze. I would like to emphasize what the Secretary has just
said on controls on the volume of missiles. Those controls are in-
herently observable by national technical means, and therefore this
would not require onsite inspection to have such controls. We at-
tempted to get agreement by the Soviets that light missiles would not
be increased in volome beyond the volume of the largest light missile
currently deployed by the other side. We were not able to get the
agreement of the Soviets to that. We did, however, make a unilateral
statement that we thought it would be contrary to the basic intent
of the agreement if such missiles were deployed.

Now, I think it wholly possible to negotiate for that kind of limita-
tion in non-follow-on negotiations. As the Secretary said, there are
other types of qualitative control which are not verifiable by national
technical means, During the earlier negotiations there 'was discussion
of the possibility of a MIRV ban. We felt that that would require both
onsite ingpection and a ban on flight testing MIRV'd missiles.

This the Soviets wers unwilling to agree to. And with regard
to the final part of your question, I think it unlikely that the Soviets
in the follow-on negotiations will agree to onsite inspection.

Mr. Zanvockr Thank you.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Waariey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is good to see you, Mr. Secretary, Mr. Moorer.
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MONITORING THE AGREEMENT

I hope the Defense hudget is approved as has been requested and
that the treaty is OK'd in the time mentioned. I believed the 1.8,
ability to monitor the Soviet compliance is very important, and you
apparently seem to believe that we have that ability. .

Secretary Lamrp. In both the treaty and in the offensive agreement,
the numbers that are provided in these two agreements can be verified.

Mr. WaarLey. Mr. Secretary, on page 3 you said you believe the
majority of American citizens agree on the need for a strong U.5.
defenze posture. We send questionnaires every year to every home in
our congressional distriets and the answers are practically unanimous
in that the United States must always be the top man in the military
strength, so it just adds what you are saying there. 1 wish the majority
of Congress felt the same way. i

TIMETABLE FOR CONGRESSIONATL ACTION

It has always been stated that September 30 is the date that Congress
should approve these agreements so that other meetings can be held
in Cletober.,

What sort of timetable is necessary for the House and Senate if
this is to be done # This is August 2, so time is sort of running out.

Secretary Laaeo. 1 think the timetable that the Congress is moving
on right now is adequate from the standpoint of the offensive agree-
ment and the treaty. You know, since I am over in the executive
branch of the Government, I have never wanted to establish time-
tables for the Congress. I have been very careful to stay away from
that. T asked the Congress to consider the authorization of the
Trident program and the B-1 developament program prior to the time
that they considered the agreement and the treaty, The Congress
in its wisdom accepted that advice and has gone forward and approved
the Trident program in the authorization bill and the B-1 |1|||ll s0me
other programs that we feel are absolutely essential. They have moved
those ahead of the agreement and the treaty, and for that T thank the
Senate and the House,

Mr. Waarney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Fascell,

TERMS FOR PULLING OUT OF AGHEEMENTS

Mr. Fascerr. Thank yon, Mr. Chairman.

Let me add my congratulations to the negotiators who did a fine
job, and to say that I support ratification of the treaty and the Interim
Agreement.

Nevertheless, I feel constrained to pursue several points that 1 be-
lieve will set the future tone for what we do.

As I understand, the treaty itself is really a conditional treaty with
an option for 17.5. pullout in the event that at the end of 5 years we
have not been able to pursue an ongoing treaty, understanding or
agreement which would guarantee the survivability of our retaliatory
nuclear strike, Is that correct ?

Secretary Lamp. That is true of the offensive agreement but that
is not true of the treaty.




G0

Mr, Fascenw, 1 read somewhere in the unilateral notes it seems to
me that ~

Secretary Lamp. The treaty has a supreme national interest clause
which would permit one of the signators to set aside the treaty, but
it is the supreme national interest clause and it is not tied up with
SALT II in the offensive area.

Mr. Fascern, Let me read this note, maybe T misunderstood it:

If an agreement providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limita-
tions were not achieved with 5 venrs, U5, supreme intereste could be Jeopardized.
Bhould that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdrawal from the ABM
treaty.

Secretary Liaten, That could ocenr if we felt that because of a failure
to arrive at a follow-on offensive agreement, the supreme national in-
terests of the United States could be jeopardized. The word “could” is
deliberate and this would require a decision at that time, T do not want
to give the impression that that decision has already been made,

Mr. Fascern., Of course not,

Secretary Lammo, It could be made.

Mr. Fascerr. T understand. The United States left our options open,

Secretary Liaimp. That is correct.

THE (WERKILL I88UR

Mr, Fareene, Whnt difference does it make, as to the issue of qualita-
tive and quantitative posture when both sides already have all the kill
that is necessary, either on first strike or second strike? Why play
the numbers game? Why is that important ¢

Secretary Lamn., Well, it is important from the standpoint of the
deterrent. I would like to have the Chairman address that question
beeause it is very important and goes to the heart of all of our develop-
ment programs and our budget request,

Admiral Mooner, As you know, our poliey has been to maintain three
types of 1]!-“1'1%'}' systems; !!:gltu'«!_lr, the strategic bomber, the ICOBM,
and the submarine-launched ballistic missile. The numbers are impor-
tant in order to insure reliahility and thereby maintain the erediblity
of the deterrent.

Now, ag far as the qualitative improvements are concerned, as
you know, as time goes on technology marches on. Tt is necessary, in
my view, not to let our system become obsolescent.

[ lnow that people frequently say, “Well, both sides have essentially
unlimited kill eapability,” but when one looks at all of the factors
aszociated with !]]u- deterrent equation; namely, the numbers of the
delivery vehicle, the megatonnage, the number of warheads, and the
survivability of the command and control system, all these things put
togother require r|||:ll1!'lll'|.' as well as quality in light of the eapabilities
of the other side,

FACTORS IN DETERRENCE CREDIRILITY

Mr. Fascprr. T understand that, Admiral, and T think T could agree
with all of those statements, bat T think the issue is not how many hacl-
up systems do you have and what it takes to determine reliability or
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credibility—that is the political, that is not military except in the
sense that you are going to use it.

Admiral Moorer. Well, the reliability of the system is certainly
military.

Mr. Fascern. T understand that.

Secretary Lamp, And the survivability of your systems is certainly
military.

Mr, Fascern, T understand that.

sSecretary Lamo. And how many we have surviving after they are
Hll'iw't to an attack.

Mr. Fascerr. That gets me to the next question, Mr. Secretary. It is
very clear to me that the trend is away from fixed concrete missile
silos; that the land mobile missile is something i the future that prob-
ably eannot be justified economically and militarily and there is some
considerable debate about an airplane delivery system as a primary
one,

So that leaves the sumbarine launched missile as the erux of this
whole agreement. I that system does not have your first strike, and the
retaliatory strike capability, the other two are meaningless. There-
fore, submarines in the Interim Agreement and the protocol are the
vital issues of this understanding reached between the TTnited States
and the [7.5.5.R.

RELATIONEHIF OF INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

[ would like to hear from th negotintors what ]rr'r.h_l_r!;[ about the pro-
tocol and what was the length of the time differential between the
Interim Agreament and the protocol,

If it is 80 important, why did we give them a S-year lead on both
submarines and submarine launched missiles? The other matters, as 1
=it El « AR mr.-~! |_‘. "\-l\.'i'il-]jll:l_[ ¥

Secretary Lamnp, The important thing is that we are halting their
momentum in the submarine construction program. One of the pri
mary reasons why 1 have supported the agreement as Secretary of
Defense is that it brings their operational deployments to a halt at 62
submarines. Based upon their present construction eapabilities, at the
end of the h-yvear period, they could have up to 90 operational and
under construction. The agrecments have put an upper limit on sub-
marine levels,

At the time when they could have had 90 without this agreement, we
would still have 41. We gave up our momentum in the ABM field, and
they gave up their momentum n the submarine-launched missile field,
Fach side had to be willing to give up something. We gave up our
momentum on the ABM program, they gave up theirs on the sub-
marines and halted at 62 instead of 90. We would have been at 41
when they got to 90 without this particular asreement.

My, Fascerr. I think that is fine as far as coming down on which
side did best. I am agreeing with yon on that, but T think the latched
door iz open as far as the Russian subs are concerned. We will have to
wait and see what the Russians do.

B2-108—=T2—0
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THE CUBAN SITUATION

Was anything discussed with respect to Cuba, beeause the Russians
are already laying the predicate for SALT II and saying we are going
to have to give up our bases everywhere, egpecially the submarine
bases ! What about their base in Cuba ?

Secretary Lamp, The Cuban situation was not directly related to
the SALT talks. Overseas bases for our submarines was not a con-
sideration in the SALT agreements. This is a consideration in the
other part of the program, which we have presented to this Congress,
and that is why we are urging that we go forward with a submarine
system that does not have to be forward based.

I appreciate the support that the House of Hepresentatives has
given to the Trident program. This is a very important part of that
program as we move forward with our modernization of American
submarines,

Mr. Fascerr. Mr. Chairman, somewhere in the record I would like
to get a response as to the protocol.

Secretary Lain, Do you want it in the record at this point ?

Mr. Fascerr. Yes, that would be fine, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moreax. It will be furnished for the record.

( Subsequently, the following information was supplied by the De-
fense Department in response to Mr. Fascell's request 1)

The Boviets suggested that the details of the limitation on submarines he
ineluded ina Protocol, which would be an integral part of the Interim Agreement
rather than in Article I11 of the Interim Agreement. The United States agreed
to the suggestion.

Chairman Morgaw. Mr. Thomson.

Mr. Tromsox, I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Monagan.

BOVIET WEAPONS PROGRAMS

Mr. Moxagax, Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Secretary. you say in your statement that Mr. Brezhnev and
his colleagnes made it clear they intended to go forward with programs
in the defensive area which are not limited by the agreements and it
ghould be no surprise to report that this is precisely what they are
doing. What are they doing?

Secretary Lar. They are going forward with their submarine con-
struction programs, and with their test programs for improved land-
based missile systems. The test program is very sophisticated. I will
put in the record here data on the tests by system.

Mr. Mowacan. A whole variety of tests?

Secretary Lamn. Yes, there ave tests that are going forward at the
present time. There has been no change. If anything, there has been
gsome inereasge in the test program during the past few months. They
alzo are working on improved anti-ballistic-missile systems at the same
time.

Mr. Mowagax. Is that the Moscow site——

Secretary Lamgp. The Moscow site construction continues, but the test
program is not earried on at that complex. _

{The information veferred to is classified and is in the committes’s

files.)
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REABONE FOR SOVIET EUBMARINE BUILDUP

Mr. Moxacaw, Admiral, there has been a tremendous submarine
buildup in recent years. What is the Soviet purpose in doing this?

Admiral Moorer. Well, I think the Soviets perhaps since the Cuban
erisis recognized the need for expanding their navy, particularly the
undersea forces, althongh they have expanded other parts of it, too.

As you know, they have developed construction capabilities which
far exceed those of the United States. They have been making, for
instance, seven to nine of the so-called Yankee-class submarines a
yvear, I believe the reason they do this is simply to make use of the
oceans for the first time. Heretofore, they have been primarily a land
power and now thev have ambitions to be a world power., adding to
their land eapahilities and increased sea capabilities. This is something
that has eome abont in the last 10 or 15 vears.

Mr. Moxacan. Yes. When yon say they “recognized the need” for
expansion, of course it could be a matter of arcument whether their
basic interests required them to be involved in the Caribbean, and in
some other areas. So that what this trend really is, at least so far as
We can see now, is a new policy that does involve expansionism, isn't
that so?

Admiral Mooner., Yes, sir. It is quite true that they are operating
at greater distances from home. Associated with this overall concept
15 a very large expansion of the merchant marine, for instance. They
are building attack-type submarines as well as strategic-missile-firing
nueclear submarines, So, this is, in my view, simply a manifestation of
their new I-u!ir'_\' to operate world wide.

AGREEMENT FPERMITS SOVIETS MORE SUBMARINES

Mr. Moxagax, And this agreement even though it does, as the See-
retary has said, represent a slowing of the momentum, still does permit
an increage of 50 percent rather than a hundred percent in the con-
struction of submarines. Isn't that sof

Admiral Mooren, Yes, sir. It permits an increase over the number
of strategic-missile-firing nuclear submarines that they have today, as
you gay, of approximately 50 perveent,

Mr, Moxacax, From 40 to 60, roughly.

Admiral Moorer, Something like that.

Mr. Moxacax. Instead of from 40 to 80, And, that does not give yon
pause in view of the apparently new philosophy of expansionism on
the part of the Soviet !

Admiral Moorer. Well, it does not surprise me if that is what vou
mean by giving me pause, ]

Mr. Moxacan. No, T mean with reference to this treaty yor are
still supporting this agreement, in spite of the fact that it does permit
8 very, very substantial expansion on the part of the Soviets in this
aresa.

Admiral Moorer. Yes, sir. As I said earlier, I have reported to the
Congress over the last 3 years the Soviet buildup of these submarines.
They are not directly associated with the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks per se. The Soviet Union was going ahead with these programs
anyway. Un the other hand, the United States had no ongoing sub-
maring contruction programs which would result in an increase i
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force levels prior to the expiration of the 5-year limitation on the
agreement.

So, the situation that will prevail in 1977, so far as the United States
iz concerned, will be the same. In other words, we will still have the
41 submarines. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, could, if it
eontinued its enrrent rate of building, run its numbers to in excess of
80 operational and under construction.

So, this will forestall the Soviet's maximum building rate now being
demonstrated.

BOVIET SUBMARINE PROGRAMS

Secretary Lamp. What they have right now is approximately 43 in
being or under construction. This will limit them to 62 operational.
Without this agreement, at the end of this period, they could have
as many as 90 in being and under construet ion. Their eonstruction pro-
gram for additional modern SSBN's will have to close out at 62 under
the agreement.

Now, this should not be new information as far as the Congress
ia concerned. When General Wheeler and I first testified, after I be-
came Secretary of Defense, in our defense presentation in 1969, we
pointed this construction program out at rL:n Eirme,

Sinece that time, Admiral Moorer and 1. in our defense reports and
statements each year, have pointed these figures out. There were some
people who questioned the figures back a year or 18 months ago and
were very eritical of the fizures that I was using at that time.

Tt turns out now that those eritics found that 1 was conservative
instead of overstating the threat.

Mr. Moxacax. I certainly never questioned that. I think this build-
up has tremendous significance, and I think that the validity of the
treaty should be judged at least to some extent by the degree to which
this buildup will be restricted.

Thank you.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Findley.

THE SALT AGREEMENTE AND NATO

Mr. Frxorey. Mr. Secretary, I realize that the SALT agreements
did not involve the tactical nuclear weapons that form the basis for
our nuclear participation in NATO defenses, but would the agree-
ments in any way inhibit us from a modernization of the tactical
weapons that are in Europe?

Secretary Lamnp, These agreements do not.,

Mr. Finoieyr. I think there is a feeling held by a good many people
that XATO iz a fadine institution, that if we can get the SALT
agreement settled and approved and ratified and, then go to the next
stage of negotiations with the Soviet, we can soon see the day when
NATO will not be needed.

o you regard it as a fading institution?

Secretary Lamp. No, T do not. T think that the alliance and the
NATO partnership takes on increased importance. I do not see it as
a fading institution, and T would hope that a majority of our people
in this conntry wonld not,

We are in a position where there are opportunities to negotiate, but we
were able to negotiate this SALT I agreement in part because of the
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strength of the great NATO alliance. I do not believe that future nego-
tiations, whether they be in SALT II or in the mutual and balanced
foree reduction discussions between NATO and the Warsaw Pact,
have any chance of success without a strong NATO organiaztion.

U5, TROOP! WITHDERAWAL FROM EUROPE

Mr. Fixorey., Former Secretary of State Dean Rusk testified be-
fore a subcommittee of this committee just a short time ago, and in
his testimony, in response to a question 1 raised, he made what struck
me as a very astounding observation.

He said that, for his part, he would be \'x;”i”; to see the [United
States take whatever risk wonld be involved in an agreement with
the Soviet Union, under which we would take all of our troops out of
Furope, if the Soviet Union would take all of its troops out of eastern
Enrope.

What would be your reaction to such a deal?

Secretary Lamp, Well, T do not believe that that wonld necessarily
be a mutnal and balanced approach and 1 believe that such an approac h
would have to be very carefully examined not only by the United
States, but also by onur NATO allies.

We are not going to make a bilateral arrangement with the Soviet
Union, we are going to use the proper consultative procedures with
our NATO allies before any decisions like that are made. Any deei-
sione that 13 made must recognize the difference between the land
mass of Eastern and Western Europe, and the great distance that does
exist between the United States and Europe. All of these things must
be considered in any negotintions,

This Congress, in its wisdom through the constitutional process, has
approved the NATO treaty, and the NATO treaty places special
obligations on the United States and special obligations upon each of
our allies.

These are mutual obligations which we all share. Any attack on
our NATO allies is considered an attack upon the U nited States, and
this is recognized under the treaty.

So, it is absolutely essential that we maintain a realistic and eredible
deterrent as far as Europe is concerned because of these obligations
that we have.

Now, there is no one in the Congress or in the Senate that is advocat-
ing deing away with these nirhgﬂtmna or repealing or repudiating the
NATO treaty. So, as long as that treaty is in existence, we must move
carefully and in a very measured way to see that we do have a realistie
deterrent there, so that we can prevent war. That is what the NATO
agreement is all about.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Findley ?

Mr. Fixprey. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Fraser.

WARNING TIME FROM WASHINGTON ABM

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary, I welcome
you md your colleagues. On the National Capitol ABM defense, would
the construction of the ABM defense add to the warning time that the




I nited States would get if we were subjected to a full seale attack by
the soviet T'nion? .

Secretary Lamp, I we were subjected to the nse of all of the Soviet
[Tnion’s 't‘.'l::l:rlﬂll.‘- in a first strike?

Mr., Frasen. Or, let’s say many hundreds of them.

Secretary Lamp, The warning time would be increased, there is no
question about that. T would like the chairman to address the amount
of time that is involved. 1 am =ure that we could supply that to you in
vour classified record, but 1 think even in this |||---|1u:':n| testimony,
the chairman could rive vou some estimates of the time that is involved.

Mr. Fraser. I would like to have that.

Admiral Mooner. Yes, sir. As vou know, the United States is
subject to attack by ICDBM's. SLBM's and some bombers. So, the
warning svstem must cover these three different tvpes of delivery
Systems,

The submarines firing at the United States of course wonld nse
weapons that have the shortest time of flight, since they ean position
themselves in the Atlantic. Onr NCA installation would definitely give
advance warning of such an attack.

Mr. Fuasen. T do not understard how that wonld h ippen. Sunposing

that there were enongh submarine launched missiles or missiles an
warheads to exhaust our 100 interceptors, plus additional offensiy
'l.'u:ll'lli':ll:l-[h;l! Wi r:ll';rl'll'rl il 1I.1I.- |=-'||r|:'1||r|_

If thev were all lnnnched. where woulid we oot additional warni
time by havingan ABM?

.\I[IIIII'.‘1| .'ﬂul'-lll . .I.]I'It (i :I'I'.ill;’1i1||:' 1< |11|n:|i1~|-_ 1':!. |.!.I.|' _"1||-1'_'-
o have to add to that the time of Meht from the [rint of detection

0¥

to the point of impact,
Secretary Lamn, The important point here
Mr. Fraser, Would we oot the same warning time

NCA ABRM WOULD REQUIRE SIGNIFICANT SUB MIWEMENTS

H.-.-:--r:-.:_l. [.'.II:II.. Illi'u' .IIJI]HI!1;|||E }-h:::r iy Iu AT 1N |1'::|:.| l-\. t Lt ]-|r|
i'll.h'|4'|'|-1n]'= m the Xational {'1|r||!||:|||-] Author ty area 1.'.”14|.| redure
the Soviet [Tnion or a potential ageressor to move their submarines
into position ; and becanse of the numbers required to saturate such n
gystem, the siraterme warning rron ided by the movement of the sub
marines into position wonld be very sigmificant.

Without the system. the National Command Authority eould
jeopardized by one submarine close to our coast. whereas 100 inter
ceptors 1in the National Command Authority 1 would require the
movement of additional submarines, which woulid be a major signal
to onr National Command Authority.

This strategie warning is, indeed, most siemificant. T am confident
that that is the important factor vou should bear in mind, not the
Iir'lr“'_" of the missile itself, bat the concentration of forces '||'||||ir'|.-||
to overwhelm the 100 interceptors that would be available

This is a significant fact to keep in mind.

EFFECTIVENESS OF NCA ABRM WARNIXNI

Mr. Fraser. I am olad to learn, Mr. Secretar v. I have vet to discover
where the early warning wouli 1 emerge, but you say it comes becanse of
the number of "lﬂﬂ"'.lj s g 4'H iJ*htuu.J lannch 1n.-|r|ul|




67

H1i]r|~.-:-':r|;_-' the Soviets, understanding that. decided to take out our
iJJtt'r'l'L'[-T!ll'-:. and let’s suppose they were to fire 110 ICBM offensive
missiles, or enoueh to take out our interceptors and to come on into
Washington. Would we get additional warning time by having the
ADBM svstem !

Secretary Larp. I do not want to get into the question of targeting
and the numbers that would be involved, because 1 really think the
example vou gave is not |||i|iT:|t'i]J.' sound. but I wounld like the cha
man to comment on that.

Admiral Mooree. T just want to m: LLr-1||| point that you can postu-
late a scenario and keep adding to the numbers and =0 on, which
winnld

Secretary Lamn. But, Mr. Chairman, I think it should be pointed
out that in an JICBM attack you have about 30 minutes. We are not
talking about a few minutes

Mr. Frasi, But ABM does not add anytl ing to that warning time,
tdoes it ?

Secretary Laamp. It does add something as far as that warning time
i concerned. It does do away with that short warning time that we
are conecerned about from a single, close-in submarine,

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Secretary

Secretary Lamn. I would like the chairman to finish.

Admiral Moorenr. 1 would like to finish by pointing out to you that
the overall deterrent posture is measure d in the eyes of the other side, of
conrse, and consequently. the objective is not to proy ide what 1 1.!.n|:|| |
calln "ﬁ'l-l- ride” for any one part of the whole target system.

Yon cannot just separate one little segment from the whole svstem,

The 1dea in developing deterrence is to present to the planners on the
other side as much doubt as possible as to the probability of suecess,

A THIRTY-MINUTE WARNING

Mr, Fraser. Admiral, my question was limited to the question of
how we get additional warning time out of a Washington-centered
ABM system, and T cannot discover that we got any additional time
except for the one hypothesis that the Seeretary has advanced. Can you
rive me any other illustrations of how we set war ing time ?

Admiral Moorer. In the hypothesis the Secretary deals with sub-
marines which T pointed out at the beginning constitute the major
threat in terms of the time element that von mentioned.

5o there are two paris to the problem: One is the warning as
to the deployment of the submarine and, two, the fact that the
missiles are actually airborne.

Mr. Fraser. Isn't it true, Admiral, that you get that through the
radar, so that the intercepting missiles are of no value in terms of
warning time ? If von have a radar time that detects the launch, that
is what vou are claiming gives you the time, but the ABRM system as a
total system does not sive vou additional time.

Secretary Lamp. The interceptorsz are what would eanse the Soviets
to increase the number of submarines needed to attack the NCA. And
an ICBM attack would increase your warning time from at least T min-
utes to 30, Now, that may not seem significant to yon. but it is significant
to me,
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Mr. Fraser. Would you say that again ?

Secretary Lamp. The warning time as far as the sub is concerned is
about T minutes,

Mr. Fraser. That is from the time they launch until the time of
impact ?

Secretray Lamo. Yes, for an ICBM, it is some 30 minutes. By build
ing your ABM system around the National Command Authority, you
are in a position where you will know well in advance of any sub-
marine-launched attack upon the Washington center. Because you
would have 100 interceptors involved, it would take a concentrated
movement of b?li]l-' and equipment. So it changes your w irning time,
which T believe is important, by this number of minutes, and T think
Yyou can get your Comamnd Authority airborne or otherwise relocated
n that IHH'*‘H'II].'H' time period. That airborne capability increases the
eredibility and the realism of the deterrent and that. in turn. helps to
prevent a nuclear exchange,

DO PFROIMMEALE FOR NTCA DEFENE]

Mr. Fracgen, Mr. ﬁ-*-'rur:n'_'..', for 3 years you never sugeested a Na
tional Command Authority.

Secretary Laimn, That is not correct, Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Frasen. The first time that you proposed it in a defense budgot
has been as a result of the SALT agreement that provides

Secretary Laien. That is not correct, and T want to make that clear
I have heard that statement made by some people, and we were sitting
Ii;f||1 here in this room when 1 presented the 12-sit program.

Mr. Fraser. Was it in last year's?

Secretary Lamn, In every presentation T have made there has been
a National Command Authority site as one of the 12 sites. In 1967,
when this Congress approved the Sentinel program, a National Com
mand Authority site was in that program. The National Command
."-II1|I1Il'i1_‘| ]r1'|rrl'1'1i1|r| has bwen in ey ery ABM I""'""I'I'I'Ii"' thiat has
been made by the Department of Defense since that time.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Secretary, T apPpred inte your great speech, but the
f:wT 15 that you abandoned the Sentinel Prog@ram as l|;-;:|=_r unworkalbile.

Secretary Lamp, But the Sentinel and

Mr. Frasen, Mr. Secretary, T am going to ask the question, and you
answer it, if that is all right with you. That is the way we work it on
this committee,

sSecretary Lamp. Well, T work it sometimes a little differently.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Secretary, you run for Congress again, and then you
can get the chance to ask the question. I will ask the questions, and
you respond to them, if vou will,

Secretary Lamp. Well, T will respond to them if T think they are
proper.

Mr. Fraser. Well, T appreciate your courtesy, Mr, Secretary. I think
that your contempt for the committee is suggested by that kind of
response,

EFFECT OF MIRVING ON WARNING TIMFE

Now, you predict that the Sovieiz are soing to MIRY their sul-
marine nussiles, do you not {




Secretary Latap, I do.

Mr. Frasen, Isn't it & fact that the United States with a half of a
boatload, one submarine, could wipe out the Soviet Golosh system
and still have enough in the other half of the boatload to destroy
Moscow §

-";1‘1'1‘I'Tll|'l'l.' Lamp. Well, T would |14r]u~ that the Soviets would grant
us that eapability, because it would add to our deterrent, but we cannot
be certain that they do,

My, Fraser. How many warheads?

secretary Lamgo. 1 would never downgrade the capability of our
country.

Mr. Frasenr, How many warheads does a Poseidon boat carry?

Secretary Lamep. The warheads depend upon the particular system
that we have deployed at the time. We eould have

Mr. Fraser, '1I'|IL‘-:I.' range from 10 to 14 roughly?

Secretary Lamp, They range in that general area.

Mr. Fraser. Per vehicle ? '

Secretary Laten, I am not going to answer all of your questions,
you know that.

Mr. Fraser. Well, Mr. Secretary——

secretary Lairp, Because 1 am here testifying in a public session,
and I will make the determination, Mr, Chairman.

I recognize that as a Member of this Congress for nine terms, and 1
will retain the option in public session of answering or not answering
(Juestions,

Mr. Fraser. Mr, Seeretary——

Secretary Laigp, That is the understanding that T have with this
committee when 1 eome hefore it in public session. And if that is not
the understanding, then we will go into executive session now at my
redquest.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Chairman—

Chairman Moreax, The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Fraser. May I just make a comment. If the Secretary is claim-
ing this is classified information, T wounld have no objection to his re-
fusing to answer. The fact is we have touched on nothing classified.
Nothing I have asked is classified, and I really have a strong feeling
that the ?';l-n-l'r~T:]1'}' 12 unwilling to follow the logic of this because. so
far, no case has been made for a National Capital ABM system.

FPAET DOD PRESENTATIONS FOR NCA DEFENSE

Secretary Latep, We will be making that case if the gentleman will
permit in our 1974 budget presentation. T may not be the witness, but
there will be someone here making that presentation. T would only eall
to your attention, and I hope the gentleman from Minnesota will per-
mit this, that in every presentation T made to this Coneress on the
Safeguard system the National Command Authority site, the Wash-
ington site, was included. Tt was included in the presentations made
by Secretary MeNamara in the Sentinel system. It was included in the
presentations made by me when we chaneed Sontinel to the Safecuard
presentation. Anyvone who implies that somehow or other there has
been a change just is not familiar with the facts. We have stopped
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onr momentum in the ABM field in the treaty that we have entered
into, We have given up the 12-site program. That is what the Soviets
wanted for their giving up their momentum in the offensive field.

Each side in the negotiations has to be willing to give up something
in order to reach agreement. The United States gave up on the 12-
site ABM system, and the Soviet Union gave up the offensive momen-
tum that they had going forward. In every presentation I have made
a Washington site was included.

Mr. Fraser, Mr. Seeretary, I may have erved on that, T am sorry.
I don’t remember it in last year's budget request and the vear before.
So I have probably forgotten in the full seale of things that——

Chairman Morcax. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Secretary Lamop, With my former colleague I hate to have a dis-
agreement here that is somehow or other not cleared up, but what we
have done in our presentation is that we have phased our program.
In the Sentinel system all sites were asked for at one time. What we
tried to do was to build our program because negotiations were moinge
forward on a phased basis. But in every presentation of the total pro-
gram the Washington site was always included, although funding for
that particular site had not been authorized. In every presentation it
was one of the 12 sites that we wers presenting in our total program.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Bucnaxax. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Secretary Lamp, I also would like to add that the chairman re-
minded me that it is the Joint Chiefs of Stafl that insisted that one
of the two be the NCA.

Mr. Bucnanax. Mr. Secretary and Admiral Moorer, I would S0y
that the gentleman from Minnesota is tough-minded and has strong
convictions and speaks very eloquently for himself, but permit me to
say as another member of the committee that during my term of
service here we have not tended to put our witnesses in straitjnckets,
and T certainly think the distinguished Secretary has shown no dis-
respect or contempt for the committes,

Secretary Lamrn. I appreciate very much your comments, but 1 really
don’t have any problems taking care of myself, and T will be able to
handle that all nght.

Mr. Bucnaxax, Yes, sir; I am quite aware of that fact.

ENDORSEMENT OF BALT AGREEMEXNTS

May I say, Mr. Secretary and Admiral Moorer, that the weight of
your collective wisdom and eloquence, has almost persuaded me to o0
along with you altogether on your propesal. T would like to hear from
Admiral Moorer once more the unequivoeal statement that in vonr
judgment the Senate ratification of the treaty. the approval by haoth
houses of the interim agreement, coupled with support for the Pres-
ident’s defense proposals, that such action by the Congress would be
action in your judgment and without anvy equivocation to st rengthen
the national defense and support the national security and not in any
way to weaken or to undermine our security.

Admiral Moorer. That is correet, sir. Bear in mind that the offen-
sive agreement. is an interim measure of 5 years' duration. What it
accomplishes is to forestall the buildup of the Soviet offensive systems
significantly beyond what is provided in the proposed agreement.
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So, my answer to your gquestion is, “yes, I will give you that assur-
ance,’

Mr, Brenaxax. And you speak not only for vourself but the Joint
Cliefs of Staff ¥

Admiral Moorer. That i1s correct, sir, and this is expressed in the Inst
paragraph in my statement.

PROTECTING TIIE NCA

Mr, Boenaxax, T don’t entirely share the concern about what may
happen to Washington, I aceept your judgment as to the warning time,
but if they should manage to blow up Washington, it might improve
the count I'y.

I hope, however, that your judgment of our security and defense
would include important metropolises like Birmingham and some of
the cities of south Alabama, Admiral. That may be covered in your
analysis ns well,

Admiral Moorer, Yes, sir. What we are doing here is to protect
a decisionmaking process which is so vital to the proper use of our
wenpon systems. In other words, the people who operate the systems
must receive timely and adequate instructions in ovder to ean v out the
decisions made by higher aut ority.

Mr. Brenasas, Thank you, Admiral, Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Thank yvou, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Morcax, Mr, Wolfl,

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr, Chairman,

Mr, Secretary, I am sure that you could take care of yourself,

VIETNAM COSTE AND AMERICAN DEFENEE

I think what we are teying to find out is if yon are able to take care
of all of us, too,

I might, at the outset, say that T do believe in o gtrong America.
However, there ave certain pointa that T think are some questions that
perhaps led up to some of the SALT talks,

I would like to quote from your presentation for 1973, Tt says:

Hinee 10608 when the net avallable to the Boviet Unlon first exeeeded that of the
United States, the Soviet Union has had some £21 bHon more avallable for mod
ernlzation than the United States, "This diference bas bad o diTerent and adverse
Impaet on the military posture of the United States relative to thnt of the Soviet
Union, This lmilt-in Soviet advantage hoas been greatly enhaneed at onr expense
gince 1965 becanze of the costs of the war in Viet Nnm.,

What T am coneerned about, Mr, Secreta ry is whether or not we have
contributed to the weakening of our defenses as a resnlt of Vietnam.

I know that we have long vecognized that the Soviets, the Commu-
nists, have baen onr ]rl'ilu'i||'|] threat, Why did we permit onrselves to
divert. our energies and our resources into Southeast Asia when onr
adversary was able to build his strength to where today they either
have parity or supremacy over usf{

Secretary Lamn, 1 rI||||J.. n eonseious decision was made by the Soviet
["nion baek in 1953, or in that particular time period, to go forward
with a Vietnamization program as far as North Vietnam was con-
cerned. During the period of the past 20 years they went forward with




program of training tros ps and pilots, providing military equip-
ment, sending advisory Iul sions, and they made it « f. ar to the North
Vietnamese that Indochina would be their re Spol 1=1bili [1.

We moved large forces into Vietnam on a program in 1965, after
this program had been going forward in the North; and it was not
until 1969 that T believe it was clearly made apparent to th
Vietnamese that they would have to build up their own L._p
and take over the eround responsibilities as well as I
sibilities for their own in-country security.

So the North with the he elp of the Soviet ['1 ion and the Peoples
Republic of China did move forward on this kind of program over a
longer period of time. When I became Seer etary of Defense, the incre-
mental costs of the war in Vietnam to the TUnited States were running
approximately 222 billion, and the Soviet T'nion’s cost was cloge to
a billion dollars. So the ratio was about 1 to 22,

EEDNUCTIONS IN VIETNAM COSTS

We have changed that direction. We have reduced those costs by
over two-thirds. We have now established a program which has already
turned over the complete ground eombat responsibility to the forces
of South Vietnam. In 1968 there were 11 American divisions in Sonth
Vietnam. One South Vietnamese division had the eapability to actually
take over "':IHIH'I'] combat responsibility mnf he effective. Today we
have 11 divisions removed and the Sonth Vietnamese operating under
the Vietnamization program

Mr. Worrr. I don’t want to red mto a discussion with Yol ahout
the Vietnam war as such, becanse. although vou may have removed
the ground troops today according to a statement that has been made
by the Defense Department we are spending about $161 & million a day
to meet the North Vietnamese thrust.

Now, if that indicates the thrust of Vietnamization, it gets us back
to about a 513 billion budget.

Secretary Lamp. That is not the budget that we have submitted to
this commitiee.

Mr. Worrr. Your budeet is about 6.5 billion. and if vou add to that
another $16.5 million a day, which the Defense Department has
indicated

"‘*i't !N iry Latep. No, that is not the ease. You could be talking abont
the 1972 fiscal year iallxl"n- The fiscal year 1972 cost is in that seneral
aArea, ]HI[ the 1973 cost is below that. You could be talkine about the
1972 fiseal year.

Mr. Worrr. What 15 the ficure that we have budeeted for Vietna
for 197212

Secretary Lamn. Approximately 87 '-.?Ii?rm,

“l Worrr. The Defense Department supplementary ?

seretary Lamp, No. that is the ineremental cost of warin fiscal 1079
'I|.l' 1978 firure includes the rerular budeet plus the suppleme ||T,|]
request that 1s before the Congress at the present time. The regular
budget is in the area of over 24 hillion. but a supplemental request was
sent to this Congress and i= part of the bndeet suhmission of the Presi-
dent of the TTnited States. The ‘-L-ui‘ eazt As remental cost in 1973

should be below the 1972 spending fizure. The spending fizure was




reduced when I became Secretary of Defense from $22 billion down to
a little over &7 i illion in fiscal 1972 or a reduection of two-thirds. Even
with the supplement l request that is currently before the congres
sional eommitiees being considered by this Congress, it 1z lower in 1973
than it was in I'h

I wanted to clear that up because 1 feel that your question presup-
posed that the supplemental was not included with the 1973 fgures
that I was giving you. 1t is.

Mr. Worrr. (M course, this is for Vietnam, or is this for Indochina ?

This is the incremental cost of the war. The firures include all of
the expenditures except those expenditures that wonld have been needed
in peacetime and those that are covered under the military assistance
Program,

Mr. Worrr. Yes

Secretary Latgn, The military assistance program for Thailand will
now be outside of the Vietnam cost for the first time. As you lmow,
the change has been made from MASF to military assistance, so this
year the Thai costs will be over in the military assistance program and
not in the MASF program. But the fgures | |qu'|1 oiven you include all
of the MASF program. The Thai program is not included in MASF
for the first time in 1973,

In 1972 and 1968 it was in the MASTE area,

DEFENSE SPENDING PRIORITIES

Mr. Worrr. What I am saying to you, Mr. Secretary, according to
vour figures on page 33 of your report, with the serions threat that
was posed to us pertaining to parity or superiority, we have not met
the Soviet expenditures for their own programs. Even though vou have
come before Congress and the amount of your requests have been ap-
proved by the Congress, you have never been able to match the Soviet
expenditures; you continue to spend money in an arvea that has little or
no whnnmnhlp1|[:nn the Soviet ability to challenge us.

My point is that there is a question of priority, If we talk about
priority, we should also talk about——

Secretary Lamn. That is why we have changed the priorities. That
is why 1 believe one of the great accomplishments has been bringing
Americans back from Indochina, and we have been very successful. We
can bring all of them back muech more rapidly should the negotiation
track work, but if the negotiation track fails, we have this program
available to terminate completely and totally American involvement.
That is what the Vietnamization program was all about, to give this
dual track so that we could terminate American involvement and re-
establigh the priorities which I think are so important as we face the
1']1¢I|]i'l'|“‘t‘-1'fl om the Soviet Union in the future,

I do hope that you will ]mulnn this digression, but I want you to
realize that illltm}: the next 5 vears in our defense program we are
going to have difficulties in competing with the Soviet Union in terms
of the allocation of resonrees,

RISE OF MANPOWER COSTS

Mr. Worrr. Isn't that primarily due to the Vietnam war, however {
Secretary Lamp. No: it is due primarily to the higher priority which
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we place on manpower. We have been able to eut back two-thirds of the
costs of the Vietnam war and the cost of our Indochina involvement.
bt we have used every one of these dollars plus some more to pay om
manpower costs, Our manpower costs now are taking up about 57 per-
cent of the outlays in this particular budeet that we have before the
Congress,

The Soviet 1Tnion is spending a comparable amount on defense, buf
it is only spending from about 25 to 32 percent of its budget on military
manpower, 'That gives them a greater flexibility within their budget,
not only in the procurement field for modernization, but it also gives
them greater flexibility in other areas,

We believe, however, that the young people that are serving in our
military forces should be compensated just as anyone else is in our so-
i':lt‘lj.'. We believe that in order to move toward volunteerism we
should not use conseript labor any more to fulfill the manpower re
quirements of the Department of Defense, Since 1939 conseript labor
throuerh the use of zelective serviee has been the only means, each
time the Defense Department got in trouble with a labor problem, that
they filled manpower requirements,

We have ronge in a different direction. The entire peace dividend,
ns we have moved toward peace, as we have cut down our invaolve
ment, has been used in this manpower area, and 1 hope that that is
understood by o majority of this committee,

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

Chairman Moreax. The gentleman’s time has expived,

Mr. Steele.

Mr. Steerk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

BALT T1: TIMETABLE AND FPROSFECTIVE AGREEMENTS

My, ."‘:1'l'r'i'1:|1'l'|.'.. Admiral Moover, T think that together vou have pro
sented the most precise and the hest argument for the SALT agree
ments that T have vet heard or seen, and T want to compliment youl
on that,

I have two questions, First of all, Mr. Secretary, you point out that
we have taken initial steps and laid a solid foundation for potentinl
arms reductions in the future, T am wondering the extent to which you
can tell us in this session of the committee what kind of timetable you
envision for phase 2 and specifieally what kinds of agrecments do
vou see as being most likely in phase 2 and something that we are
targeting on 2 to 3 years out or something that we hope to conclude
for the period when phase | expires?

Precisely what 15 the timetable and what kinds of agreements do
we hope first to achieve in phase 2 ¢

Secretary Laamn, I think it is vather diffioult to give a complete
answer to your question. Ifor one thing, T think that in the negotintions
it 18 diflicult to |.'l_1.' efore the other side the necotiation rm:;il'1|1|| that
we may be pursning before SALT 1T starts. We are hopeful that
it ean start as soon as this aereement and this treaty have been ap-
proved and hopefully by October,

But to answer your question in broad general terms, rather than
getting into specific negotinting procedures and positions, T would
hope that the whole question of the equality of strategic offensive forces
would be taken into consideration. '
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The ABM treaty 1s coneerned, which is a continning document with
the supreme national interests escape clause, of course does have
equality. 1t has equality as far as numbers are concerned. Yet T would
hope that we could move in that general direction in SALT IT in the
offensive area,

FREEZE ON LAUNCHERS

My, Steere. As Admiral Moorer points out very carefully in num-
bers, we have a freeze at a ratio of about 2,499 to 2,167 in :iL-]ix'p[-_\‘
vehicles in favor of the Soviet Union. The main eriticism, I think, of
the SALT agreements has been that those agreements freeze in the
Soviet lend in terms of missiles and that lead i3 about 800 when you
exclude bombers,

Here 15 where the MIRVing comes into playv. T wonder the extent
to which this bothers you. The big question mark in the treaty it seems
to me remains what kind of progress is the Soviet Union going to make
in MIRVing, and is it not true that if that progress is more than we
expect now, it could have serious implications, again depending on
the extent of the progress that they make?

It seemns to me that is a logical eriticism ; it seems to me it is o fair
criticism; and I jll.*ii wonder how you meet it.

Admiral Moorer., As the Seeretary pointed out, the treatment of
offensive systems is in terms of an Interim Agreement, so you must
look at what the Soviets could do during this 5-year period. Now,
they have made efforts to MIRV, they have conducted tests, and, con-
sequently, I think we would be imprudent not to assume that they are
going to MIRV their systems, particularly in view of the fact that
the big missile, the S5-9, has a very large capability in terms of throw
weight,

On the other hand, we also have the MIRV system and so forth. So,
in terms of warheads, at the moment that happens to be the area in
which we have superiority numberswise.

Now, to answer yvour question—what wonld be the balance at the end
of 5 years—I think this points up the importance of the new programs
that the Secretary of Defense has talked about, namely, the Trident
and the B-1. Incidentally, of course, the bombers can carry more than
one warhead, too, so, in a sense, you could say the bombers ave MIR Ved.,

BALT II: EUBJECT OF EQUIVALENCY

The SALT II discussions will have to go into some detail on this sub-
ject of equivalency.

As the Secretary pointed out, the ABM system is the equivalency
theme that runs throughout in terms of the number of missiles, the size
of the site, the number of sites, et cetera.

So, in my opinion, when one looks at the overall eapabilities, the
technological features, the geographical aspects and so on, I feel con-
fident that we do have today and will have during this interim period
adequate forees for a credible deterrent.

So our real problem in my view, Mr. Steele, is the out-years after the
expiration of this interim agreement. That is what we should coneen-
frate on, and we should concentrate on this regardless of whether we
had the SALT agreement or not. This is the important thing that Mr.
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Laird and I have continually pointed up in the last 3 or 4 vear
new programs that we have will give us the options to d
problem that you raise which I think will be quite evidi
extent and nature at the time that the Interim A
to expire. Then we would have to take
event that the SALT I1 talks do not mov
the lines of the ABM treat

Mr. Sreeig. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Brxaias. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HIEITION (OF BECRETARY TLAIRD ON PACTE

Mr. Secretary, Admiral Moorer, and gentlemen, Twould |
in complimenting all of you, and particularly Ambassador :
what 1 think is a great achievement in these SALT accords

I think that in addition to the specific agreements that were rea
the method of negotiation was a tremendous advance—the abs
polemies and the ability to keep the discussions seeret and al
i ”Ii:lll-i. .|1 Argries 1.'|~r-_1.' wiell flll' the r|;|!1|11'_ anal I h..!”. that the
tum of the SALT T can be maintained.

I notice, perhaps w rongly, Mr, Seeretary, a slicht difference—ana
one that I weleome—in the nature of your testimony here T-n|_|_'. ani
what I understood it to be from press reports when von first hroached
the matter in the Senate. T might approach the subject in this wav:
when the President -'I'_[!Il'lt t hiese neErecments, -I‘.'r:lir']}' there was no
indieation that there was any condition in his mind on what congres
sional netion might be on defense expenditures, and when he submitied
the agreements to us in his message of June 13, there was no sugeestion
of a condition. But the press reports indicated that in some of vour
testimony m the other |us||_1,' vou indicated that you would not be in
favor of these agreements unless the Congress acted favorably on
some of the Defense Department proposals.

Today vou do not state your support of these agreements in that wav.

I understand wou to state it unconditionally. Is that a fair
statement ¥

Hl"'i'i'l:ll'j' Lamn, No, T have not char ] my position. [ would onls
say that T think the press usually reports people pretty aceurately
and I will abide by the press reports. T hope I didn't mislead vou
today, because T still take the same position. The only difference is
that the Congress has gone forward and anthorized the two major
programs which T did make a part of my support for these two agree
ments, rIIIII' (1tl'1'|:'_"'|'l'.‘- ]]:|-- IIIH'I.'HI Hi":q‘d' rh;.r '[1'*-Ti!|lrr!‘|_l'; ig'! '|!|. =enate and
in the Honse when T asked for aunthorization of those programs, They
have given that authorization. So conditions today are somewhat dif-
ferent than the conditions under which T testified before the other
committees, but T have not changed my “F'!”;“‘"-

]!I‘. Brxara M. -llvl‘”.. I !I."IT'I”}' need Irr|j||‘; oni rr|._1,'n'|| that the process
of appropriation is far from complete, and that that process will
probably continue long after these agreements have been acted on.
hopefully favorably.
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Secretary Lamp, That is correct. The aunthorization is the major
hurdle because 1 wanted the Congress to put their stamp of approval
and authorize these programs. They have done that, and I commend
them for it

LATED AND THE PRESIDENT: POSITIONES COMIPARED

Mr. Brxeaaa. But, Mr. Secretary, if your recommendation in favor
of the APpProv: al of the treaty and the agreements is in any way condi-
tional, then isn’t your 1:«(:-—.||]u|11| iferent from that of the President of
the United States?

Secretary Lamp. My position may be somewhat different from the
President’s position. 1 believe under the National Security Act Con-
gress established certain requirements on the Secretary of Defense
which no other Cabinet officer has levied against him. He is the prinei-
pal adviser in the national security area, not only to the President, but
also to the Congress because under our constitution the Congress
has this authority as far as the military services are concerned, and
in the National Security Act of 1958 the Congress provided certain
of that authority to the Secretary of Defense to make recommendations
in this area. Since I have served in this position, I have tried to be as
forthright and as candid with the Congress and congressional com-
mittees as I ean. I have followed that procedure, so, when T am asked
a question, 1 try to give an answer to it—my opinion—-and that was my
opinion. I believe that the President has expressed his support for
all of these positions. The Trident submarine program, the B-1, and
these other programs that I have discussed have the approval of the
President, they are submitted in his budget.

A QUESTION OF BEMANTICS

Mr. Bixerasm. I am not guestioning that for a moment, Mr. Secre-
tary, but there is a great difference between expressing support for the
programs and saying that unless the programs are approved, then
the agreement should not be ratified.

Secretary Lamp. The President may have used a little different
language and perhaps his langnage is better. He said that they were
equally essential—the strateric program, the agreement, and the treaty.
Now, his language is—and T would like to put the exact quote from
the President of the Ulnited States in the record at this point—is that
he does say that “they arve equally essential.” I say that all three are
essential.,

{ The material referred to follows:)

PRESIDEXRT'S LETTER oF TRARSMITTAL To CONGRESS

I transmit herewith certified copies of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missgile Systems and the Interlm Agreement on Certain Measures with
respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Armz signed in Moseow on May 2
1972, Coples of these agreements are alzo being forwarded to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, 1 ask the Senate's advice and consent fo ratification
of the Treaty, and an expression of support from both Hotses of the Congress
for the Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms,

Thege agreements, the product of a major effort of this administration, are
a significant step Iuto a new era of mutually agreed restraint and arms limita-
tion between the two principal noclear powers.

The provisions of the agreements are explained In detall in the Report of the
Secretary of State, which I attach, Their main effort is this: The ABM Treaty

A2-108—T2——=0
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limits the deployment of anti-balllstic missile systems to two designated arens,
and at a low level, The Interim Agreement lmits the overall level of strategic
offensive missile forces, Together the two agrecments provide for a more stable
strategic balance in the next =everal years than would be possible If strategic
arms competition continued unchecked. This benefits not only the United Stotes
and the Soviet T 1, bt all the nations of the world,

Tl repments are an important first step in checking the arms race. bt
only a firgt =tep; they do not e " all avenues of strategle competition. Juast
a8 the maintenance of a ste 1 ic posture was an essentlal element in
the snceess of these negotiations, it is now equatly eszentinl that we carry forwarid
n sound strategic modernization program to maintain our secarity and to ensure
that more permancnt amd comprehensive arms lHmltation agreements ean he
remeled.

The defense capabilities of the Unlted States are second fo none in the world

. 1 am det ined that they shall remain so, The terms of the ABM Treaty
and Interim Agreement will permit the United States to take the steps we deem
neceary to maintain a steategic posture which protects our vital interests ani
guarantess our continned security,

Besides enhaneing onr national =security, these agreements open the opportunity
for n new amd more constroctive 11.8.-8oviet relationship, characterizel by nego-
tiated settlement of differences, rather than by the hostility and confrontation
of ilecades past,

These accords offer tangible evidence that mankind need not llve forever in
the dark shadow of naclear war. They provide renewed bhope that men and
nations working together can suceeed in building a lasting peace.

Becanse these agreements effectively serve one of this Natlon's most cherishod
purposes—a more secure and peaceful world in which America's secarity s fally
protected—I strongly recommend that the Senate support them, and that its
deliberations e condueted withoot deloy.

Ricmann Nixox.
THe Wiite Hovsr, June 13, 1972,

Excenrrs Frodm Tne Peesipext's Newe Coxverexce oF Juse 20
ARME CONTROL AND WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT

Q. Mr, P'resident, hardly had you signed the arms control agresment= i
Moseow, than your Administration asked for new money for new steategle
weapong, Bome of your cerities are saying that this i= almost a deception glv
Ing the Pentagon what It wanis, 1y eoncentrntion on developlog quality
wenpons, Will you tey to dispel this conteadiction ?

Tue Presipest, Mr, Morgan, the problem with il to armse control (s
that we do not deal with It In a vacunm. We have to deal with the problem
ag It affects the securlty of the United States, Now, first, let me say that if we
had mot had an arms conteol agreement, a limitation of ARM's and n tempsorn ey
lmitation for 5 years on certain classitications of offenslve weapons, T wonld
nnd 1 nm s=aying this conservativelr—have hod to a=k the Congress of the
United Btates to approve an inceense in the defense budget for nnclear steategle
wisn s of lea=t $15 billlon a year on n crash progrmm. Beason : Had there
beren no arms control agreement, the Boviet Unlon's plang ealled for an inereosse
of thelr ABM's to 100 over the next 5 years, The arms conteol aeresinent
Hmits them to N0 o= It does us. Had there been no arms control ageeement,
the Boviet Unlom had a progream anderway in the fleld of sabmoeines which
wonld have brought them ap to over 80, The agrecsment Wmbts them to G2,

Had there been no arms control agrecment—and this 1= the Immortant
polnt—in the terms of offensive strategle weapons, the Soviet Unbon that s
now  passed ug in offepsive steategle weapons—they have 1.000: we hove
ronghly 1.000—they wonuld have bulit 1,000 more over the next 5 VOIrE, N
under those clpeumstances, any President of the Unitsd States could sec | hnt
in 5 years the United States wonld e hopelessly bolilngd @ onr secarity woild
ba threatensd, our allles wonld be tervified, partienlarly in those arveas, and
onre friends, ke the Midenst, where the possibillty of Soviet adventurism 18 con
gldered to be mther graat,

Therefore, the arms control agreement at least put o brake on new weaponsa,
Now, with regard to the new weapons that yon refor to, however, let me point
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ont they are not for the next S-year period. We are really talking about the
period after that. And they are absolutely essential for the security of the
United States for another reason—becinse looking at this not in o vacoum bot
in terms of what the other side iz doing, Mr. Brezhney made it very clear that
he intended to go forward in those categories thmt were not 1imited,

Now, in falrness to him, he also =ald, and made it very clear—he made it
perfectly clear, I should say—he sald that be expected that we would go for-
warnl. Now, nnder these circnmstances, then, for the Unitsd States not to go
forward in thosze areas that were not controlled wonld mean that at the end
of the zeventies we would e in an inferior position and no President of the
Unite]l Btates can take the responzibility of allowing the United States to be
the =zecond most powerful nation in the world, nor bemuse of any jingeistic
idea but because if we are in that posttion, our foreign policy, our commit-
ments around the world would be very, very seriously jeopardized.

Now the most important point I have saved for the last and that i= this:
I think these agresments are in the interest of the United States. 1 think that
they are very mnuch in the interest of arms control and therefore in the inter-
est of world peace. Buf, they are only a beginning ; they are oniy the founda-
tion. Now, what we have to do Is to really go forward with the second step.
That is why the phase 2 of the arms control limitation, which we hope will
begin in October, provided the Congress approves the ones that we have be-
fore them at the present time—phase 2, which will be a permanent arms oon-
trol agreement on all offensive nuclear weapons—this is the one that we think
can ‘have far greater significance even than phase 1.

Phas: 1 is the breakthrough and phase 2 iz the colmination. Amid phase 2,
if we ecan reach agreement with the Soviets—and it will take long and harnd
bargaining—but if we ean reach it, it will mean, then, that we not only hold
our arms budgets where they are, but that in these new programs instead of
going forward with them on the basis presently projected we will be able to
cut them back.

That is our goal and I think we can achieve it provided we approved plmse
1 amd provided we continwe a credille arms program becanse, believe me, the
Zoviets are not going to agree to Hmit their future programs unless they have
pomething to get from us.

n
L

BE-=1 BOMBER

Q. Mr. President, in consideration of your argnment on our need for offensive
weapong, why, then, do you Insizt on development of the costly B—1 luanber
when in fact the Soviet Union has shown little interest io the bomber force in
recent years and as far as we know has no new bomber force on the drawing
Trirds at this tme?

THE PresmmexT. Each power, the Boviet Union and the Unlted States, must
have those forces that are needed for its own security. We basically are not
only a land power but a land and sea power. The Soviet Union is primarily
a land power with certain definite requirements ; having that in mind, we be-
liesve that the B-1 bomber s, for our security interest, necessary,

Aa far as the Boviet Union is concerned, the fact that they are not develop-
ing bombers does not mean that they do not respect ouars, And I would say,
ton, that had we not had our present advantage in bombers we could not
then stand by and allow the Soviets to have a 1,600 to 1000 advantage in
torms of misziles that are land based, So, our bombers I8 an offzet for that.

Mr. Brveiras, Well, I don’t want to pursue the matter because I
think we conld get into a question of semantics, but at this point and,
recognizing that the legislative process 1= far from concluded, |
want to be sure that you are recommending the approval of the ratifi-
cation of the treaty and the prompt approval of the resolution sup-
porting the agreement.

Secretary Lamp. Yes; T indicated that position right along, that I
was asking the Congress for their approval of these programs. There
was some question in my mind as to whether the Congress would face
up to the Trident program this year and anthorize that as an ongoing
program. The Congress by very substantial votes in both the Senate
and the House has gone forward with that program, they have put




their stamp of approval on the I3 ogram this vear, and they have
indicated the other approvals that we have for overall support,
and I am not roing to—when « are al 1, you know, vou don’t p

I]l too {i'l... E ['- 1l ] ] 1 ol i ] i

well.

Mr. Bixamas, If
budget request, wonld
Defense Depart: {
other forees is not part of the
to these other matters whi
Secretary Laien.
forces as such. It
manner in which we has
you are f11;;1l' correct.,

EVIDENCE OF BOY1

Mr. Brxaitam. I was surprised at your indication that you expected
MIRYV deployment by the Soviets in a period of 18 to 24 mont hs, That
does not coincide with other information that we have received. Ts it
not correct that there is no evidence as of now that the Soviets have
tested a MIRV system?

Secretary Liamrn, Well, as far as the testing is concerned, T have
never gotten into the semantics of whether the MRY thev have tested
had an independent capability. I don’t think there is any sense in
gretting into that discussion. 1 ju-—'T &y that it does not have it under
the definition that we use. The MRV's which they have tested—the
so-called MRV's they have tested—I think change the impact pattern
somewhat, but T do not under our definition include that in what I refer
toas MIRV s,

I would think that that test would probably be going forwanl
within the next 3 to 6 months and that they would not have the capa
ll'l“'j.' of deployment before 18 to 24 months, Those are the estimates
based upon the best information ilable to me—24 months iz an
estimate. Tt is the best estimate that 1 can give you based on the info
mation available to me,

Usually my estimates have been conservative: it has turned out that
way in the past, and T have tried to be conservative in my estimates,

Mr. Bixcuay, Would it be a fair statement with reeard to those
estimates that ”ll'_‘qI are hased more on an estimate of w hat the Soviets
are likely to be doing and likely to be trying to do than on any actual
information that these are their intenti

Secretary Lamp. I would say that there is some fairly hard evi
dence that they will be doing this kind of testing within the next few
months, but this is a matter which they control and we do not control,
They have all of the technical capability available to them at this
time to carry on such a test,

Mr. Bixgras. Thank you. I think my time has expired.

Thank you, Mr, Secretary.

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Zablocki.




PROGRESS IN ANTISUBMARINE WARFARE

Mr. Zarrockr Mr. Chairman, 1 am not sure that the admiral can
answer in detail the question I may have, but, indeed, there is concern
that the Soviets do have a superiority in submarine warfare, and there-
fore the question of antisubmarine warfare comes nto consideration.

Do you have any reason to believe that antisubmarine warfare tech-
nigues are improving at such a rate as to jeopardize—on the part of
the Soviets that is—our Polaris/Poseidon fleet in the foreseeable
future! .

Admiral Moorer, We know, sir, that the Soviets are spending quite
a bit on development and training in ASW techniques, but my answer
to your question is, so far as jeopardizing the survivability of the
Polaris system at the moment, I don’t think that that capability exists.

On the other hand, we would be less than prudent if we didn’t fol-
low this very closely. One of the big advantages of the Trident system
is to thwart the possibility of a major ASW breakthrough.

Mr. Zaewockr. Given the Trident system, nevertheless, T read that
the Soviets are expecting to achieve a breakthrough in antisubmarine
warfare. Do we have knowledge about that?

Admiral Moorer. No, sir. 1 think everyone is always expecting to
achieve a breakthrough in ASW warfare because it is a very, very
difficult type of warfare due to the physies of the water, if nothing
else,

So, as I say. we continually guard against this by improving our
own submarines as well as our own ASW capability, but there has
been no major breakthrough to my knowledge that would jeopardize,
as yvou say, the survivability of the Polaris/Poseidon system.

Mr. Zavrockr It is, however, safe to assume that the 1.8, ASW
technology is in advance of the Soviets at the present time{

Admiral Moorgr. 1 think that is a fair evaluation, yes, sir.

Mr. Zarrockr Thank you.

Thank you., Mr. Chairman,

Secretary Laren, Senator—

Mr. ZapLookrn Thank you very much for demoting me.

Secretary Lamen. I always refer to you by the name that I first got
to know you by, _

Mr, Zarcocirn. When life was much ensier and more pleasant in the
State legislature as a Senator, yes, sir.

X0 WAY TO INSURE INVULNERABILITY

Secretary Lairn. T think, though, Congressman Zablocki. that it is
well for us to point out, a8 we did when we appeared before this com-
mittee in 1964, that you can never insure the invulnerability of any
weapon system. Now, I think we have an invalnerable system right now
as far as the Polaris/Poseidon fleet is concerned, but to predict the
invulnerability of those particular boats or ships—I guess you call
them ships now, don’t you!—it would be a great mistake to predict
that beyond 4 or 5 vears,

[ just think that it is very dangerous to do that, and that is why I
made that statement in 1969, 1 really stand behind that statement, I
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think it is immportant to stay with that approach, particularly in the

weapon development area. That is why it 1s ne ezsary, I think. to have

some follow-on modernization programs moving forward the De-

partment of Defense not only in this area. but in others a I
1”] '/211:1_1-' KI. .\.II|| :hi- T i:i-.-||l~ i||-.!-..|1 g @ artu

that rives ns Assuranee ]

Secretary Lam, That is correct.

Mr, Zanrooki. IT we do have a negotiater

ment, then of ourse the Trident or any otl

ey ot e I||-|'-'.-.'.~;|]'_l. ir| order to ;l.-".iw\. --.Z'

be in a position to deal on a position of strength.
Secretary Lamn, Yes. I think we will ¢ ays have tl

forward as far as modernization is concerned. 1 think

of an arreement that I can foresee on down the road, mod

of the forces within certain limits will alwavs be permissibl

MIWEMENT TUOWARD ARMS REDUCTIONS

Mr. Zanrockr Of course, many of us hope that after
can go into a phase 111 or even IV, not only
but disarmament,

|' L= [[ we

of controlled armaments,

Secretary Lamp, 1 would hope that we could get into the question of
reductions. That is a matter which I think should be a very important
part of our discussions. We want to move frog
urms limitation, and then to arms reduction,

Mr. Zasrockr, Thank you,

Thanlk vou, Mr. Chairman.

Clinirman Monaax, Any furthe quest jons !

Mr. Fraser,

I arms competition to

ACCELERATION VERSUS VULNERABILITY

Mr, Frasen, Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Secrctary, 1 support the agreements that were made Lot ween the
:"':H'Li.i'[ ' Iliflll IIJIII llll.' I.IIiTwl States as o consefuence of (e & I.T
talks. My concern, which I think is the concern of ma v members of
the committee, is this new urgency to push ahead with the Trident
and the B-1 bomber and to develop both ABM sites. For example, 1
aceept that in negotiating with the Soviet Union one ought not to
in a position of declining strength or even declining relative streneth,

I am not arguing bargaining ships but just in terms of hard
dealing. Don’t you get the same leverage, for example, from Trident
if you were to limit it so that instead of a speed up on the whaole
program, we mught put the money into the development of the Tri
dent missile which would have the effect of giving vou a much larger
|.l;:|r'| of the OCean in which I‘Ki“!.lll:_[ boats eould patrod an d e within
Sirlking range,

My ll!ltii'!‘F!:LllLliJ];_l’ 15 that at the moment we do not know from w
SMiree f]ll.- |iil.~u-ii|r¢|| l.'quirnllni-u' --|J|.-|||:|I:':!“--. |||_-__rf|[ Lo
We don’t know what kind of Il-l']||||||n_l_-:|';:| birt akthrone
them vulnerable. I think today they are invulnerable.

The admiral has said that. The one thine that would appear fo
].l!' II.'-I'|II|.I 'h"-'iltl]l.i ]I" (] i]ll'|'|.'.']"'\-l." []|I.‘ ranore -r!- Ihe ‘_-.:_-.‘-'C.‘"Et"-

NEEL I on those
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boats so that they would have a much larger part of the ocean to
patrol,

If this is phase I of a program for the Trident, which may be
n program we shonld consider going alead with at a measured pace,
why don’t we get the position of strength that we need in our sub
sequent bargaining with the Soviet Union?

Why the accelerated program on the whole enterprise when we
don't know what we are designing against in terms of increased
vulnernbility of the submarine?

TRIDENT, B—1: XOT “BARGAINING cHIPS"

Secretary Lamp. First, T agree with yon that the B-1 and the
Trident are not bargaining chips for SALT. T have never been one that
has referred to the Trident system or the B—1 as any kind of a bar-
gaining chip. They are modernization programs as far as our forces
are concerned.

They are modernization programs that need to go forward whether
we have a SALT agreement or not. The question as to the timing of the
Trident program which goes to the heart of the matter that we are
discussing right now, is one that we have looked at very carefully and
thoroughly.

We could have perhaps accelerated this program by an additional
12 months. We could perhaps have stretehed it ont another 18 months.
Last year when the decision was made on the timing of the Trident
program—to bring it into inventory at the end of 1975—we did
have this agreement at that partienlar time.

Perhaps if we had known we would have gone into a erash program
to produce the three additional submarines during the life of this
agreement. But after looking at the comparative costs to accelerate or
to streteh out, we decided that the phased program which we have
developed is the best use of the resources.

[Unfortunately, we did not go forward in April with the design work
that we wanted to, beeause I felt that Congress should make that de-
cision and it should not be done through a reprograming aection.
So, we came up with a separate supplemental request for %35 million
to go forward with the advanced engineering work.

The Congress decided, no, we will consider that along with the over-
all FY 1973 budget request. So, the Congress made the decision to
inelude the engineering worlk plus the other I'umhn"r in the 1973 author-
1zation bill.

We will o forward now with that engineering contract very shortly.
The point I am making is that we need to have a submarine construe-
tion program ongoing. It will take us these 5 years even to have that
kind of a program.

We are going to have to replace the first 10 Polaris submarines
during these ont-vears, As yvou know we cannot economically put the
Poseidon missile system on them, What we will have here is merely an
on-going submarine construction program. I don’t want to get this
Trident program tied up as some sort of a bargaining chip because it
is not a bargaining chip.

It is important for us to be strong as we go into these negotiations
but I do not anticipate that the Trident or a follow-on modernized sub-




84

marine is going to be used as a bargaining chip in any further SALT.

FRODUCTION OF NEW WEAPON SYSTEM

Mr. Fraser. The Trident of all your systems yvou are talking about
[ find most acceptable in terms of its invulner .1|r1]|h Was it j]rrl true
that last Fear youn were r.Lle-' about 1980 and now it is 19757

Secretary Lamo. T think the estimate we were nsing last year was
the 1980 or 1981 time period. We are now trying to bring it in in
December of 1978,

I just hope you don’t hold me to that exact date but that is our pro-
gram, We are going to try to bring it in by that particular d: ite. There
was some talk, and this was all in the deh]umnt stages, that 1979
would be the date of the first submarine.

We are going to try to do the best we ean to bring it in soon after
the end of this agreement. The B—1 decizion, however, that we have
nsked the Congress to make is a prototype decision to build three
prototypes,

We have not made a production decision as far as the B-1 is con-
cerned. We will be making a iﬂl}rlluﬁnn decigion on the submarine—
to proc eed with this first one—based on the authority that the Senate
will be acting on this afternoon,

WARHEAD FIGURES BY 1077

Mr. Fraser, The background papers for the briefings that were pro-
duced by the National Seeur ity Council indicate that by 1977, which
will be the end of the 5-year period, the United States will have under
the SALT limitations 9.690 ~.|.=|1111.1[Hh tﬂT‘;_fl‘hlh]E warheads and the
Soviets under the SALT agreement would have 3.950,

Secretary Lamn. That does not have anything to do with the SALT
agrecment.

Mr. Fraser. Well, there is an estimate that without the SALT
agreement the Soviets might have 6,750, In other words, by their
being subjected to the limitations of the interim agreement

secretary Lamo. You have included the heavy bombers there, T hey
are not in the SALT agreement, and the number of warheads is not
in the SALT agreement either,

Mr. Fraser. No: I am 1|L|1u: about the total warheads the TTnited
States will have by 1977, which is over 9.600. Under SALT the Soviets
wonld have a total of 3.000 plus.

"‘"l'l retary Lamep. I think the chart ”L.lT vou refer to lias the Soviets
going to over 1000 SLBM’s and also going forward with their eurrent
construction program as far as the heavy mi --111 w are concerned, and
with s ‘ployment ﬂf over 2,000 ICBM’s by 1977. I believe that is the
!lrru- *f1omn 1 that chart.

Mr. Fraser. The ]miru that T am trying to make, and this is the chart
that comes out of the National Securit y Couneil as T understand, is that
under the S-year agrecment

Secretary Lamp. I have the chart here now.,

Mr. Fraser (continning). We will have twice as many separately
targetable warheads as the Soviet Union. The reason T stress this is
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we get u lot of talk about how the United States is falling behind the
Soviet Union and that we are in real trouble.

I don't believe it. I wonder if that is a serious position that is being
urged by you or your Department.

U.8. STRATEGIC DETERRENT I8 REALISTIC

Secretary Lamn. No, I hiave stated that 1 believe our strategic deter-
rent is today a realistic deterrent. It is an adequate deterrent. It does
deter nuclear war at the present time and it 1s important for us to
maintain this deterrent during this period.

Mr. Frazer. And at twice the numbers of the Soviet Union?

Secretary Lairn. Well, the number

Mr. Frageg. I know they don’t take in megatonnage and so on.

Secretary Lamp. The SALT agreement has nothing to do with these
numbers that we are talking about. I kmow the chart and T have it now
before me but the SALT agreement has nothing to do with this chart.

Mr. Fraser. In a sense they do. Your own projections under the chart
show that without the SALT 5-year interim agreement they would be
up substantially, and—these arve obviously estimates under the h-year
agreement—they will be limited to 8,900, Admittedly, these are esti-
mates,

Secretary Lamp. Those are estimates on the basis that they do not
start MIRVing for 24 months and I think that is a fairly realistic
estimate, :

.8, OVERKILL CAPACITY

Mr. Frasen. But at the end of 5 years we are going to have twice as
many. We will have a tremendous overkill capacity. We will still have
the triad whereas the Soviets are dependent on two systems. 1 just
find it hard to believe that these figures project disaster for the
United States,

Secretary Lamp. I think we are protected during the period of this
S-vear agreement, but with the momentum that they could acquire in
the MRV program and because of the throw weight that they have in
the period after this agreement, the situation counld be quite different.
It could be quite different and that is why it is important for us to
work toward more equality numbers in the out-year agreements.

Mr. Fraser. But isn’t it a fact that once we have the capacity to
destroy them and many times over and since we have now banned
defensive missiles that there really is not much that they can add that
ghifts the balance ?

In other words, we both have this capacity to destroyv each other. We
hoth have abandoned a defensive strategic posture, What more do you
et by adding on?

Secretary Lamn. Well, the important thing is to have a survivable
system. Survivahility must be built into our system in order to have
realism in our deterrent because we are not in a first strike position,

That is not part of our strategy. As they move forward with
modernization foree, it is the question of survivability that hecomes
.r;'n very important. T am talking about the survivahility of a retaliatory

orce.
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NEED FOR FOLLOW-ON WEAPON SYSTEMS

Mr. Frasen. I just repeat my first concern and then T will quit, We
are now '!*'-“'i,'-'”ill_if a new submarine system agrainst some unknown
technology that might make our present submarines vulnerable and
all we are really getting out of it is a submarine with longer range,
which T think has an advantage. 1 don’t dispute that. We are ahead
with advanced missiles.

Secretary Lamp. The submarines that we have now eould wear out,

Mr. Fraser. But they are programed to continue, Other than the 10
which you are not converting to the Poseidon, the others were pro-
gramed to last fora long time,

Secretary Lamon, Even those 31 will wear out.

Mr. Fraser. Sure they will some day. But, there is an increase now
for theze strategic systems.

Secretary Lamp. No, we have not increased. We have decreased our
request,

Mr. Fraser, Becanze of the ABM deletions?

Secretary Lamp. Yes,

Mr. Fraser, But you have not decreased under the Tridents and B-1.

.":I‘I‘r'!'1:|l'11 Lammn, We have not deereased the st ratezic offensive foree
becnuse as far as numbers are concerned we gave 1up onr moimentum
i the ABM area, and the Soviet Union has given up some of theirs
in the offensive . That is why we ot an agreement.

Mr. Fraser. T think the agreement is fine. T just wish we would pace
ourselves to do what we now need to insure our survival,

Chairman Morcax, Mr, Bingham ?

THE F=14 AND GRUMMAN CORPORATION

Mr. Bixanase, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.,

I wonder if T could ask one question since we have gotten into the
area of the defense program even though it is not related to this -
ticular matter of the SALT but it is a matter that T have been interested
in personally for several years.

Clomld you give us vour estimate now of the situation ns far as the
IF=14 is concerned and whether you plan to go ahead with it in the light
of the action taken by the Tlonse the other day in gnpport of the House
Armed Services Committee’s position that the authorization for the
F<14 was conditional on that being for a price per unit that the com
pany says they cannot meet §

Secretary Lamn. The decision was made on January 17, 1069, to i
nhead with this contract, Tt was finnlized and it lad been worled on
over i period of time.

We take the position that we have n firm contract with the Grumman
Corp. Now they have ex pressed some desire to renegotinte some of that
contract, 1 have taken the ]IIl-iIinrl and with the |4|||g_f||_:|,£4l that 18
presently written in the Sennte hill no other position eould be taken
even if T desired to take a different position because the Senate lan
guage is very firm—that we will hold Grumman to the contraet.
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Mr. Brxeuas, Thank yvou, My, Chairman,
Chairman Morceax. Mr. Buchanan {

PRESIDENT BACKES ARMS MODERNLEATLION

Mr. Bucnasan. Thanlk you, Mr. Chairman.,

I would point out and underline that the letter of transmittal from
the President of the United States to Speaker Albert and also the letter
of transmittal to the 17.5. Senate for the treaty under their considera-
tion and the agreements which we are considering here today said, and
[ quote :

Ju=t as the maintenance of o strong afratezic posiure was an pampntial element
in the suecess of these n tintions, it is now equally essential that we carry
forward a sound strategic modernization program to maintain oar secarity and
insure that more permanent amd eomprehensive arms limitations agreements
can e reached.

Now, I have heard the Secretary and understand his response that
this was essentinl with or without the SALT agreement. However, it
does seem clear in the President’s language—and even as the Secretary
can speak for himself, the President has spoken for himself in this
letter of transmittal—as the Secretary indicated, the President states
that he considers it “equally essential,” and that he deems our hav-
ing a credible defense posture to have been essential to our achieving
this first agreement and to the achievement of further agreements.

He also took this position in our briefing as did Dr. Kissinger. There-
fore. T am a little at a loss to understand anything other than that the
President has indicated he strongly urges us to adopt these agreements
but he also with equal fervor urges the implementation of the modern-
ization.

As T understand. these are the 'y-]hl.*q'-lf.l_l"n: of that modernization that

yvon spelled ont to us today.
" Secretary Lamp. T don't believe there is basically any difference at
all. Tn a press query back when I was testifying over here, I was
asked the question whether T conld support these ngreements without
the approval of the defense budget as we had submitted it, and I
answered no,

The President, T think. says essentially the same thing in his letter
of transmittal but it is a matter of semantics, T just want everyone in
this committee to know that the President supports these programs, he
supports these agreements and it is up to the Congress to either ap-
prove or disapprove,

You are a coequal branch of this Government. Yon have these recom-
mendations from the President. You have had the recommendations
and the testimony on our defense budget and now it is the Congress
that must approve.

Mr. Brcaawax. Right on.

Mr. Pixgrast, The gentleman, of course, has correctly auoted the
President and T have the statement in front of me, also. The point T
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wis trying to make was that the President while stressing the urgency
of _.'_”Iir:;_': phead with these other sysielns did not in ANy wiy sugres
that his support of the SALT agrecment was conditional on the Con
;_['I'I"‘-i-ilTnIIl;_f ir.

Mr. Bucaxax. They both were essential, he said,

Chairman Moreax. Thank you, Mr. Secretary and Admiral Moorer
and Mr. Nitze and General Allison,

The committee stands :t-i_]'r:llll'llwi until 10 o'elock tomorrow morming,

( Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m. the committes adjourned.)




AGREEMENT ON LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 9, 1972

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Comyrrree oN FormigN AFFAIRS,
Washington, 0.0

The committee met at 10:20 a.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House
Office Building, the Honorable Thomas E. Morgan (chairman of the
eommittes ) ]_!T'l"?-'ll'].”'l"

{hairman Mongax. The committee will come to order.

Today, the Committee on Foreign Affairs concludes its public
hearings on legislation approving the interim agreement on strategic
offensive arms concluded between the United States and the Soviet
Union last May.

Onr first witness is a dis tinguished Member of Congress from Towa,
the Honorable Fred Schwengrel.

(Congressman Schwengel, yon may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED SCHWENGEL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF I0OWA

Mr. ScaweNGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to appear before you
today, to voice my support for the Interim Agreement between the
United States and the Soviet Union to limit offensive strate ric weapons,

The eonclusion of this agresment by the two great powers of the
world marks an historic moment in the record of the long and diffi-
cult efforts to achieve nuclear arms control.

Moreover, while one cannot emphasize enough the significance of
the agreement in itzelf, an equally important congideration is the
fact that it represents one step on the path toward a downward turn
inn the arms epiral, hopefully toward an end to that spiral, with the
assurance of enhaneed security for all.

Thus, there are two aspects of the strategic arms limitation prob-
lem to which thiz body must address itself in its action on this
agreement.

For the sake of an immediate measure to gain some control over the
arms race, and to inecrease the chances of more limitations in the
future, the choices before us must be weirhed carefully. An examina-
tion of these elements of the ]:['H]I;l"li'. and of this agrecment leads me
to the unaveidable eonclusion that there is much to be gained by
our approval of this decisive international agreement. '

(B0}
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A CONVINCING CASE FOR SUPPORT

The debate on this agreement promises to be a vigorous one, since it
affects an integral part of those forees which maintain our security.
But a profile of the existing forces of the two countries and assertions
regarding their respective technologieal situations provide a con-
vineing ease for support of the agreement.

It is important to remember that a combination of factors must be
considered in assessing the situation created by the SALT interim
agrecment.

Fivst, let’s loak at the land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles.

For several years now, the Soviet Union has engaged in active de-
ployment of its large S8S-9 missile and, more recently, there has been
evidence of development of an even larger Soviet missile. These weap-
ons have been a major source of concern as a potential threat to United
States missiles, and the interim agreement freezes that deployment at
a level much lower than that projected, if it had been continued
unchecked.,

Since this deployment has been stopped for the time being, we are
able to witness a control measura whose effects are felt at once. More-
over, it has been an acceptable approach to arms control to freeze
development at existing levels, as a first step which could lead to fur-
ther limitations, perhaps reductions, in arms. Thus, the limitation
which the agreement places on the 8S-9 contributes to a long-term
moal of arms control,

How do our own forces compare with those of the Soviet TTnion ?

I find it a little too convenient to use any variety of number which
can demonstrate either an advantage or disadvantage for the United
States; numbers alone eannot portray the total situation acen rately,

THE EFFECT OF MIRV

There is sufficient evidence to support the view that the United States
has an undisputed advantage in the number of deliverable warheads on
its ICBM’s. How these warheads can be used, however, is decidedly
more signifieant than their number, Just as the 35-9 has become a
household word, I needn’t dwell on the definition of that touch of
American ingenuity known as MIRV,

While the idea of spraying warheads from a single missile to a num-
ber of designated areas has earned for this weapon the title of a hydra-
headed monster, one must be realistic in recognizing it as an integral
component of our retaliatory forces, thereby representing a necessary
element of deterrence.

The status of United States technological expertise in this area has
been proven and deployment has been under way for quite some time.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand. has yet to flight test n single
MIRV—that's a reentry vehicle with independently targeted war-
heads—although they have tested an MRV, a missile with a number of
warheads which ean fall in a fixed pattern.

The setbacks in the Soviet space program have demonstrated weak
nesses in the area of guidance; United States abilities have displayed
a mastery of this technology. Nor are we likely to become eomplacent.

For the present, the United States is in a position which remains un.
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challenged in the field of land-based ICBM's. And T reiterate that
this agreement does not mark an end of our efforts to control strategic
arms,

For the sake of United States security, we are not going to allow the
qualitative arms race to continue unbridled. Many have raised alaring
about the possibility of the Soviets' gaining an advantage over the
United States by MIRVing their large missiles to the point where
the number of warheads exeeeds those of the United States,

We are not about to let the diligence and persistence of our efforts in
SALT I be made worthless by threatening United States security in
SALT I1, The President has repeatedly emphasized that this agree-
ment 18 temporary and a first step; it does not purport to solve all of
onr problems. But it is a step in the right direction and does not detract
from the etrength of this Nation.

BITUATION ON SUBMARINES

A similar situation exists in the case of submarines,

The Soviet effort in this area has been characterized by a rapid de-
ployment which would have given them about 80 submarines by 1977
as compared with our 41, The interim agreement from SALT 1 has
stopped this frightening momentum, which was endangering United
States security and international stability.

Moreover, a sizable portion of our forces remaing untouched by this
agreement, forces for which there is not a comparable counterpart in
the Soviet Union. [Tnited States forward based syvstems—bombers and
carriers in Europe which ean reach the Soviet Union—stand ready and
provide a viable deterrent to attack,

The fact that FBS was not affected by SALT marks a major exee|-
tion to the agreement and illustrates to the Soviet Union and the world
that the United States will not falter from its responsibilities and will
maintain its position in the course of the bargnining process,

While the House has been called on to act only on the interim agree-
ment, the treaty to limit defense weapons systems eannot go unnotieed
in our deliberations. The combination of the two agrecments denotes
a recognition by both countries of the principles hehind mutual
1||'1‘|"|"'l'r|"1'.

We have demonstrated that we will not allow ourselves to become
a second-rate power. We have demonstrated that it is futile for an-
other country to attempt to gain a superior strategic position.

URGER FROMTT TIOUBE AT'PROVAL

For over a quarter of a century, the peaple of the United States and
of the world have cried out for restraint in this senseless arms race, Tt
is our responsibility to respond to this mandate, The time is long over-
due to make a move toward greater stability with security. Prompt
House approval of the interim agreement 18 the logieal and NOCESSATY
course we must follow,

Chairman Moreas. Thank you, Congressman Schwengel, for ap-
pearing before the committee this morning,

[ am sure you gave this a great deal of thought, and the committes
appreciates your appearance here this morning.
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Mr. Mailliard.

Mr. Marmrzano. I join you in extending appreciation to Mr. Schwen-
gel, but I have no questions.

Chairman Monreax, Mr. Hays.

Mr, Hays. No questions.

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. Freravanuyses. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. But T ap-
preciate the mentleman’s statement. I think he presented his views very
clearly and succinetly.

Chairman Moraax. Mr. Fascell.

Mr. Fascurs, No questions,

Chairman Morcax, Mr. Whalen.

Mr. Wrarex. I have no questions, but T congratulate Mr, Schwengel
on his thoughtful statements, and I coneur with his conclusions.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Wolff.

Mr. Worrr. I want to compliment the gentleman from Towa even
though he comes from the opposite side of the aisle, He has been a
most progressive Member of this House and his statement adds
emphasis,

Chairman Morgax, Thank you, Mr. Schwengel, for appearing.

Our next witness is one of America'’s most distinguished nuclear sci-
entists, Dr. Edward Teller of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory,
University of California.

Dir. Teller, it is a pleasure to have you come before the committee to
provide us with your expert knowledge,

Dr. Teller, you have a prepared statement and when T talled with
vou, you said you did not wish to read your complete statement, so you
may proceed as you wish,

STATEMENT OF EDWARD TELLER, LAWRENCE LIVERMORE
LABORATORY, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Trrrrr. Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, I agree with the preceding conclusions of Congressman
Schwengel, but I have to disagree with some of the most important
details that he has stated,

The numbers which appear in the treaty are significant. and worri-
some, These numbers coneede to the Russians 50 percent more missiles
than the United States. This T do not congider very important.

They eoncede to the Russians what is ealled a greater throw weight,
n greater ability to deliver nuelear weapons weighing great amounts
from their submarines or from their land bases on to the UTnited States,
That ratio hins been estimated as 4 to 1. This is a significant advantage
for the Russiang,

It has been stated, and as we just heard, it 18 undisputed, that the
number of individunl explosives that ean be thrown out of these mis
giles is greater in the UTnited States inventory by a factor of two, But
this number is not regulated by the treaty and it has been velinbly
estimated by our Seeretary of Defense that the Russians will eateh up
with our technology of multiple warheads in approximately 2 yvears.
Then they will be ahead of us in the number of deliverable explosives
and they may be ahead of us by o considerable amount.
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INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES ON NUMBERS

Now, I would like to say something about these numbers

I repeated the statement that the number is undisputed. Tt is, indeed,
undisputed ; it is also uncertain, Eve ry one of these ratios is an esti-
mate. We know what we have. We have estimated what the Russians
have and these estimates—and I have had plenty of fl[']ilﬂl'Tllll!H to
look into the way these estimates are made—these estimates are
conservative.

If our intelligence community states that the Russians have a capa-
bility, they, indeed, have a capability and the Jnh:hm nee community,
contr i'-1H|: with many other sources, has not indulged in over-estima-
tion or in scare tactics,

In the negotiations, the Russians have been completely silent con-
0 ‘I'IHIJ_" ||Il. rlllluln'l rlf Wi |!rr|'|'|‘- t]||| t|||, W ||r||1_ 1..!' Wl 1]|.n.||-\ t|:“ ||. hlup
We have agreed that they can retain what they have and this may well
be more, even more than what we believe they have.

Our intelligence estimates are fairly re linble and I do not want to
raise an unnecessary alarm but I want clearly to distinguish between
something we know and something that we merely estimate,

I have said that in eve rything that the treaty regulates, essential
number of missiles and the welght of missiles, we have conceded an
advantage to the Russians. There are many other areas in which there
i8 a8 yet no agreement but where we know that the Russians are ahead.

RECOMMENDE ACCEFTANCE OF SALT PACT

[ recommend that we approve this agreement even though the
agreement, itself, puts us at a disadvantage. I do so becanse the deploy
ment of Russian aggressive strength has a great momentum and tiw
have agreed to stop that momentum,

We have no such momentum ;: we are not building new rockets. To
try to catch up with the Russians would be extremely 1\;'11\"-\11[- and
to believe that we shall even attempt to do so is, iIn my opinion,
unrealistic,

Therefore, we have struck a bargain which is the best bargain we
can strike under these conditions. For this resason 1 do fully
recommend coneurrence with both the missile defense agreement tre uh
and the preliminary agreement on missiles,

I have, however, recommendations with respect to safeguards. 1
-1pnlu"m* that 1 will not be able to formulate tlu se safeguards in a
very sharp and clear-cut manner. I believe they are significant and
I would like to discuss them point by point.

First I recommend that using article 13 of the treaty and article 6
of the Interim Agreement we shall make every effort to enforee the
agreement. It 1s spelled out in the agreement and in the treaty that
the main check will be the national means of verification. I have to
]'I'HH]T out that the details of these means of verification are highly
classified and we have the peculiar situation where you approve an
agreement but the means to verify the agreement is not completely
open to you.
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To open up at least to Congress the means of verification would
seem to me an important measure and a step in the direction of your
being able to check what is happening in a properly careful manner.

IMPORTANCE OF BTANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION

Article 13 and article 6 also says, and this is an excellent provision,
that o commission shall be established on which the United States and
the 11.5.5.R. will be represented and in which questions can be raised
and answers should be given to assure the other party that the treaty is,
indeed, observed.

It is extremely important that imaginative people be put on that
commission and people who are conseious of the danger that could
arise from Russian superiority.

By raiging the proper questions, by receiving the answers from the
other side and by open discussion on our side of everything that
ghould be discussed, there is the possibility to gain the assuranee that,
indeed, we have made progress in arms limitation,

There is also the possibility to find out that there is no proper
pasurance and in that case we should be aware of that fact.

So, my first recommendation is attention to the various means of
verification.

NEED FOR VIGOROUS DEFENSE RESEARCTH

My second recommendation concerns defense research.

Applied seienee has been unpopular in our universities for two dee-
ades. Research oriented toward the defense of the United States has
been vigorously opposed on many campuses, ineluding the foremost in
that field, MI'T' and Stanford.

This will necessarily result in the decrease of the number of well-
educated people who could perform defense research, We are already
feeling the pinch.

At the same time, the Russinns ave going ahend with research and
with defense-oriented research. In their magnificent new laboratory
called Academ Gorodok, they have established the biggest institution
of research and the highest level of technological education.

We are paying more and more attention to social sciences while
technology has become unpopular.

In Russia, the tendency is the opposite and it is my opinion, which
[ give you as an opinion and which T eannot prove, that Russian de
fense research as of today is ahead of that of the United States,

Under these conditions, T am deeply disturbed by the fact that half
a billion dollars have been eut from the defense research appropria
tion for the fiscal year, 1975,

I believe that support of defense research and means to stimulate
technological edueation and technological development in the United
States 18 among the most important of measures that one can take,

Some |I||-u1r|1' may argue that such research shall be restricted in
SALT 1L T will raise the questions: how will one check research?
How will one check the work performed in laboratories?! How will
one check new ideas generated by in;_rl-niuu_x |:u.-u||]p;'

Furthermore, every bit of defense research is usable in the peaceful
economy. Every bit of peaceful applied science ean be used for defense,
The one cannot go on without the other,
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Most people consider nylons peaceful. They were developed for
peaceful purposes but when the development of nylons succeeded, no
girl got any stockings; the Second World War was on and all of the
]].:..‘fﬂll went ill.Tulnl.T‘:u-hu.tv:-'.

Nuclear explosives have the reputation to be destructive and nothing
but destructive; yet, we have extensive plans to utilize them in con-
structive ways for digging canals, for stimulating gas production. The
Russians have told us and shown us evidence that in this particular
field, the peaceful application of nuclear explosives, they are ahead of
us by a long distance.

| ﬁmn;t\' recommend that research in all its aspects, but very
particularly in its defense aspects, be given every Ine-L-t'rL!-- support.,

It has been stated here half an hour ago that we are No. 1 and
no one can ever dream of catching up with us. In every point covered
by the agreement the Russians are already ahead of us. In many as yet
pecret aspects they may also be ahead of us. Im research, Till"}' are
forging ahead rapadly.

The handwriting is on the wall and for that reason 1 want to repeat
what I said in this room in 1966. At that time the subject of the dis-
cussion was Atlantic union, some form of close cooperation with other
free and advanced democracies. The United Free World, whose inter-
ests are really the same, is still potentially very much more lmwrrfu]
than any aggressor and very particularly than the Soviet Union.

CLOSE OPERATION WITH OUR ALLIES

My third recommendation is therefore: close cooperation with our
allies for the purpose of common defense. We should bring about the
situation where we are not the only ones who are footing the bill, We
should develop agreements whereby the burden of common defense is
commonly shared. This is one direction in which we must make every
possible effort.

The Russians tried again and again in the SALT talks to include
agreements concerning NATO. We have very rightfully refused to
discuss these points without the presence of our NATO partners. A
common policy in NATO established before the talks with Russia start
and inclusion in the common defense of other powerful industrial
countries such as Japan—these are points -.-.'hiui. deserve the most
serious consideration if the Free World is to be free and if that is to be
accomplished without undue hardship and undue cuts in other needed
expenditures,

BOVIET CIVIL OFFENSE PLANS

Last, but by no means least, 1 have to mention that 3 vears ago
the Russians published a number of regulations and plans in 100,000
copies. They republished it in an undated form a ImIH year later in
half a million copies.

These plans concerned emergency evacuation of their cities.

I have to raise the dreadful question : What may happen if, indeed,
Russm becomes the undisputed No. 1 in military preparedness?

There is the nightmare of a surprise attack. T cannot rule it out. 1
also do not believe it.
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There is another danger which I think is more real, the danger of
blackmail, of nueclear blackmail. The Russians have made preparation
to evacuate their cities so that a retaliatory force, even if it should get
off the ground, even if our submarines go undetected—all of which is
uncertain—even in that ease, the damage they would suffer will be
very much smaller than they have suffered in the Second World War.

By damage, I mean people killed.

They have made arrangements to save their people. We have made
l:lll}' the most l‘|L‘I|Il'||111]‘1\' arrangements to sive our own, even l:]1rm_f_rh
it could be done at a small fraction of our defense budget.,

What is needed is a consistent plan—what to do if the Russians
blackmail us; how to tell our people where to find safety.

I don’t want to foree anybody into evacuation but I also want to be
prepared for the danger of blackmail as we are now prepared for the
danger of a hurricane. Hurricane Caroline in 1961, Hurricane Camille
2 years ago, would have had tens of thousands of vietims except for
suceessful evacuation,

This successful evacuation has been carried out on the basis of eivil
defense plans on which we have spent, fortunately, something, al-
though mueh too little. These same plans have proved to be useful quite
recently in the floods that oceurred all over the East,

All these plans, however, have been supported by a negligibly small
budget. Proper precantion in that respect, the ability to put our people
into a safe position everywhere, has received some thought but prac
Iir':l||~l.' no support in approprigtions,

HUMMARY OF VIEWS

Mr. Chairman, let me summa rize,

We have to exercise surveillance: we have to do research: we have
to work with our allies and we have to look after the sa fety of our own
!H'H|||l'. If wo do all these l||ij|.[_l:‘.'. then we s the other parts ol the
free world can remain safe. If we don't, our sa fety will end in not
more than 4 years as far as I can see,

| recommend the :|[J]r|'|n':|] of the l!‘l'lll_'l.' and the agrreeiment.,

I also strongly recommend the elementary and necessary precautions
which I have discussed,

Thank you very much,

Chairman Moreax., Thank you, Dr. Teller.

We will print yourstatement in the record

( The statement follows )

HTATEMENT oF Ik, Enwaun TroLier, PRYSICIET, LAWRENCE LIVERMORE LA BOMEATONY ,
UNIVERSITY 0F CALIFORNIA

Though the BALT Agreements slgned In Moscow put us at a dangerous dis
ndvantage, 1 recommend approval by the House of Representatives, It wonld
tike wany WiHons of dollars in the next five years If we teled to eateh up with
the Soviets, In the alsence of treaties, the Russian ndvantage would grow faster

These agreements freege our present dsadvantage, bul legve e door open for
the Russians to eateh up with us and surpass us in any field where we nre still
b,

It i clalmed that we have a two-to-one lead in numbers of nuclear exploglve
miskile warbeads, This elaim is probably correet but this ndvantanege will not last,
Mr. Lalri's specific estimate that the Russians can develop MIRY's In two years
I8 plausitle,
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The ARM Treaty has a valnable and novel provision : Article XILI. It estab-
lishes @ standing commission with the purpose to strengthen the eredibility of the
treaty. It should be staffed by experts who possess vision and are dedicated to
the defense of our Country. -

According to this article, proof of compliance should be offered on a voluntary
basis. Since it is difficult to establish foolproof checks, this provision is wise. It
is, for instance, difficult to verify the exclusion of rapid reloading capability of
ABM launchers. The question of whether or not missiles such as the 5A & could
b changed into an ABM defense by rapidly moveable radars is most worrisome,

The aereement on rocket deployment contains an Article VI which is similar
to Artiele XTIT of the ABM Treaty. In this case ax well as in the ABM Treaty,
it i important to pay attention to the national means of verification which is
supposed to furnish prima facie evidence of compliance. These means of verifica-
tion are secret. It is disturbing that on this vital point the public cannot get
detailed information. In fact, even the Information available to Congress 18 less
than complete, One should raise the question whether these national means of
verification ghould be declassified.

The greatest immediate danger of the agreements Is unjustified euphoria. The
great potential advantage is that the agreements spell out American inferforities
in vital felds: thus, nesded preparation of our defenses may be spurred.

Ome phase of such preparation is research directed toward means of defense
Todday such an activity is unpopular. If this does not change, our future I8 dark.

In the understandings which accompany the treaty, a most doubtful point is
limbtation placed in the lmplementation of novel ABM ideas. should they develop
{n the future, It is indesd n mistake to lHmit the ose of systems which do not exist
as yet and may not even be Imagined at present

It i® also important Lo know t the Russians have a decisive advantage over
us o another vital respect. They have an effective plan to evacnate their cities,
wiieh they have pulilished in balf a million coples. In ease they choose to suhject
us to nuclear Wackmall, they wounld be nble to protect their population so that
their losses will not excesd un any circumstances 49:. At the same time in
aieh an exchange more than half of the Americans would be killed

Therefore, the generally aceepted statement that our retaliatory power will
certainly suffice g of most doubtful validity. It behooves us to take economically
feasible mensures (o protect people and thereby to Insure peace for America
ns well as frecdom from coencion

Since we have lost leadership in the military fleld, it becomes even more
important to cooperate closely with our Allles for the common defense of
frecdom. A united, free world could insure safety, peace and democracy. Nothing
in the treaty or o it interpretation should stand in the way of the effort to bulld
a better world based on the ideas of human dignity and safeguarded by proper
measures to defend the clilzens of a free sociely

In summary, | recommend as safeguards:

{n) That thorough use should be made of Article XIII of the Treaty
and Article VI of the Agreement to make it probable that the treaty Is
honestly observed

{b) That defense-oriented research receive vigorous support

(e} That practical and economic measure be taken to lmprove our pre-
paredoess in elvil defense ; and

(d) That we establish better cooperation between the free and advanced
democrnecles to insare onr sarvival by collective action.

Ones thess safeguards are adopted, 1 recommend wholeheartedly the endorse-
ments of the treaty and interim agreement, Incloding particnlarly the planned
cooperation in several flelds which our President bas called “building blocks
of pence.”

CONSTRUCTION OF FERMITTED ARM BYSTEME

Chairman Moncax., What is your position to protect the Nation's
Capital as permitted by the SALT treaty?

Mr. Terren. I am strongly in favor of constructing such a system,
I am in favor of it even though it is not sufficient. to stop or even sub
stantially delay a massive Russian attack.

[t can provide you with safety against any other nuclear power,
China, or any other future member of the nuclear club. This is an
elementary pl‘v{'aut‘iuu.
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[ also say that what we do today determines our defense posture
in the next 5 years. Deployment of such a system will give us ex-
serience in the manmer in which such systems can work. This will
e important for all future planning and for all future negotiations.

U.B. POBITION ON FORWARD-BASED SYSTEMS

Chairman Moraax. Dr. Teller, you mentioned forward-based 8ys-
tems. This matter is almost certain to be raised by the Soviets in the
next series of talks, :

What would you recommend to the United States—what would
you recommend should be the 1.8, negotiation position on forward-
msed systems !

Mr. TeLuer. I recommend that this problem be discussed most care-
fully with our NATO allies and that a united position of the NATO
alliance be worked out and that we do not impose our decisions on
our allies but give serious and realistic consideration to their wishes.
to their plans, to the potential contribution which they, themselves,
can make to the common safety.

This is not a question which ean be decided by us, We can and should
put great emphasis on a common NATO position,

Chairman Moraan. Then you feel, Dr. Teller, that negotintions with
our European allies should take place before we begin this next series
of talks that concern forward-based systems ¢

Mr. TrrLer. I consider such negotiations to have the highest urgency.

Chairman Moreax, Thank you, Dr. Teller,

Mr, Frelinghuysen,

DECLABSIFYING SATELLITE DATA

Mr. Frevisonvvses, Dr, Teller, as always, you make a very stimu-
lating witness,

You have suggested that the method we employ for verification
should not be considered classified information, that this should be
made available to the publie.

My question is : What would be accomplished by this?

I would assume if it were made available to 535 Members of Con
gress, this would constitute making it available to the public. I assume
that we are no barrier to the public's knowledge,

What would be accomplished ¢

We have been briefed by the Director of the CIA about the problem
and I would think we can rely on their assurances without having
full public disclosure of the nature of the methods by which verifica-
tion is made.

Mr. Terrer. First of all, sir, I beg very slightly to disagree with you.

I have confidence and 1 want to have confidenc ein Members of the
Congress; if there is a Member of Congress who will leak secret in-
formation, we should know about it and the American people should
know about it, We should not take it for granted that what is told you
18 told to everybody, although I grant you the danger exists.

Mr. Freminouuysexs. In your statement you suggested declassify-
ing information. You are now arguing that the information should
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be kept classified but that Members should keep quiet as to whether
this is & wise conrse. Those are two different positions,
Mr. Terier. Sir, thank you very much for forcing me to be precise.

BELIEVER CONGHESE BHOULD BE INFORMED

I intended to recommend to reduce the classification to the point
where it can be fully disclosed to Members of Congress, to declassify it
and make it available to everybody is a further step which deserves
consideration, which 1 would favor, but which I think I cannot argue
for with the same force,

Mr. Freninanvyses. What would be the point of giving Members of
Congress complete access to this information !

Mr. TeLier. The point, sir, would be this: I have complete con
fidence in Mr. Helms. He has to make judgments on matters that are
difficult and dubious.

[ would like to see Congress, which bears a great portion of the
responsibility fully to share this responsibility and they can do so
only if they do not merely receive judgments but receive the material
on which this judgment is based.

Mr. FrEraNeHUYSE I'he only thing 1 think you could be sure of
is you would get a disagreement with those presently making it. With
a group of 535, wouldn’t we be failing in our obligation if some of us
didn't disagree with some part of the judgments being made and what
would be accomplished except to raise doubts about the means of
verification !

I would think you could agitate the public confidence about the ade-
quacy by exposing the basic process to the independent judgment of
535 members but I am not sure that it adds to the process very much.

Mr. Terier. Sir, I happen to believe in the democratic process.

Mr, Freuivanuyses, So do 1.

Mr. TeLrer. I happen to believe that disagreement and debate acl
doubt, and oceasionally even agitation, are necessary parts of the
democratic process. I hope and I believe that you have the wisdom
to keep the agitation within bounds,

But to have absolute judgments and mere conclusions to come be-
fore Congress means depriving Congress of much of its positive input
into the governing process.

HOW COULD EVACUATION OF U8, CITIES WORK?

Mr. Freuaxonvyses. If I have time. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask Dr. Teller what he envisages by plans for emergency evacua-
tion of our cities. In a sense, we have evacuation of our cities every
weekend which results in temporary nightmares in almost every case.

Would an emergency evacuation be something that would take place
over a pericd of weeks or days? Is there any real safety in masses
of our population being provided a detailed plan on how to seek safety !

Mr. Terrer. The Russian plan calls for evacuation within 48 hours.
It is difficult to do but T am sure that with careful planning it can be
done.

Furthermore, it calls not merely for evacuation; it also ealls for
measures to provide for the n-n[r[r after they have been evacuated.

All this, I am sure, can be Llllmv at & minimum cost.
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I want to make one more remark.

This evacuation will not be taken lightly and should not be taken
lightly and will not be taken lightly even by the Russians. If they ever
resort to nuclear blackmail, if we ean respond and survive a conflict
they will have alerted us and this they don't want to do.

.‘Il'- Ia‘|i]-.l.!‘\'|::||t-,'-hl_:\]. I |i'\.'1l i“ the o=t E.ﬂl-,"];.n-d thtl" i]] t:_.; I '“ir,"I|
about 30 miles west of New York City. I am not certain whether we
would be in an evacuation area or part of the evacuees. It strikes me as
an attempt to try to move millions of people.

Mr. Terien. The Office of Civil Defense has considered this question
with some care, Preliminary plans exist even today. It is an exceedingly
difficult problem. I am sure it can have only limited success but there
is a great difference between hay ing B0 percent of our people at risk or
having 10 percent of our people at risk,

Chairman Morcax. Mr, Monagan.

Mr. Moxaaaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

FORCEE FOR MODERATION IN THE US.8.R.

Dr. Teller, you have spoken about the potential in the increase of
the power of the Soviet ['nion, of their weaponry, and so forth, but
[ think one of the foundations for the recommendations of this ngree-
ment is that there is some limit in the capacity of the UU.8.5.R. to ex-
pand, some increasing opposition on the part of the people to military
expansion at the expense of the expansion of the civilian sector and
what 1 would like to ask is : Do you feel that it is possible that there are
forces in the U.S.S.R., given these agreements, that will be on the side
of moderation, of limitation, and expansion of the civilian economy |

Mr. Terer. T am confident that such forees exist in the Soviet [Tnion.
And one of the great virtues of the agreement, one of the great virtues
”1.'-“ ]II\‘HIII.II'IIT N.I“.rlh was on television iTi the :";-“'g'iq-t [1|:|'|r||] ;“Hf ;ﬂl.-
dressed their people, is that all this will lend more force to this resist-
ance to brute power within the Soviet Union.

That these forces exist, that [llt'_'.' must be .~'.||J||-ur'h'ql |r‘!. us, with that
I agree. To what extent they will prevail, 1 do not know.

CODRDINATION OF BALT WITH NATO ALLIES

Mr. Moxacaw. Do you feel that the developments of the negotiations
that led to the formulation of the treaty and the agreement were coor-
dinated adequately with our allies, with our NATO allies, for example?

Mr. Trrver. 1 understand that our NATO allies have been promptly
informed and informed in considerable detail.

However, I am, myself, not familiar with the day-to-day procedure.
My impression is that we have behaved in that respect in a highly
proper manner but this is only an impression; it is not positive
knowledge.

Mr. Moxacax. Well, you have suggested that there should be greater
coordination between the United States and our allies and I wondered
whether you were implying that there had been some defect in our
coordination in connection with the formulation of these agreements.

Mr. Terier. There has been, so far as I know, no defects in the
formulation of these agreements but, indeed, these agreements have
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been kept outside the area that would dirvectly affect our allies. The
negotiations that would affect our allies are planned in the near future
and I am suggesting that prior to the beginning of those negotiations
we should arrive at a common basis with our allies to plan those nego-
tiations.

I further suggest that we do more about planning for the common
defense as distinet from the negotiations concerning disarmament.

DEFENSE PLANNING WITH THE JAPANESE

Mr. Moxacan. You have also suggested in this planning for the
common defense that we should take steps that we have not taken up
to now in connection with the Japanese.

Just what do you have in mind here and wouldn’t this involve a
rather substantial change in what has been the position of the Japanese
so far as military activities are concerned up to the present time?

Mr. TeLLER. Japan is becoming a great power, A change in the posi-
tion of the Japanese within the next couple of decades is, in my opinion,
unavoldable.

The question is whether this change should oceur without respect to
our common interests or in full recognition of our common interests.

Mr. Mox acaxn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Whalen.

PARITY AND BUFFICIENCY

Mr. Waases. Dr. Teller, I appreciate your willingness to testify
before our committee and appreciate your fine statement.

I would like to question you on two terms of which we hear a great
deal, that is, offensive parity and offensive sufficiency.

Do you think our goals should be both, or is offensive sufficiency
primarily our goal?

Mr. Terrer. It is a difficult question and a question about which many
statements and many misleading statements have been made.

I would not argue for more than sufficiency. But I have to say that
it is a most serious and almost dubious question what sufficiency 1s.

A retaliatory force will be sufficient if there is enough of it and if it
is safe from a first strike. This safety from a first strike is today in
serious doubt for our land-based missiles and also for our bombers.

The ability of our bombers to penetrate is another doubtful question.

The most reliable instruments of our retaliatory force are the mis-
siles carried by the submarines: but this reliability is not absolute,
either. Antisubmarine warfare is making rapid progress. You will
never know whether your sufficiency is sufficient without a lot of re-
search in the first place and withont some measures based on that
research which will depend from year to year on the progress of that
research.

STARILIZING DEFENSIVE WEAPONS

Mr, WrarLex. In your opinion, would stabilizing defensive weapons
make sufficiency more easily definable?

Mr. TerLer. I have a strong inclination to favor defensive weapons
to the extent that they are effective. For some time we have neglected,
and wrongfully neglected, that area. Recently we have done something
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about missile defense and whether missile defense is effective or not
is a debatable question. I, myself, am doubtful on this point. I am
arguing that deployment of such a defensive system around Wash-
mgton will teach us more about this ability. About civil defense I have
no doubt. It is the cheapest, the most peaceful, the most obviously
justified. The safeguarding of the lives of people and this defensive
system we have neglected to the extent that we are spending no more
than one mill out of each civil defense dollar. Our civil defense spend-
ing is less than one-thousandth of our total defense expenditures and
that certainly is wrong.

Mr. Waarex, 1 1:{111:‘1]-“{!11 from your comments that your rationale
for going ahead with the Washington site is the advancement in the
state of the art which it will provide?

Mr. Terier. This is precisely what T meant to convey.

ABILITY OF U.B. BOMBERS T0O PENETRATE USSR

Mr. WaaLex. In your comments a few moments ago, you stated the
ability of our bombers to penetrate Russia’s defense is doubtful.

In your opinion, in view of that, should the Congress go ahead with
both the Trident and B-1 systems? Do we need both ?

Mr. Terver. Sir, to the extent I ean answer, T believe the answer is
yes. However, I do not consider myself an expert on the subject. I
do not want you to pay a great deal of attention to my answer, which
18 a slightly crlnmtmi guess.

BOVIET CIVIL DEFENSE

Mr, Waavex. Dr, Teller, I was quite surprised by your reference to
the Russian civil defense document, which I have not read. You indi-
cated, I believe, if the plans are carried out that the loss of life would
be approximately 4 percent ?

Mr. Terter. The maximum possible loss of life will be 4 percent.
However, if the Russians succeed in their antisubmarine warfare
efforts, if they catch our missiles on the ground, if in zome crash
program and in violation of the present treaty, they deploy missile
defense, if their counter measures against our bombers are success-
ful—and they are making efforts in all these directions—then their
losses may be cut to a completely negligible number,

Mr. Waarex. So, the 4-percent figure is based on a eombination
of defensive actions rather than just civil defense?

Mr., Terrer. No; the 4-percent figure is based on civil defense alone
and on the assumption that our retaliatory strike is fully successful.

Mr. Wuarex. This retaliatory strike—how long would it take from
a launching pad here in the United States to one of the cities in Russia ?

Mr. Terier. I believe in the order of 80 minutes.

Mr. Wiaze. So, this could be accomplished successfully in 30 min-
utes at a cost of at most 4 percent ?

Mr. TerrLer. The estimate of the Russian casualties, if we launch
everything we can launch and if the Russian defense measures are es-
sentially unsuccessful, but if they will have evacuated——

Mr. Waarex. According to plan ?
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Mr. Terrer. According to plan—then their losses, as far as I know,
wi.]: be limited to 4 percent, and that is the best estimate I could
find.

Now, the estimate may be wrong. It may be 5 percent; it may be 3
percent; but it is in that order. It goes with the assumption that the
only thing that has worked for them 1s civil defense.

Mr. WaaLex. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Kazen.

Mr. Kazew. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

TIME FRAME FOR FROTECTING POFULATION

Doctor, to continue with this line of questioning, I understood you
to say earlier that the evacuation under the Russian plan was buaed} on
48 hours’ notice ; was I correct in that

Mr. TeLrEr. You are accurate.

Mr. Kazex. Then if it only takes 30 minutes to deliver a retaliatory
strike, wouldn't the casualty figure be a lot higher than the 4 percent?

Mr. Terrer. In that case, the casualty figure would be much higher
than 4 percent. I made one assumption and one statement. 1 as-
sume that the United States will not engage in a first strike. I assume
that the Russians will not strike us without having put their popula-
tion into a safe position and, finally, I don’t assume but I argue that,
indeed, we must never plan on a first strike. This would be the greatest
erime that I can imagine.

Mr. Kazex. The converse of that would be any evacuation plan that
we would have would not be effective against an unknown first strike
or without any lead time or notice to our people !

Mr. Terrer. This is true and it is true that an evacuation llhl.ll-_ I
would rather say a counter evacuation plan, an evacuation which oe-
curs because the Russians have started first—

Mr. Kazex, After the first strikei

EXAMPLE : HURRICANE EVACUATIONS

Mr. Trirer. No. After their evacuation. If we notice the Russians
are evacuating, we should start evacuation, also.

Mr. Kazex. 1 see your point.

You were talking of the various hurricanes we had and the success
of evacuating people. There we had advance notice.

Mr. Trerien. We have 24-hour notice; we have 48-hour notice. Such
notice is essential. 1 do not want to tell you that if we have a counter-
evacuation plan, then we shall be safe. We are living in a dangerous
world and complete safety is not something that I know how to achieve.
But we can provide agminst the most plausible of dangers and the
most plausible of dangers is a Russian threat or a Russian plan to
attack us under conditions where they put their people into safety
first.

FREEZING U.5. DIBADVANTAGES

Mr. Kazex. 1 see.

Now, Dr. Teller, these agreements freeze our present disadvantage,
according to your statement, and we are agreeing that we are frozen
in a disadvantageous position
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Mr. TerLLer. Yes.

Mr. Kazex. The agreements have left the door open for the Russians
to catch up with us and surpass us in any ficld where we are still
ahead {

Mr. Terrer. That, T think, is correct.

Mr. Kazex. So, the only justification, then, for approving the
agreements 18 that in the absence of treaties and agreements the
Russian advantage would grow faster if we didn't do it?

Mr. TerLer, That ig correct.

Mr. Kazex. That, to me, sounds like possibly these agreements
are not in our best interest.

COSTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE COUREE

Mr. Terren, Sir, there is an alternative course, Appropriate at least
810 billion per year for deployment of additional aggressive weapons,
I don't think you will do it; I do not recommend strongly that yon
should do it; it is a very serious step to take and in view of this
alternative T agree with those who say that we should be satisfied with
the quantitative disadvantage that we now have.

Now, let me make another point,

It is often stated that we are engaged in an arms race and one
usually thinks of an arms race where one can count arms on one side
and the other side and compare them. We are only partly engnged
in an arms race. We are much more engaged in a technology race, in a
race of ideas.

Instead of spending $10 billion per year on things that we already
know how to do, T would rather spend two billion, two additional
billion dollars a year on finding out how to behave better and more
.-|||]u'upl‘i:lh*|_'|.'.

I argue for that not enly because of inereased safety but also because
that research will strengthen our civilian eeonomy, a8 well,

Mr. Kazex. T agree fully we should put more money in research
and not eut back on defense research beeause of the VILFIOUS reasons
you give and, in addition to others that exist. But when we do find
whatever the results are from this research, it will then take many
years to implement the findings of that research, will it not?

Mr. Terrer. That is correct.

Mr. Kazrx. And by that time, if we are putting it on the basis of
advantages, the Russians would be way ahead of us. T don't believe
we are ever going to have the lead time that we had in World War I1
to gear up, That time has gone,

Mr. Terier. That, unfortunately, is correct,

Mr, Kazen. Then the only salvation that we would have is to find
new ways and this means incrense our research programs,

Mr, “I'J-:!.I.I'l;. This is, indeed, one of the points which I am strongly
recommending. i

Chairman Moraan, The gentleman’s time has expired,

Mr, Thomson.

Mr, Tromsox, Thank vou, Mr, Chairman.
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DIRECTION OF U.S. DEFENSE RESEARCH

In that same line, Dr. Teller, who would you recommend to direct
and conduct the research you are recommending !

Mr. Terrer. The man in charge of defense research and engineering
is John Foster. He has oceupied that position for 7 years. He 1s a dedi-
cated man. He is a highly intelligent man. He has this responsibility
and he should retain that responsibility.

Mr. Taoms=ox. You are suggesting the Defense Department should
come before Congress and ask for more money for advance research ?

Mr. TeLier. The Defense Department has come before Congress and
their research requests that were formulated prior to the treaty at the
time when the argument for it was less, has been cut back by half a
billion dollars.

The first thing to do is to put the half billion dollars back.

The second thing to do 1s to ask John Foster to come and talk to
vou and explain to you why he hasn’t asked for more. I think you will
ear an interesting story from him.

Mr. Taomson. Thank you very much, doctor.

Chairman Moreax. Mr. Wolif.

PFROBLEMSE OF EVACUATION

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I must say, Dr. Teller, yours is a very provocative statement and
the answers vou have given to our questions are certainly thought-
compelling.

I must say, as well, that I want to compliment you on your confidence
in the Members in Congress in being able to receive certain informa-
tion that we have not been privy to in the past.

I have some reservations, however, on the thoughts you have of evac-
uation. I wonder whether or not you have been in a traflic jam in
Washington or New York City or a weekend traffic jam in the way of
trying to evacuate in 48 hours the cities of our Nation. It would prove
a diflicult task, I am afraid.

Mr. Tewrer. Siv, I am not one of the truly exceptional individuals
who have never been in a traffic jam.

I would also say, however, that while we are evacuating cities, we
ghould prohibit practically all in-coming traffic. That alone—

Mr. Worrr. Wouldn’t that cause our whole machinery of govern-
ment and economy to fall apart at that point?

Mr. Terrer. If we are on the point ::fl an immediate threat of a Rus-
sian attack, a lot of things will fall apart and the question is what still
hangs together.

NUCLEAR BLACEMATL AND SMALLER POWERS

Mr. Worrr. One of the points that you make that T think is a very
important one is the question of nuclear blackmail.

This treaty we are signing between ourselves and the Soviets, we
have not included the Chinese. One other area that hasn’t been men-
tioned is, with the spread of breeder reactors, the creation of large
amounts of excess plutonium. This will make available to smaller
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countries of this world the ability to become a member of the nuclear
club,

How do you feel about the whole question of these small powers and
the availability of or the potential they will possess?

Mr. TeLiEr. We have a nonproliferation treaty which the Chinese
have not signed, which some others haven't signed, and which may
not be observed by every country which has signed it,

I am worried about smaller powers and this is, indeed. one of the
very important reasons why missile defense must be established a round
Washington, D.C.

Mr. Worrr. When you talk of missile defense and you are talking
of the improved safeguard system. isn't it true the radar acquisition can
be blinded for a period of time by decoys, chaff, or something of a like
nature? The system is absolutely useless in the event you have either
a MIRV attack or a large concentration attack ?

Mr. Tevier. Indeed, if we are going to receive a very massive attack.
then the defense system that is now permissible according to the agree-
ment would not be sufficient. Washington will not be defended against
the Russians,

THE MEANING OF NUMBERS

Mr. Worrr. Isn't that contrad ictory to the statement you made that
the numbers don’t mean anything?

Mr. Terier. Sir, I am glad I have not made an oversimplified state-
ment that was completely free of all minor contradictions.

Numbers do mean something. When I compare a H0-percent advan-
tage of the Russians in the number of missiles or even a fourfold ad-
vantage, T do say 50 percent means nothing and the fourfold advan-
tage means practically nothing.

But when you talk about a small power or even the Chinese, there
the numbers we will have to face will be and will remain for a number
of years considerably smaller and those numbers have an important
meaning. For at least the next decade—if I am optimistic, 1 might
even say for the rest of the century—we might hope to be able to
handle the attack by the amount of defensive power in onr hands,
Other nations will not challenge us VEIY S001L

ISRAFL'S NUCLEAR CAPABILITY

Mr. Wovrrr. On one point of the smaller nations, it has been bandied
about that Israel possesses nuclear capability.

Would you comment on that #

Mr. TeLrer. I have visited Israel on several occasions. I have, of
course, not discussed with them any classified material and I made it
perfectly clear to my friends that anything that they will tell me will
not be held in confidence. T found out precisely nothing about the
subject that you mention.

Chairman Moreax. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Steele.

Mr. Steeve. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR U.8. ARME DEVELOPMENT

Dr. Teller, it is the first time I have had the opportunity to listen to
testimony by you and I must say it is very stimulating and refreshing
and an unusual experience. I think your testimony was excellent.

I have one question.

On page 1, you say, “The SALT agreements freeze our present dis-
advantage, but leave the door open for the Russians to eatch up with
us and surpass us in any field where we are still ahead.”

Isn't it true that the agreements give us the same opportunity to stay
ahead and move farther in front of the Russians in fields where we are
already ahead?

Mr. Tevrer. 1 have to agree,

Mr. Sreere. Thank you,

Mr. Terier. May I perhaps add that I hope we shall take advantage
of this freedom.

Chairman Morgax. Mr. Zablocki.

INVULNERABILITY OF THE BEA-BABED DETERRENT

Mr. Zasrock:, Thank you, Mr, Chairman,

I wish to join others and not only welcome you but commend you for
your knowledgeable and excellent testimony.

Earlier in these hearings, 1 asked Admiral Moorer, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, if he believed that the United States sea-based
deterrent could become vulnerable during the period of the interim
agresment—that is, within the next b years—without ruling out some
kind of complete breakthrough in ASW on the part of the Soviet
Union. He indicated there was no evidence the Soviets could detect and
destroy our submarine fleet in a surprise move,

In your testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committes
on the SALT agreements in June, you indicated secreey prevented you
from discussing how the United States sen-based strategie units might
bo handled. Your testimony indicates some variance with that of
Admiral Moorer,

[}o you believe the United States sea-based detervent is vulnerable?
Without revealing any classified information, ean you say something
on this subject !

Mr. Terrer. 1 can do so but only in the most general terms.

To detect a submarine is obviously a tricky business. There are
o number of different possibilities which have been discussed, which
have been investigated, and T would have no real confidence, based on
what 1 know, that T could reliably deteet Russian submarines,

I know, however, that such developments could easily oceur in the
next b years and this is a prediction concerning the rapidity in which
science and technology can progress,

It is in this area of making predictions that perhaps Admiral Moorer,
who has his eye on what exists, may be a little more conservative and
where I may allow my imagination and, eorrespondingly, my appre-
hension to view a greater number of dangers and view them with a
higher Jn'nlm.hi.lii.y.

Mr. Zasrockr Anticipating, then, a possible breakthrough would
give further reason for going ahead with research and development
in deployment of the Trident, which would be less detectable?
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Mr. Tereer. The Trident would certainly have available to it much
more ocean space and there.ore it would be harder to keep track of
all the Trident's at sea.

Mr. Zasrockr. Thank you, doetor,

Mr, Mailliard.

POSITION ON THE SALT AGREEMEXNTE

Mr. Mamrragp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

May I say I am also interested to hear what you have to say, Dr.
Teller. You are one of the most distinguished residents of my part of
the country and I am happy to see you here,

[ was going to ask almost precisely the question Mr. Zablocki asked.
I was out of the room for a while so you may have answered it while
I was not here,

[ would take from the thrust of your |]|-L~[r:1|1-1| statement, as well ns
what you said here this morning, that your approval of the treaty and
the agreement is positive but not wildly enthusinstic?

Mr. Tereer. That, I think, is an eminently fair statement.

Mr. Manciarn, Then there has been some discussion, as you know,
in the press and by others, that sort of stirred up the pot where at least
apparently Secretary Laird was saying something a little different
than Secretary Rogers was saying in that Seeretary Laird laid a heavy
emphasis that our security would be jeopardized if, during this 5-year
period where we are trying to obtain a more definitive agreement, we
failed to take the necessary steps to develop replacement of present
weapons systems. In case we fail to get a more definitive agreement we
wouldn’t be in a position in the 1980 time frame of having no replace
ment for Polaris and no replacements for the B-52.

Would you agree with what Seeretary Lairvd said ?

Mr. Tevier. 1 would generally agree,

I have said, and will repeat, Mr. Laird is an expert on these subjects.
[ am not.

In research, I am an expert and T have said similar things with re-
spect to defense-oriented research. We are in danger unless it is fully
supported and this, to my mind, is as important as any single new
weapons system and possibly as important as all new defense systems
put together,

Mr. Mamciann, T thank the gentlemen.

Chairman Monaax. Mr, Fascell,

THE AIWANTAGE CONCEDED TO THE AROVIETR

My, Fascerr. Thank vou, Mr, Chairman,

Dr. Teller, I appreciate your testimony.

[ don’t think the bitter pill—if it is one—needs sugar conting and we
should have truth in packaging in this committee, and I support the
conclusions for the same reasons which vou have stated.

As I understand it, we have coneeded, in your language, an advan-
tage to the Russians. If a 4-to-1 throw weight is relatively meaningless
or 18 dispensable in the logic of this issue as is the number of deliver-
able explosives; and if the Russians by keeping what they have now are
getting more only in of numbers and weights, what is the advantage ?
Is it qualitative, or quantitative, or both ?




109

Mr. Tereer. You mean the advantage of the treaty

Mr. Fascerr. The advantage you say that we have conceded to the
Russians.

Mr. Tervek. The advantage we have conceded to the Russians is in
the throw weight which I think need not be over-emphasized, but
which 1s important if they plan to destroy our retaliatory capability
and retain enough weapons to do many other things, including to
defend themselves against others like the Chinese ; then this advantage
in throw weight does play an important role.

Mr. Fasceui. This is the advantage you referred to when you said
that under this treaty and agreement the United States has conceded an
advantage to the USSR ¢

Mr. Terrer. That is what I did mean.

DESTRUCTION OF INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY

Mr, Fasceni., Are people the primary target of nuclear exchange

Mr. Teceen. I do not know. 1 think that people are an exceedingly
important target. 1f you destroy the ||1-n]-llq in our country—in the
nbsence of civil defense—then the United States will cease to exist.

I think that industrial l.':ll:l:lil:..lll[‘l' is another important target and,
while I would like to see a policy whereby we try to safeguard our
people, I also think that to plan to retaliate against the Russian indus-
trial capability rather than against Russian people makes sense.

I am sure that the Russians will be very anxious not to lose their in-
dustrial 1‘:iI:l.'|h|]'ltl'|.' and, if they believe we have a retaliatory capability
and if they know that as a nation we can survive, then, indeed, I hope
we can deter them.

Mr, Fascern, Well, I would certainly agree people are important,
but it seems to me the question 18 whether they are the Enrim:n'r\' target.
Industrial 1'Jl]r:I|ri|it} protection after a first or second strike is of
doubtful value, it seems to me.

There seems to be agreement that the maximum lead time on a missile
strike is 30 minutes or less. If you don’t have the capability at that
point, except for continuing your society, I doubt that industrial
capability after a first or second strike has any value. Saving people
might ; I say “might.”

r:-l the destruction of people in the concentrated areas of cities, as
suming that they are the primary target, is that by thermonuclear
force or radicactivity ! If you evacuate the people, what is the dif-
ference whether they die by thermonuclear foree or 2 weeks later by
radioactivity ! ]

RADIOACTIVITY AND CIVIL DEFENSE

Mr. Trrier. T would like to answer the question you just raised and
I would like to come back to your prey 1ous remarks,

Evacuation would, indeed, relieve the danger of radicactivity. The
Russian document contains blueprints for the erection of hasty shelters
that can be erected—and we have proved it can be done—in 48 hours.
These shelters give protection against quite a bit of blast and give com
plete protection against radiation, It will be only a few places where
the danger lasts for as long as 2 weeks,

If the country keeps functioning, clean-up procedures are possihle.
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It is difficult to save people. It is also possible to save people.

With respect, however, to the destruction of industrial capability,
this, indeed, is almost impossible to prevent. It is not impossible to
stockpile, at relatively low cost, those goods which are needed for the
survival of the people and which are needed to put the economy hack
intoa functioning order in a short time.

You probably know that the total material value in the United States
1s approximately $3,000 billion, that it is about the same as our GNP
for 3 years. Every bit of economic study and every bit of historical
evidence shows that if Jn‘ﬂph- survive, then the rest of the economy
can be brought back. We who have a mature economy, we who have
reserves, can do that more readily than the Russians who are in an
earlier stage of the industrial development.

LACK OF BUPPORT FOR CIVIL DEFENSE

Mr. Fascere. Dr. Teller, let me just say that I recommended many
years ago doing exactly what you are talking about, as did a committee
of this Congress. But we never got the appropriations.

What you are talking about has been rejected by every national
administration since that time.

One of the reasons, it seems, we are unable to get a national policy
to do as you have recommended is this question : How many megatons
does it take, delivered anywhere in the United States—I think delivery
system has, frankly, become immaterial, yet I can understand why we
have to get sophisticated,

How many megatons does it take to destroy by radioactivity, the
land, air, and water? Let's take a given area, to wit, the United
States.

Mr. Terier. Very much more than what the Russians have agreed
to as a limitation in the present treaty. The establishment of such a
ceiling is, indeed, one of the truly positive aspects of the treaty.

May I say I would argue for civil defense even in a country like
England. But if this question were raised in England, T would have to
concede that if the Russians concentrated all they’ve got on England,
the devastation would be so complete that no civil defense measure
would help. This wonld seem to me an unlikely eventuality.

This is one of the reasons why I say that in addition to civil defense
the firm establishment of a common cause in the free world is an
essential deterrent which will indefinitely delay a nuclear conflict.

DIFFERENCES ON NUCLEAR DESTRUCTION

Mr. Fasceri. Dr. Teller, T regret I don’t have the opportunity to
go into more detail on this with you becanse I think more questions
have been raised than I can answer. My recollection is that there is a
considerable difference of opinion between what you have just said in
terms of total destructive capability in existence and what some other
scientists say.

I was under the impression that the allegation has been made that
there existed years ago the nuclear capability by radioactivity to
destroy all the land, water, and air everywhere on this earth.
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~ Mr, Teeves. Sir, I know of these statements. They are gross and
improper exaggerations and you are absolutely right that a detailed
discussion of that point is very necessary.

Mr. Fascers. It seems to me it is fundamental.

Mr. Terier. I am sure it is and I am deeply grateful to you for
pointing it out in this fashion.

I have made the statement several times, I recognize a more detailed
documentation of this point is essential.

Mr. Fagcerr, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Chairman Morcax. Mr. Whalley.

HOW MUCH TO “CATCH UP"?

Mr. Waariey. Thank yvou, Mr. Chairman.

It is good to see you again, Dr. Teller.

You say on page 1 it would take many billions of dollars in the next
byearsif we tried to cateh u p with the Soviets.

Do you have any idea how many billions of dollars it would take?

Mr. Terier. I have stated in answer to another question that if we
don't sign this treaty we should spend $10 billion per year on addi-
tional offensive weapons in order not to catch up but to give us a
chance to catch up.

Mr. WaarLey. Doesn'’t the danger of the Russians having greater
superiority in this type of weaponry make it necessary for the United
States to give this subject top priority, in your opinion !

Mr. TerLer. In my opinion, top priority has to go to defense research,
not to deployment of systems which may be obsolete by the time when
they are ul|tal}1t}_}'ed.

I am not referring here to the new systems that the Secretary of
Defense recommends. I believe that those, indeed, should be deployed,
but if the question were raised whether we should simply put in more
Minutemen of the old kind, more submarines of the old kind, with-
out giving careful thought how to improve them, I would recommend
that the first priority should go to the improvements.

Mr. WaaLLey. Does our Defense Department know your views!?

Mr. TeLiEr. The man responsible for defense research and engineer-
ing, John Foster, is my very good friend. I am sure he knows my views.

Mr. WraaLLey, Thank you very much.

Mr. Zasrockr (presiding). Mr. Culver.

Mr. Corver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Are you totally persuaded the deployment of the Trident and
B-1 now being recommended are sufficiently superior to make the
exception you have just made in terms of the justification of their
deployment as distinguished from increased sophistication of the pres-
ent warehouse of strategic hardware?

Mr. Trrieg. T have qualified my statement before, and I repeat: This
is not a field of my special expertise. My guess is these weapons ghould
be deployed. T am sure they received very careful and very expert con-
sideration but, as for my own knowledge, I can only say it is probably
right; I cannot say I am certain.

STUDIES OF NUCLEAR ATTACE EFFECTS

Mr. Corver. With reference to your earlier colloquy with Mr. Fas-
cell, concerning the necessity for more detailed study and discussion of
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the immediate impact of a nuclear strike, T am curious if you are
aware of any studies taking place within our own Government that
attempt to assess the long-term political, social, and economic conse-
quences of a nuclear exchange.

It seems the emphasis we have placed on megatonnage and numbers
is terribly mi:«-h-mflin;: in terms of what the genuine and actual con-
sequences of a nuelear exchange would be. We should geriously con-

||1-r whether or not a nuclear attack on one city alone would set in
motion events that would unravel the social fabrie of onr society, I
doubt, therefore, the usefulness of s wenlating on the total elimination
of human life or the total inlmhiht]l}'llil}' of the environment, We will
not get to that point before it's too late. We should focus instead on a
more modest exchange and the question of whether that exchange
might not by itself unravel our social fabric,

Mr. Trriee. 1 am sure that continued human life on this planet or
even in the United States is not in real dangoer,

With respect to the social fabric, the unraveling of that social fabric.
this is o much more difficult, a much more delicate question and, if a
person claims that he understands the social fabric, he might try to
answer. 1 am not one of these people.

[ can tell you, however, that 1 diseussed these questions in the past
and also quite recently with Governor Davis, who is in charge of eivil
defense, and with General Lincoln, who is in charge of emergency
preparedness,

There are some historie exnmples that our social fabrie, that the
general human social fabrie, hns some resilience. If there is a catas-
trophe, people will tend to help each other. But there is one very

L L

important point: Tf there is an attack and no preparedness, the result
may be panic and chaos. If people feel that thought has been given to
the question of what should be done under these conditions, that little
guidance can make the difference between panic and chaos or an or-
derly and cooperative type of behavior,

NEED) FOR GREATER PUBLIC UNDERSTANTING

Mr. CoLver. The point T was trying to get at, what is so eritical is
& greater degree of public understanding of what we are really tall-
ing about in the nuclear weapons field. 1t seems to me, quite candidly,
a scientific dialog on the consequences of megatonnage exchange is
not nearly as relevant or as useful as & tough-minded foeus on the very
painful and hard realities of the social and human consequences of n
less than all-out nueclear exchange,

This really gets back to the basic questions: What constitutes a
first-rate power in nuclear warfare? What constitutes nuclear parity ?
What constitutes sufficiency ¥ And what is the political value of nuclear
weapons to the superpowers today

I have been increasingly distressed when one by one official witnesses
come before this committee and talk about numbers games in nuclear
warfare. When you really press the point, when you say, do you think
we possess an adequate nuclear deterrent? The witness sa vs ves. Dut
they nevertheless want to keep going up this maddening numbers
spiral for political reasons—becanse we shouldn’t dare let the NATO
powers believe we are second-rate. The time has come for us to recog-
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nize that it is a lot more expensive for us to continue this maddening
effort than it is to make an effort to come to a proper understanding
in the world about what are the actual results of an exchange in nuclear
warfare,

When we talk about the reaction of NATO in political and psycho-
logical terms rather than coming to grips with a forthright discussion
of the basic questions involved here, this is the thing that troubles me
so much. I don’t see any political out if we don’t address ourselves to
this question.

Mr. TeLrer. Let me perhaps say I agreed with Mr. Fascell from the
point of view that exaggerated statements have been made which are
simply wrong and which have to be clearly disproved.

You are raising a number of questions which are much more intri-
cate, much more difficult and no less need ful to be discussed.

I am not convineed that I can furnish answers and I hope 1 have
avoided oversimplification in a situation where no such oversimplifica-
tion is justified.

THE UNITED STATES AND A FIEST STRIKE

Mr., Curves. T was interested in your statement about United States
policy with regard to first strike capability. You said the United States
did not plan for a first strike and that that process itself would set in
motion certain adverse reactions which would be——

Mr. Terien. I would go further than that.

We should have a firm policy that excludes a first strike by the
United States,

Mr. Curver. Then, in that connection, Dr. Teller, I wonder if you
would comment on the story in this morning’s Washington Post, titled
“[1,8. Plans High Impact Missile Warhead”, which begins: “In what
could become o erucial shift in U.S. weapons policy, the Pentagon will
develop and flight test a new type of missile warhead designed to knock
out some of the most vital and well-protected targets in the Soviet
Union.”

I am referring tothe new MK-18 warhead project.

Despite the U.S. Government's declared policy of denying any
first strile ambitions or, indeed doing anything which would cause
the other side to fear o first strike on our []?:Iil‘[.,, it now appears plans
are under way with regard to silo-killing technology.

Would you say “hard target” missile warheads are inconsistent with
our policy of deterrence, or do you believe the mere hint of our develop-
ing this type of highly sophisticated missile technology might be per-
ceived by the Soviets as a threat to their missile force no matter what
explanation the United States offers with respect to first strikes Don't
first strike weapons breed first strike thinking ?

UNITED STATER MUST RULE OUT FIRST STRIKE

Mr. Tenier. I believe what I have said, that we must never engage in
o first strilee, that we must rule out this possibility.

[ algo believe that apart from the extremely important moral
congiderations which makes me say this, there is a second reason : The
Russians are stronger, If we wanted to, we could not knock oul their

retalintory capability. The Russians, in my opinion, eannot perceive
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this missile as a first strike threat because we don’t have the missiles
to carry out the first strike and they know it.

However, you are right, that a missile so designed may give rise to
dangerous speculation. P

I happen to argue, whenever I can, against the type of missile that
i8 called a counter force missile, the type of missile you describe that
15 directed against an enemy silo, and argue against it for reasons
already mentioned.

Mr. Zanvockr, Mr. Bingham.

ROTC AND UNIVERRITY RESEARCH CONTRACTS

Mr. Bixanas. T was impressed with your remarks about carrying
on defense research.

[ wonder if you have a view on the subject of prohibition that has
been favored in some quarters in Congress against universities being
given research contracts where they do not have ROTC programs.

Mr. Terier. T wish T could answer your question by the statement
that I don’t know enough about the subject. I have spent practically
all my life at universities. 1 know about the very dangerous move-
ments, spiritnal movements, the destructive movements, which are
going forward at universities,

I am not sure whether the kind of prohibition you mention is
right or not. I can say that there is logic in it but it also has weaknesses.
A university administration may have ruled out ROTC. This may
have occurred in spite of the determined opposition of one depart-
ment at the university which is highly capable to do defense research
and would like to do so.

1l would like to see a policy where we encourage defense research
at universities in every case where there is an honest effort on the
part of the university to help in research, in defense research,

EXAMPLE ! DEAPER LABORATORIES

Now, I would like to be very specific. Just a few days ago, MIT has
completely divested itself of or, rather, has introduced final proceed
ings to divest itself of the Draper Laboratory, which affects one of the
foremost defense and educational institutions in the country. I think
that this action together with many other indications should give
anyone pause who wants to place a defense contract at MIT.

A more important part of what T should say is: We should con-
sider this as an incentive to find ways and means to transform the
Draper Laboratory and other laboratories in the MIT area which are
defense-oriented into an organization which not only can do defense
research but can educate graduate students so that a continuing vital
need shall be served.

If we don’t look into the future, if we don’t discriminate between
those who do want to help defend the country and thoze who are
opposed to defense, then I believe we are not going to have defense
research and within the 19808 at the latest. we won't have adequate
defense.
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NUCLEAR BLACKMAIL

Mr. Bixenam. Dr. Teller, with regard to your expressed fear that
the Soviets might engage in nuclear blackmail because you have cal-
culated or you have evidence that they have taken measures such that
not more than 4 percent of the population would be killed in & nuclear
attack, do you have any historical evidence that would lead you to
conclude the Soviets |]fig}1t take action, bearing in mind that even
4 percent of the population would be a very large loss and that in &
nuclear chain the Soviet economy would be heavily damaged, if not
wiped out?

Mr. Terrer. One way in which I might try to answer this question,
is this: If the Russians manage to knock out the United States com-
pletely to achieve world leadership, to establish a position where they
can command slave labor from anywhere in the world, then a loss of
4 percent of their people might conceivably be acceptable. After all,
they killed more than 4 percent of their own people in the concentra-
tion camps.

Also, their economy, with the help they can commandeer from
abroad, could be reconstituted in a number of years smaller than was
needed after the Second World War.

So, this danger might still exist.

If, on the other hand, the United States survives the attack, 1f they
will not have accomplished world leadership but lost their industries,
then T believe our deterrents might, indeed, suflice to deter them.

CALOULATIONS OF LOSS IN NUCLEAR EXCHANGE

~ Mr. Bivguas. If 1 follow your argument, you are saying that the
Soviet decision in this regard might depend not so much on what they
anticipate in terms of destruction of their own economy and destruc-
tion of their own people as to what they would anticipate in terms of
destruction of the United States; is that correct.?

Mr. TeLiEg. I believe their decision is apt to be influenced by both.
There is a limit to what losses they are willing to accept.

There is also a very serious question of what they can accomplish.
If they can accomplish more, if, indeed, they can accomplish unques-
tioned power over the whole world, they may accept much heavier
losses than they are willing to accept otherwise.

BOVIETS AB DEFENSE-MINDED

Mr. Bixguam. Just one final question in this regard.

Would you agree with the statement frequently made in matters of
strategy and military policy that the Russians have been for a long
time defense-minded ?

Mr. Teiregr. In the whole history of Russia, they have been defense-
minded; they have engaged in aggression against Finland. That, 1
think, has tanght them a lesson. They engaged in what T would call
aggression against Hungary and Czechoslovakia. In that case, they
took no risk.
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The Russians will be defense-minded as long as [||-.'_1.' are
to have no risks or else they are very sure that the risks are strictly
limited. In that sense, they are defense-minded and that can Five 1s
a measure of assurance.

VEry sunre

But, unless we look to our defenses and very particula: Iy unless we

do something to safeguard the lives of our own people, a situation may

arise when the Russians can play extr mely dangerous games

. BEVEN
engage in aggression and the risk may remain sufficiently limited for
them to do so,

That is the main reason why I think that ms
of sufficient defense, will remain ne PESATY.

Mr. Bixainam. Thank vou, Dr. Teller.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Llasrockr If there are no further questions, t
stand adjourned.

Thank you, Dr. Teller.

The Committee on Foreign AfTairs will mee
10 a.m. tomorrow, Thursday. in
considering and voting on a resolution expressing approval of the
imterim SALT agreement on offensive Armes,

The committee is adjourned.
{ Wh reupon, at 12

A= res Hf l'i" I1 |i|'f"|'|-'l'.
e committee will
agrain in this room at

executive session, for the purpose of

p.m., the committee adjourned. )
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92p CoNaREss HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES DoocosExT
2d Session No. 92-311

SALT AGREEMENTS

COMMUNICATION

FRUM

THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

TRANSMITTING

COPIES OF THE TREATY ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC
MISSILE SYSTEMS AND THE INTERIM AGREEMENT ON CERTAIN
MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO THE LIMITATION OF SsTRATEGIC
OFFENBIVE ARMS SIGNED IN MOSCOW ON MAY 2¢, 1972

Juwe 13, 1972.—Reaferred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to
be printed

Tae Waite Housg,
Washington, June 13, 1972,
Hon. CarL B. ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Mg. SpEAKER: | transmit herewith copies of the Treaty on the
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Interim Agree-
ment on Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972. Copies of these
agreements are also being forwarded to the President of the Senate. I
am asking the Senate’s advice and consent to ratification of the Treaty,
and an expression of support from both Houses of the Congress for the
Interim Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms.

These agreements, the product of a major effort of this administra-
tion, are a significant step into a new era of mutually agreed restraint
and arms limitation between the two principal nuclear powers.

The provisions of the agreements are explained in detail in the
Report of the Seeretary of State, which I attach. Their main effect is
this: The ABM Treaty limits the deployment of anti-ballistic missile
systems to two designated areas, and at a low level. The Interim
Agreement limits the overall level of strategic offensive missile forces.
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Together the two agreements provide for a more stable strategic
balance in the next several years than would be possible if strategic
arms competition continued unchecked. This benefits not only the
United States and the Soviet Union, but all the nations of the world,

The agreements are an important first step in checking the arms
race, but only a first step; they do not close off all avenues of strategic
competition. Just as the maintenance of a strong strategic posture
was an essential element in the success of these negotiations, it is now
equally essential that we carry forward a sound strategic moderniza-
tion program to maintain our securi ty and to ensure that more perma-
nent and comprehensive arms limitation agreements can be reached.

The defense capabilities of the United States are second to none in
the world today. I am determined that they shall remain so. The
terms of the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement will permit. the
United States to take the steps we deem necessary to maintain a
strategic posture which protects our vital interests and guarantees
our continued security, '

Besides enhancing our national security, these agreements open
the opportunity for a new and more constructive U.S.-Soviet
relationship, characterized by negotiated settlement of differences,
rather than by the hostility and confrontation of decades past.

These accords offer tangible evidence that mankind need not live
forever in the dark shadow of nuclear war. They provide renewed
hope that men and nations working together can succeed in building
a lasting peace.

Because these agreements effectively serve one of this Nation’s
most cherished purposes—a more secure and peaceful world in

which America's security is fully protected—I strongly recommend
that the House of Representatives support The Interim Agreement
on Strategic Offensive Arms, and that its deliberations be conducted
without delay.

Sincerely,

Ricaarp Nixon.
To the Senate of the United States:

I transmit herewith the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Systems and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures
with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms signed
in Moscow on May 26, 1072, Copies of these agreements are also being
forwarded to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 1 ask the
Senate’s advice and consent to ratification of the Treaty, and an ex-
pression of support from both Houses of the Congress for the Interim
Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms.

These agreements, the product of a major effort of this administra-
tion, are a significant step into a new area of mutually agreed restraint
and arms limitation between the two principal nuclear powers.

The provisions of the agreements are explained in detail in the
Report of the Secretary of State, which I attach. Their main effect is
this: The ABM Treaty limits the deployment of anti-ballistic missile
systems to two designated areas, and at a low level. The Interim
Agreement limits the overall level of strategic offensive missile forces.
Together the two agreements provide for a more stable slrategic
balance in the next several years than would be possible if sirategic




119

arms competition continued unchecked. This benefits not only the
United States and the Soviet Union, but all the nations of the world.

The agreements are an important first step in checking the arms race,
but only a first step; they do not close off all avenues of strategic
competition. Just as the maintenance of a strong strategic posture
was an essential element in the success of these negotiations, it is now
equally essential that we carry forward a sound strategic moderniza-
tion program to maintain our security and to ensure that more perma-
nent and comprehensive arms limitation agreements can be reached.

The defense capabilities of the United States are second to none in
the world today. 1 am determined that they shall remain so. The
terms of the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement will permit the
United States to take the steps we deem necessary to maintain a
strategic posture which protects our vital interests and guarantees
our continued security.

Besides enhancing our national security, these agreements open
the opportunity for a new and more constructive U.5.-Soviet relation-
ship, characterized by negotiated settlement of differences, rather
than by the hostility and confrontation of decades past.

These accords offer tangible evidence that mankind need not live
forever in the dark shadow of nuclear war. They provide renewed
hope that men and nations working together can succeed in building
a lasting peace.

Because these agreements effectively serve one of this Nation's
most cherished purposes—a more secura and ]}HH.{‘PFH] world in which
America’s security is fully protected—I strongly recommend that
the Senate support them, and that its deliberations be conducted

without delay.

RicHARD NIixow.
Tue Wmite Housg, June 13, 1972,







DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, June 10, 1972,
TaE PrESiDENT,
The White House.

Toe PresipExt: I have the honor to submit to you the Treaty
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
(ABM Treaty) and the Interim Agreement between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
Certain Measures with respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive
Arms (Interim Agreement), including an associated Protocol. It is
my recommendation that the ABM Treaty be transmitted to the
Senate for its advice and consent to ratification.

The Interim Agreement, as its title indicates, is an agresment
limited in scope and time. It is designed to limit the aggregate number
of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers and submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers, and the number of
modern ballistic missile submarines, pending the negotiation of a
treaty covering more complete limitations of strategic offensive arms.
In these circumstances, I am submitting to you the Interim Agreement
and its Protocol (which is an integral part of the Agreement), with the
recommendation that they be transmitted to both Houses of Congress
for approval by a Joint Resolution.

The Interim Agreement can by its terms enter into force only upon
the exchange of written notices of acceptance by both countries and
only when and if the ABM Treaty is brought into force. Both signa-
tories understand that, pending ratification and acceptance, neither
will take any action that would be prohibited by the ABM Treaty or
the Interim Agreement and Protoecol, in the absence of notification by
either signatory of its intention not to proeeed with ratification or
acceprance.

ABM TrEaTY

In broad outline, the ABM Treaty, signed on May 26, 1972, provides
that:

A nationwide ABM deployment, and a base for such deploy-
ment, are prohibited ;

An ABM deployment for defense of an individual region is
prohibited, except as specifically permitted ;

Permitted .-'LI%?\I deplovments will be limited to two widely
separated deployment areas in each country—one for defense of
the national capital, and the other for the defense of ICBMs;

For these purposes no more than 100 ABM launchers and no
more than 100 ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites may be
deployed within each 150-kilometer radius ABM deployment
area, for a total of 200 deployed ABM interceptors and 200 de-
ployed ABM launchers for each Party;
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ABM radars will be strictly controlled: radars to support the
ABM defense of the national capital may be deployed only in a
specified number of small radar complexes within the ABM de-
}Iluynmnt area; radars to support the ICBM defense will be
iimilc-:l to a specified number within the ABM deployment area
and will also be subject to qualitative constraint.

In order to assure the effectiveness of these basic provisions of the
Treaty, a number of detailed corollary provisions were also agreed:

Development, testing and deployment of ABM systems or
ABM components that are sea-based, air-based, space-based or
mobile land-based are prohibited:

Deployment of AB!I\I systems invelving new types of basic
components to perform the current functions of ABM launchers.
interceptors or radars is prohibited ;

The conversion or testing of other systems, such as air defense
systems, or components thereof to perform an ABM role is
prohibited.

The Treaty also contains certain general provisions relating to the
verification and implementation of the Treaty and to further
negotiations:

Each side will use national technical means for verification and
the Parties agree not to interfere with such means and not to
take deliberate concealment Measures

A Standing Consultative Commission will be established to
facilitate implementation of the Treaty and consider guestions
ariging thereunder:

The Parties will continue active negotiations for limitations
on strategic offensive arms.

The ABM Treaty consists of a preamble and sixteen Articles,
As indicated in Article 1(1), it provides for limitations on anti-ballistic
missile (ABM) systems as well as certain related measures. In the
course of the negotiations, agreement was reached on & number of
interpretive matters related to the Treaty. Enclosure 3 contains
agreed interpretations and certain noteworthy unilateral statements.

PREAMBLE

The preamble contains six &mnq:mphn that set forth common

premises and objectives of the United States and the Soviet Union
which are the basis for entering into this Treaty.

The first preambular paragraph states the basic premise that
nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all mankind.

The second and third preambular paragraph indicate the rationale
for the ABM Treaty and the accompanying Interim Agreement.
Effective limits on anti-ballistic missile systems will be an important
factor in curbing competition in the strategic offensive arms race, will
decrease the risk of the outbreak of nuclear war, and will. together
with certain agreed measures on the limitation of strategic offensive
arms, create a favorable climate for future negotiations on limiting
strategic arms,

The fourth and fifth preambular para. raphs indicate the relation-
ship of this Treaty to the undertaking of the Parties in Article VI of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty to “pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
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early date and to nuclear disarmament”, and express the intention of
the Parties to achieve further progress in disarmament at the earliest
possible date.

The sixth paragraph reflects the broad international consensos that
effective measures to limit strategic arms will assist in relaxing inter-
national tensions and strengthening trust between nations. As the first
bilateral agreements between nuclear powers limiting strategic nuclear
arms, this Treaty and the Interim Agreement should serve as historic
steps toward these broader political goals.

A, LIMITATIONS ON ABM SYSTEMS
(1) Deployment

Article 1(2) prohibits the deployment of ABM systems which would

srovide defense covering substantially the whole of the territory of a

arty. ABM defenses nFindividuul regions are also prohibited except
as specifically set forth in Article ITI. As more fully explained below,
that Article limits not only the number, size and location of the permit-
ted ABM deployment areas of each Party, but also limits to low levels
the numbers of ABM launchers and ABM interceptors at launch sites,
and places restrictions on ABM radars, and thus has the effect of pre-
cluding thick regional ABM defenses.

Article 1{2) also includes an undertaking not to provide a “base"
for a nationwide ABM defense. This would, for example, prohibit the
construction and deployment of ABM radars, or even ABM-capable
radars deployed for other purposes, that could provide a base for a
nationwide ABM system. (Articles ITI, IV, V and VI contain specific
constraints that reinforee this prohibition.) The Treaty does not
restrict air defense, space tracking, intelligence or other non-ABM
systems per se. However, it does prohibit the testing or conversion of
asuch systems or their components to perform an ABM role; moreover,
the Parties have agreed not to deploy any phased-array radars over a
certain size except as otherwise provided in the Treaty and except for
the purpose of tracking objects in outer space or for use as national
technical means of verification. This would prevent the possible use
of such radars as a base for a nationwide ABM defense.

Article IT defines an ABM system as ‘“‘a system to counter strategic
ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory”. It indicates
that such systems currently consist of ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers and ABM radars. ABM interceptor missiles are
interceptor missiles constructed and deployed for an ABM role, or of
a type hereafter tested in an ABM mode. ABM launchers are launchers
constructed and deployed for launching ABM interceptor missiles. (A
launcher associated with an interceptor missile that is hereafter tested
in an ABM mode falls within the definition of an ABM launcher.)
ABM radars are radars constructed and deployed for an ABM role
(including target tracking or missile control, but not early warning),
or of a type hereafter tested in an ABM mode.

The second paragraph of Article IT makes it clear that the ABM
system components listed in the first paragraph of the Article include
not only those which are operational, but also those under construction,
undergoing testing, undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion, or
mothballed.
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Article IIT prohibits the deployment of any ABM systems or their
components except as provided therein. Under Article ITI, the Parties
may deploy only systems consisting of ABM interceptor missiles,
ABM launchers and ABM radars. The limited deplovment of such
systems described in the next two paragraphs below is permitted only
(a) within one deployment ares centered on the nation’s capital and
having a radius of 150 kilometers, and (b) within one other deploy-
ment area having the same radius and containing ICBM silo launchers.
The centers of the two deployment areas will be separated by no less
than 1,300 kilometers.

In each of these deployment areas a Party may deploy no more than
100 ABM launchers and no more than 100 ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites. These totals would include any deployments within
such areas for training purposes and, as indicated in Article I1(2),
would not be confined to those in operational status. In view of Article
V(1), discussed below, only fixed, land-based ABM components may
be deploved.

The restrictions on ABM radars cover radars of both existing types:
phased-array radars (a modern type which scans by electronic means,
a capability especially useful for ABM purposes) and mechanical-scan
radars (an older type). These restrictions are as follows

(i) Within the 150-kilometer radius deployment area centered on the
nation’s capital, no qualitative or quantitative constraints on radars
are imposed, but location is circumscribed as follows: a Party may have
ABM radars within no more than 6 ABM radar complexes, the per-
mitted area of each complex being cireular and having a diameter of
no more than 3 kilometers. Phased-array ABM radars may not be
located outside such complexes, regardless of when they become opera-
tional. 11{'1"!“11&“]4“'&]] ABM radars that become nprru.tiunn.l after
May 26, 1972 are similorly constrained. The Parties understand that
in addition to the ABM radars which may be deployed in accordance
with this provision, the Soviet mechanical-sean ABM radars opera-
tional on May 26, 1972 within the deployment area for defense of its
national capital may be retained.

(ii) Within the 150-kilometer radius deployment area for defense
of ICBM silo launchers, the location of radars is not circumsecribed,
but qualitative and quantitative constraints are imposed. A Party
may have:

2 large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential
to corresponding ABM radars operational or under construction
on the date of signature of the Treaty in such a deployment area:
and

No more than 18 ABM radars each having a potential less
than that of the smaller of the 2 large phased-array ABM radars
referred to above.

The only two large phased-array ABM radars operational or under
construction in such a deployment area on the date of signature were
the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) and Missile Site Radar
(MSR) under construction near Grand Forks Air Force Base, North
Dakota. The Parties understand that the potential—the product of
mean emitted power in waits and antenna area in square meters—of
the smaller of these two radars (the MSR) is considered for purposes
of the Treaty to be three million.
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The impact of Article 111 on ABM systems currently deployed or
under construction would be as follows: it would not prohibit the
ABM system deployed around Moscow or the ABM system being
deployed by the United States in the vieinity of Grand Forks Air
Force Base in North Dakota, but it would preclude the completion or
retention of the ABM complex on which construction had been started
in the vicinity of Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana. (The signa-
tories understand that, pending ratification and acceptance of the
agreements, neither will take any action that would be prohibited
thereby in the absence of notification by either signatory of its in-
tention not to proceed with ratification or approval.)

The United States has not started construction at a deployment
area centered on its national eapital, and the Soviet Union has not
started construction at a deployment area for defense of ICBM silo
launchers.

(@) Development, Testing, and Other Limitations

Article IV provides that the limitations in Article III shall not
apply to ABM systems or ABM components used for development or
testing, and located within current or additionally agreed test ranges.
[t is understood that ABM test ranges encompass the aren within
which ABM components are located for test purposes, and that non-
phased-array radars of types used for range safety or instrumentation
}le]ltrw.\- may be ]ni'ulml outside of ABM test ranges. Article IV

urther provides that each Party may have no more than a total of
15 ABM launchers at test ranges, The current United States test
ranges for ABM systems are located at White Sands, New Mexico
and Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific. The current Soviet test range for

ABM systems is located near Sary Shagan, Kezakhstan SSR. ABM
components are not to be deployed at any other test ranges without
prior agreement between the Parties.

Article V limits development and testing, as well as deployment, of
certain types of ABM systems and components, Paragraph V(1)
limits such activities to fixed, land-based ABM systems and com-
ponents by prohibiting the development, testing or deployment of
ABM systems or components whiu'L are sea-based, air-based, space-
based, or mobile land-based. It is understood that the prohibitions
on mobile ABM systems apply to ABM launchers and ABM radars
which are not permanent fixed types.

Paragraph V(2) prohibits the :luvv]n]'lllulnl., teating or deployment
of ABM launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor
missile at a time from each launcher; modification of deployed launch-
ers to provide them with such a capability; and the development,
testing or deployment of automatic or semi-automatic or other gimilar
systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers, The Parties agree that
this Article includes an obligation not to develop, test, or deploy
ABM interceptor missiles with more than one independently guided
warhead.

(8) Future ABM Systems

A potential problem dealt with by the Treaty is that which would
be created if an ABM system were developed in the future which did
not consist of interceptor missiles, launchers and radars, The Treaty
would not permit the deployment of such a system or of components
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thereof capable of substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, launch-
ers, or radars: Article I1(1) defines an ABM system in terms of its
function as “‘a system to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their
elements in flight trajectory”, noting that such systems “eurrently
consist of ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers and ABM
radars. Article IIT contalns a prohibition on the deployment of ABM
systems or their components except as specified therein, and it permits
deployment only of ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, and
ABM radars, Devices other than ABM interceptor missiles, ABM
launchers, or ABM radars could be used as adjuncts to an ABM
system, provided that such devices were not capable of substituting
for one or more of these components. Finally, in the course of the nego-
tiations, the Parties specified that “In order to insure fulfillment of
the obligation not to deploy ABM systems and their components
except as provided in Article 111 of the Treaty, the Parties agree that
in the event ABM systems based on other physical winciples and
including components capable of substituting for ABM interceptor
missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars are created in the future,
specific limitations on such systems and their components would be
subject to discussion in accordance with Article XIII and agreement
in aceordance with Article XIV of the Treaty." (As explained below,
Article XTII calls for establishment of a Standing Consultative Com-
mission, and Article XIV deals with amendments to the Treaty.)

(4) Muodernizalion and Replacement

Article VII provides that, subject to the provisions of this Trealy,
modernization and replacement of ABM systems or their components
may be carried out. Modernization or replacement of present ABM

gystems or components is constrained by the various limitations and
|]I'l!iii!ri1inli~i in the ’l"l'l'll.1l'l|'. (Spe |]r|.|'1¢|."ui||!1 2 of Article I, Article |I|,
Article V, and Article VI.)

(&) Destruction and Dismantling

Article VIII provides that ABM systems or their components in
excess of the numbers or outside the areas specified in the Treaty, as
well as ABM systems or components prohibited by the Treaty, shall
be destroyed or dismantled under agreed procedures within the
shortest possible agreed period of time. Since no more than one ABM
system Jﬂjr]u}'mrml area for defense of ICBM silo launchers is per-
mitted by Article ITI, this Article will apply, when the Treaty enters
into force, to the ABM components previously under construction in
the vicinity of Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana.

B, OTHER RELATED MEABRURES

(1) Constrainis on Non-ABM Systems or Components

Article VI is designed to enhance assurance of the effectiveness of
the basic limitations on ABM systems and their components provided
by the Treaty. To this end, each Party undertakes in this Article (a)
not to give missiles, launchers or radars, other than ABM interceptor
missiles, ABM launchers and ABM radars, capubilities to counter
strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory; (b)
not to test such non-ABM missiles, launchers and radars “in an
ABM mode” and (¢) not to deploy in the future radars for early
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warning of strategic ballistic missile attack except at locations along
the periphery of its national territory and oriented outward.

The first of these undertakings would, for example, prohibit the
modification of air-defense missiles (SAMs) to give them a capability
against strategic ballistic missiles.

The undertaking not to test non-ABM interceptor missiles, launch-
ers, and radars in an ABM mode subsequent to the date of signature
of this Treaty would prohibit testing of non-ABM components for
ABM purposes, but would not affect ABM testing of ABM com-
ponents, or prevent testing of non-ABM components for non-ABM
pu{'}?pms. »

ith respect to the third of the undertakings in Article VI, it should
be noted that the Treaty, while not intended to prohibit the further
deployment of radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile
attack, requires their location along tﬁr periphery of each Party's
national territory and oriented outward in order to minimize the
possibility that they could contribute to an effective ABM defense
of points in the interior.

Article VI also has the effect of prohibiting the future deployment
in third countries of radars for early warning of strategic ballistic
missile attack. Existing ballistic missile early-warning radars would
not be affected. Article VI imposes no limitation on radars for national
means of verification.

In recognition of the fact that phased-array radars with more than
a certain potential, though deployed for non-ABM missions such as
air defense or air traffic control, would have an inherent capacity
for ABM use, the Parties agreed not to deploy phased-array radars
having a potential exceeding three million watt-square meters, except
as provided in Articles ILI, IV and VI of the Treaty and except for ILI‘.‘
purpose of tracking objects in outer space or for use as national tech-
nical means of verification. Deployment of non-ABM radars currently
planned by the United States would not be affected.

(2) International Transfers

Article IX provides that, to assure the viability and effectiveness of
the Treaty, each Party undertakes not to transfer to other States,
and not to deploy outside its national territory, ABM systems or
their components limited by the Treaty. The Parties understand
that the first undertaking includes an obligation not to provide to
other states technical descriptions or blueprints specially worked out
for the construction of ABM systems and their components limited
by the Treaty. In addition, the United States Delegation made clear
that the provisions of this Article do not set a precedent for whatever
provisions may be considered for a treaty on limiting strategic offen-
sive arms, noting that the question of transfer of strategic offensive
arms is a far more complex issue, which may require a different
solution.

() Conflicting Obligations

Article X contains an undertaking by the Parties not to assume
any international obligations which would conflict with the Treaty.
The obligations in this Treaty are not inconsistent with any obliga-
tion of the United States under any international agreement.
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C. VERIFICATION AND CONSULTATION
(1} Verification

Article XII relates to verification of compliance with the Treaty's
provisions, which is to be accomplished by national technical means.
Paragraph 1 states that each Party will use national technical means
of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with generally
recognized principles of international law for purposes of providing
assurance of compliance with provisions of the Treaty. It does not
require changes from current operating practices and procedures with
respect to systems which will be used as national technical means of
verification.

The second paragraph of this Article provides that each Party
agrees not to interfere with the national technical means of verification
of the other which are operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of the
Article. This provision would, for example, prohibit, interference with
a satellite in orbit used for verification of the Treaty.

T":!mm‘uph 3 contains an agreement not to use deliberate conceal-
ment measures which impede verification by national technical means.
This paragraph expressly permits continuation of current const ruction,
assembly, conversion and overhaul practices.

(2) Standing Consultative Commission

Article XIII provides that the Parties shall establish promptly a
Standing Consultative Commission (hereafter referred to as the
Commission) to promote the objectives and to facilitate the imple-
mentation of the ABM T:I'wtr_'-'. The Parties have further agreed to use
the Commission to promote the objectives and implementation of the

Interim Agreement. (See Article VI of the Interim Agreement.) The
Commission will provide a consulting framework within which the
Parties may consider various matters relating to the Treaty and the
Interim Agreement. The Parties may also consider these matters in
other channels,

A principal function of the Commission will be to consider fuestions
of I."UHI[I“.JHH'.!‘ with t|!'|1' rlh|;igu1:iu||:-; assumed under this '|"1-'-"g}- and the
Interim Agreement and also related situations which may be congiderad
ambiguous, Each Party may voluntarily provide through the Commis-
sion information it considers necessary to assure confidence in com-
pliance. Thus one Party might raise a question of compliance based on
information gathered by national technical means of verification and
the other ]’:ul‘l_'r could provide information to I'|.-1I'if_1 the matter,

Attention was called above to the provisions in Article XI1 prohihit-
ing intentional interference with national technical means of verifica-
tion operating in accordance with its provisions. The Commission is
charged by Article XIII with the responsibility to consider any
questions of interference with such means. The Commission may also
consider questions of concealment impeding verification by national
means. The Commission may consider changes in the general strategic
situation which have a bearing on the provisions of the Treaty.
Related to this is the Commission’s authority to consider proposals to
further inerease the \':i:lhi.h'!"n of the '|~I'1'nr_r auch as agreed interpreta
tions after the Treaty has entered into force—and to consider proposals
for amendment of the Treaty. (Amendments to the Treaty would have
to be ratified pursuant to Articles XIV and XVI.) The Commission
may also consider other appropriate measures, not specifically
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enumerated in Article XITI, aimed at further limiting strategic arms.
Finally, through the Commission the Parties are to agree on procedures
and dates for the implementation of Article VIII concerning destruc-
tion or dismantling of ABM systems or ABM components. (For
corresponding responsibility of the Commission under the Interim
Agl."l'.'lf_'lll.{':lli_. see section C of the discussion thereof,)

The second paragraph of Article X111 provides for the establishment
of regulations for the Commission governing procedures, composition
and other relevant matters. Such matters can be worked out early in
the follow-on negotiations. Meanwhile, any consultation desired by
either side under these Articles can be carried out by the Delegations
during such negotiations or, when they are not in session, through
other diplomatic channels.

The Commission is intended as a means to facilitate the implementa-
tion of the agreements and would not replace follow-on negotiations
or use of other tli]l]t-rruﬂir channels.

D. DURATION, WITHDRAWAL AND FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS

Article XV provides that the Treaty shall be of unlimited duration,
but contains a withdrawal clause of the type that has become standard
in post-war arms control treaties. This clause provides that each
Party, in exercising its national sovereignty, .-.Imll[ have the right to
withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events
related to the subject matter of the Treaty have jeopardized its
supreme interests. Notice of such decision is to be given to the other
Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notice is
required to include a statement of the extraordinary events involved.

tn this connection, the United States has stressed the unique
relationship between limitations on offensive and defensive strategic
arms. This interrelationship lends extraordinary importance to the
undertaking in Article X1 “to continue active negotiations for limita-
tions on strategic offensive arms.”

The special importance we attach to this relationship was reflected
in the following formal statement relating to Article X1, which was
made by the Head of the United States Delegation on May 9, 1972

s The US Delegation has stressed the importance the US Govern-

ment attaches to achieving agreement on more complete limita-
tions on strategic offensive arms, following agreement on an
ABM Treaty and on an Interim Agreement on certain measures
with respect to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. The
US Delegation believes that an objective of the follow-on nego-
tintions should be to constrain and reduce on a long-term basis
threats to the survivability of our respective strategic retali-
atory forces, The USSR Delegation has also indicated that the
objectives of SALT would remain unfulfilled without the achieve-
ment of an agreement providing for more complete limita-
tions on sirategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the
initial agreements would be steps toward the achievement of
more complete limitations on strategic arms. If an agreement
providing for more complete strategic offensive arms limitations
were not achieved within five years, U3 supreme interests could
be jeopardized. Should that occur, it would constitute a basis
for withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. The US does not wish
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to see such a situation occur, nor do we believe that the USSR
does. It is because we wish to prevent such s situation that
we emphasize the importance the US Government attaches to
achievement of more complete limitations on strategic offensive
arms. The US Executive will inform the Congress. in connection
with Congressional consideration of the ABM Treaty and the
Interim Agreement, of this statement of the US position.

E. OTHER PROVISIONS

Article XIV deals with amendments and review. Paragraph 1 pro-
vides that the Parties may propose amendments to the Treaty. Agreed
amendments shall enter into force upon exchange of instruments of
ratification. The second paragraph of Article XIV provides for formal
review of the Treaty by the Parties at five year intervals. Paragraph 2
does not preclude agreement on proposed amendments of the Treaty
during the first five years, or between formal reviews thereafter; it
simply reflects recognition of the possibility of changes in the strategic
relationship and the development of new strategic systems. These

uestions are also within the purview of the Standing Consultative
%ﬂmmitmi{m.

Article XVI and the final paragraph of the Treaty contain standard

rovisions on entry into force, registration pursuant to the United

ations Charter, and equal authenticity of the English and Russian
language texts.

INTERIM AGREEMENT AND PROTOCOL

The Interim Agreement between the United States of America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures with
respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (Interim Agree-
ment), including a Protocol which is integral thereto, was signed on
May 26, 1972, The Interim Agreement consists of a preamble and eight
operative articles. In the course of the negotiations, agreement was
reached on a number of interpretive matters related to the Interim
Agreement. Enclosure 3 contains agreed interpretations and certain
noteworthy unilateral statements.

This Agreement provides for a restriction of five vears on strategic
offensive missile launcher deployments pending negotiation of more
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms. The main effects of
the Interim Agreement will be that:

the aggregate number of fixed, land-based ICBM launchers
and SLBM launchers will be limited

starting construction of additional fixed, land-based ICBM
launchers is prohibited

the number of launchers for modern heavy ICBMs, such as the
Soviet 55-9, will be limited to that number currently operational
and under construction:

ceilings will be placed on the number of SLBM launchers and
modern ballistic missile submarines operational on each side; and

up to the agreed ceilings, deployment of additional SLBM
launchers above a specified number for each Party requires an
offsetting reduction of ICBM launchers of older types or SLBM
launchers on older ballistic missile submarines.
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In the first paragraph of the preamble of the Agreement the Parties
express the conviction that the ABM Treaty and the Interim Agree-
ment will contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for
active negotiation on limiting strategic arms and will improve inter-
national relations. In the second paragraph the Parties acknowledge
the relationship between strategic offensive and defensive arms, and in
the third they acknowledge their obligations under Article VI of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty to pursue disarmament negotiations.

A. ICBM launchers

Article I of the Interim Agreement prohibits starting construction
of additional fixed land-based ICBM launchers. While the text of
Article I prescribes July 1, 1972, as the freeze date, the United States
and the Soviet Union understand that, pending ratification and
acceptance of the agreements, neither will take any action that will
be prohibited thereby, in the absence of notification by either signatory
of its intention not to proceed with ratification or approval.

This construction freeze covers all fixed land-based 1IGBM launchers,
both silo and soft-pad, but does not include test and training ICBM
launchers or mobile land-based TCBM launchers. Test and training
launchers are, however, subject to other constraints, The United States
has made clear to the Soviets that we would consider the deployment
of operational land-mobile ICBM launchers during the period of the
Interim Agreement to be inconsistent with the objectives of the
Agreement. The Parties have agreed that the term i(:BI‘LI includes
any land-based strategic ballistic missile capable of ranges in excess of
the shortest distance between the northeastern border of the conti-
nental United States and the northwestern border of the continental
Soviet Union. Launchers for fractional orbital bombardment systems
are considered to be ICBM launchers.

On May 26, 1972, the United States had 1,064 operational, land-
based ICBM launchers and none under construction; on that date, the
Soviet Union had a total of land-based ICBM launchers operational
and under active construction estimated to be about 1,618. (ICBM
launchers for testing and l.ruinin}T: purposes are excluded in each case.)
Under the freeze, the Soviet Union may complete construction of
ICBM launchers under active construction on May 26, 1972. While
the Interim Agreement remains in effect, neither Party may start
new construction (nor resume previously suspended construction) of
fixed ICBM launchers except test and training launchers.

B. Heavy 1CBM launchers

Article II provides that the Parties shall not convert land-based
launchers for light, or older heavy, ICBMs into land-based launchers
for modern heavy ICBMs, such as the Soviet SS-9. All currently
operational ICBMs other than the S5-9 are either “light”" (the United
States Minuteman and the Soviet 85-11 and 55-13) or “older"”
ICBM launchers of types first deployed prior to 1964 (the United
States Titan and the Soviet 83-7 and 55-8).

Article IT would thus I:rnhihil. the conversion of a launcher for an
§5-7, 85-8, 85-11 or 85-13 ICBM into a launcher for an 38-0 or
any new modern heavy ICBM, and would similarly prohibit the
conversion of a launcher for & Minuteman or Titan into a launcher for
a modern heavy ICBM. The Parties agree that in the process of
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modernization and replacement the dimensions of land-based ICBM
silo launchers will not be significantly increased, and that this means
that any increase will not be greater than 10-15 percent of the present
dimensions. The United States has also made clear that it would
consider any ICBM having a volume significantly greater than that
of the largest light ICBM now operational on either side (which is the
Soviet 55-11) to be a heavy ICBM.

C. SLBM launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines,

Article III limits SLBM launchers and modern ballistic missile
submarines to the numbers operational and under construction on
May 26, 1972.

In addition, Article III and the Protocol permit launchers and
submarines beyond 740 SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered sub-
marines for the Soviet Union and 656 SLBM launchers on nuclear-
sowered submarines for the United States, subject to two constraints.

irst, additional SLBM launchers mav become operational only as
replacements for an equal number of ICBM launchers of types first
deployed prior to 1964, or for launchers on older nuclear-powered
submarines or for modern SLBM launchers on any type of submarine.
Second, such substitution may not result in:

the Soviet Union having operational more than 62 modern
ballistic missile submarines or more than 950 SLBM launchers,
including all SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered submarines
and all modern SLBM launchers on any type of submarine:

the United States having operational more than 44 modern
ballistic missile submarines or more than 710 SLBM launchers.

Construction of replacement SLBM launchers up to the limits

under the Protocol would require the .!iinmnllins or destruction,
B

under agreed procedures, of an equal number of ICBM launchers of
older types or of SLBM launchers on nuclear-powered submarines.
Moreover, modern SLBM launchers deployed on-any type of sub-
marine would count against the total ceiling on SLBM launchers.
Dismantling or destruction would be required to commence no later
than the date on which sea trials of a replacement ballistic missile
submarine begin and to be completed in the shortest possible agreed
period of time. Thus the Soviets will have to begin dismantling older
CBM or SLBM launchers no later than when the 741st SLBM
launcher on a nuclear-powered submarine enters sea trials. Dis-
mantling or destruction, as well as timely notification thereof, are to
be carried out in accordance with procedures to be agreed upon in the
Standing Consultative Commission.

D. Test and training launchers

The Parties agree that the number of test and training launchers
for ICBMs and SLBMs, including “modern heavy” 1CBMs, shall
not be increased significantly above the current number of test and
training launchers for such missiles. It is understood that construction
or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges shall be undertaken
only for the purposes of testing and training. It is also understood
that ICBM Ilaunr.hen for test and training purposes may be con-
structed at operational sites.
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E. Modernization and replacement

Article IV provides that, subject to the provisions of the Interim
Agreement, modernization and replacement of strategic ballistic
missiles and launchers covered by the Interim Agreement may be
undertaken. The conversion of current United States [CBM launchers
to handle Minuteman II] missiles, the conversion of current submarine
launchers to handle Poseidon missiles, and the construction of new
submarines as replacements for older submarines, are not prohibited
by the Agreement.

F. Other provisions

Article V of the Interim ment contains the same provisions on
verification as appear in Article XII of the ABM Treaty. Verification
will be carried out by national technical means operating in accordance
with generally recognized principles of international law. Interference
with, or deliberate concealment from, such means is prohibited.
Neither Party is required to change its current practices of construc-
tion, assembly, conversion, or overhaul.

Article VI providea that in order tp promete the objectives and
implementation of the Interim Agreement, the Parties shall use the
Standing Consultative Commission to be established pursuant to
Article XI1II of the ABM Treaty.

In Article VII the Parties agree to continue active negotiation for
limitations on strategic offensive arms. This Article also provides that
the terms of this Interim Agreement will not prejudice the scope and
terms of the limitations on strategic offensive arms which may be
worked out in the subsequent negotiations. It is expected that these
subsequent negotiations will start in the near future.

The first paragraph of Article VIII of the Interim Agreement pro-
vides that it shall enter into force upon the exchange of written notices
of acceptance, simultaneously with the exchange of instruments of
ratification of the ABM Treaty.

Pnrllm’ul:h 2 of Article VIII provides that the Interim A ment
shall remain in effect for five years, unless earlier replaced by agree-
ment on more complete measures limiting strategic offensive arms.

_The third paragraph of this Article provides each Party with a
right, parallel to that contained in paragraph 2 of Article XV of the
M Treaty, to withdraw upon six months’ notice if such Party
decides its supreme interests have been jeopardized by extraordinary
events n-luml to the subject matter of the Interim Agreement.

CONCLUBION

I believe the Treaty limiting anti-ballistic missile systems, loi;ether
co

with the accompanying Interim Agreement and its Protocol con-
straining strategic offensive arms, constitute the most important step
in arms limitation ever taken by this country. In these agreements, the
two most powerful nations on earth are adopting measures designed
to curb the deployment of strategic arms.

The Parties have protected their vital interests during the careful
negotiation and elaboration of these agreements. We did not agree to
anything adversely affecting the national interests of our Allies, who
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were regularly consulted during the negotiations. The Congress has
been kept closely informed throughout the negotiations. Ambassador
Smith and other Delegation members conducted & total of thirty
executive zession briefings for Congressional Committees.

These Agreements should help to improve Soviet-American relations
and preserve and strengthen international security and world order.
The entry into force of these measures should significantly advance

the cause of peace in the world, and 1 hope that they can be brought
into foree as soon as practicable
Respectfully submitted,

WiLLiam A. RogEns
(Enclosures: 1. The ABM Treaty. 2. The Interim Agreement and

associated Protocol. 3. Agreed Interpretations and Unilateral State-
ments. )




TreaTy BETweEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UniON
oF SovIET SociarisT REpuBLIcs oN THE LiMITATION OF ANTI-
BavrrisTic MissiLE SysTEMs

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Soeialist

Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,
roceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have
devastating consequences for all mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile
systems would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic
offensive arms and would lead to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of
war involving nuclear weapons,

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic
missile systems, as well as certain agreed measures with respect to
the limitation of strategic offensive arms, would contribute to the
creation of more favorable conditions for further negotiations on
limiting strategic arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date
the cessation of the nueclear arms race and to take effective measures
toward reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general
and complete disarmament,

' Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and
the strengthening of trust between States,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE [

1. Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
systems and to adopt other measures in accordance with the provisions
of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense
of the territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a
defense, and not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual
region except as lfl]‘l]"-’iillﬁd for in Article 111 of this Treaty.

ARTICLE II

1. For the purposes of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to
counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight trajectory,
currently consisting of :

(a) Aﬁ?‘-i interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles con-
structed and deployed for an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM
mode;

(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed
for launching ABM interceptor missiles; and

(¢) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for
an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode.

(135)
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2. The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this
Article include those which are:
(a) operational ;
(b) under construction:
(¢) undergoing testing:
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed.

ARTICLE IIl

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their
components except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment ares having a radius of
one hundred and fifty kilometers and centered on the Party’s national
capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM
launchers and no more tLun one hundred ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM
radar complexes, the area of each complex being circular and having
& diameter of no more than three kilometers: and

(b) within ons ABM system deployment area having a radius of
one hundred and fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers,
& Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers
and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch
sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential
to corresponding ABM radars operational or under construction on
the date of signature of the Treaty in an ABM system deployment
area containing ICBM silo launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen
ABM radars each having a potential less than the potential of the
smaller of the above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars.

ARTICLE IV

The limitations provided for in Article IIT shall not apply to
ABM systems or their components used for development or testing,
and located within current or additionally agreed test ranges. Each
Party may have no more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers at
test ranges.

ARTICLE V

1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM
systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, space-based,
or mobile land-based.

2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM
launchers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a
time from each launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to provide
them with such a capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy automatic
or semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload of ABM
launchers.

ARTICLE VI

To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM
systems fnd their components provided by this Treaty each Party
undertakes:

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars,
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capabilities to counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements
in flight trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and
(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of
strategic ballistic missile attack except at locations along the
periphery of its national territory and oriented outward.

ARTICLE VII

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replace-
ment of ABM systems or their components may be carried out.

ARTICLE VIII

ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or
outside the areas specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or
their components prohibited by this Treaty, shall be destroyed or
dismantled under agreed procedures within the shortest possible
agreed period of time.

ARTICLE IX

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each
Party undertakes not to transfer to other States, and not to dcploy
outside its national territory, ABM systems or their components
limited by this Treaty.

ARTICLE X

Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obligations
which would conflict with this Treaty.
ARTICLE XI

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations
on strategic offengive arms.
ARTICLE XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical
means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with
generally recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national techni-
cal means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance
with purut,:ru!;h 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment
measures which impede verification by national technical means of
compliance with the provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall
not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion, or
overhaul practices.

ARTICLE XIII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions
of this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Con-
sultative Commission, within the framework of which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obliga-
tions assumed and related situations which may be considered
ambiguous;




138

(b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either
Party considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with
the obligations assumed;

(¢) consider questions involving unintended interference with
national technical means of verification;

(d) consider possible nh&n_ge.ua in the strategic situation which
have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dis-
mantling of ABM systems or their components in cases provided
for by the provisions of this Treaty;

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further
increasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures
aimed at limiting strategic arms.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend
as appropriate, Regulations for the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion governing procedures, composition and other relevant matters.

ARTICLE XIV

1. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed
amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the procedures
governing the entry into force of this Treaty.

2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five year
intervals thereafter, the Parties shall together conduct a review of
this Treaty.

ARTICLE XV

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the
right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary
events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized
its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to the other
Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notice
shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying
Party regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

ARTICLE XVI

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with
the constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter
into force on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the
Charter of the United Nations.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1072, in two copies, each in the English
and Russian languages, both texts being u:|uuh_-,- authentic,

For the U nil_niﬁ States of America:

Ricuanp Nixon,
President of the United States of America.

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. I. Brezuney,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the OPSU.




InTERIM AgrEEMENT BETWEEN THE UNIiTED STATES OoF AMERICA
aNp THE Union orF Sovier Sociarist ReEpusrics on CERTAIN
Mzeasures Witae RespeEcr To THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Convinced that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Systems and this Interim Agreement on Certain Measures
with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms will
contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for active
negotiations on limiting strategic arms as well as to the relaxation of
international tension and the strengthening of trust between States,

Taking into account the relationship between strategic offensive
and defensive arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, ;

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE [

The Parties undertake not to start construction of additional fixed
land-based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers after
July 1, 1972

ARTICLE 11

The Parties undertake not to convert land-based launchers for light
ICBMs, or for [CBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into land-
based launchers for heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

ARTICLE III

The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic missile
(SLBM) launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines to the
numbers operational and under construction on the date of signature
of this Interim Agreement, and in addition to launchers and subma-
rines constructed under procedures established by the Parties as re-
placements for an equal number of ICBM launchers of older types
deployed prior to 1964 or for launchers on older submarines.

ARTICLE 1V

Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, modernization
and replacement of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launchers
covered by this Interim Agreement may be undertaken.

ARTICLE ¥

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the
provisions of this Interim Agreement, each Party shall use national
technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent
with generally recognized principles of international law.

(130)
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2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical
means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with
paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment meas-
ures which impede verification by national technical means of com-
pliance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement. This obligation
shall not require changes in current construction, assembly, conversion,
or overhaul practices.

ARTICLE VI

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of
this Interim Agreement, the Parties shall use the Standing Consulta-
tive Commission established under Article XIIT of the Treaty on the
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the
provisions of that Article.

ARTICLE VII

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations
on strategic offensive arms. The obligations provided for in this
Interim Agreement shall not prejudice the scope or terms of the
limitations on strategic offensive arms which may be worked out in the
course of further negotiations.

ARTICLE VIII

1. This Interim Agreement shall enter into force upon exchange
of written notices of u:'f'l:';ltmnce by each Party, which exchange shall

take place simultaneously with the exchange of instruments of
ratification of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems.

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of
five years unless replaced earlier by an agreement on more complete
measures limiting strategic offensive arms. It is the objective utl the
Parties to conduct active follow-on negotiations with the aim of
concluding such an agreement as soon as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national soverignty, have the
right to withdraw from this Interim Agreement if it decides that
extraordinary events related to the subject matter of this Interim
Agreement have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice
cf its decision to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from
this Interim Agreement. Such notice shall include a statement of the
extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopardized
its supreme nterests.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the
English and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

or the United States of America:
Ricearp Nmxon,
President of the United States of America.
For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:
L. 1. BrEzENEY,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU.




ProTocoL To THE INTERIM AGREEMENT BerweeEx THE UNITED
SraTEs oF AMERICA AND THE UxioN oF SovieT SociaLisT REPUB-
rics oN CeERTAIS MEasures Wit RespEct To THE LaMiTATION
oF StraTEGIC OFFENBIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-launched
ballistic missile launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines,
and to replacement procedures, in the Interim Agreement,

Have agreed as foﬁ]m\h.

The Parties understand that, under Article III of the Interim
Agreement, for the period during which that Agreement remains in
force:

The US may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers on
submarines (SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile
submarines. The Soviet Union may have no more than 950 ballistic
missile launchers on submarines and no more than 62 modern ballistic
missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-
mentioned levels, in the U.S.—over 656 ballistic missile launchers on
nuclear-powered submarines, and in the U.S.S.R.—over 740 ballistic
missile launchers on nuclear-powered submarines, operational and
under construction, may become operational as replacements for
equal numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed
prior to 1964 or of ballistic missile lsunchers on older submarines,

The deployment of modern SLLBMs on any submarine, regardless of
type, will be counted against the total level of SLBMs permitted for
the US. and the USS.R.

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim
Agreement.

Done at Moscow this 26th tlll}' of "-[H.} 1072.

For the United States of America:

Ricuarp Nixox,
President of the United States of America.

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. 1. BREZHNEY,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU.

[Enclosure 3]
1. AGREED INTERFPRETATIONS.

(a) Initialed Stalzments.

The texts of the statements set out below were agreed upon and
initialed by the Heads of the Delegations on May 26, 1972.

i141)
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ABM TREATY
[A]

The Parties understand that, in addition to the ABM radars
which may be deployed in accordance with sub agraph (a) of
Article IIT of the Treaty, those non-phased-array ABM radars opera-
tional on the date of signature of the Treaty within the ABM system
deployment area for defense of the national capital may be retained.

[B]

The Parties understand that the potential (the product of mean
emitted power in watts and antenna area in square meters) of the
smaller of the two large phased-array ABM radars referred to in
subparagraph (b) of Article IIT of the Treaty is considered for pur-
poses of the Treaty to be three million.

[C]

The Parties understand that the center of the ABM system deploy-
ment area centered on the national capital and the center of the
ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers for
each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen hundred
kilometers.

(D]

The Parties agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a

potential (the product of mean emitted power in watts and antenna
area in square meters) exceeding three mullion, except as provided for
in Articles I11, IV, and VI of the Treaty, or except for the purposes of
tracking objects in outer space or for use as national technical means

of verification.

[E]

In order to insure fulfillment of the obligation not to deploy ABM
systems and their components except as provided in Article IIT of
tie Treaty, the Parties agree that in the event ABM systems based
on other physical l{rinciples and including components capable of
substituting for ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM
radars are created in the future, gpecific limitations on such systems
and their components would be subject to discussion in accordance
with Article I and agreement in accordance with Article X1V of
the Treaty. i

F

The Parties understand that Artiele V of the Treaty includes obliga-
tions not to develop, test or deploy ABM interceptor missiles for the
delivery by each ABM interceptor missile or more than one independ-
ently guided warhead.

[G]

The Parties understand that Article IX of the Treaty includes the
obligation of the US and the USSR not to provide to other States
technical descriptions or blueprints specially worked out for the con-
struction of M systems and their components limited by the
Treaty.
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INTERIM AGREEMENT

(H]

The Parties understand that land-based ICBM launchers referred
to in the Interim Agreement are understood to be launchers for
strategic ballistic missiles capable of ranges in excess of the shortest
distance between the northeastern border of the continental U.S. and
the northwestern border of the continental USSR.

(1}

The Parties understand that fixed land-based ICBM launchers under
active construction as of the date of signature of the Interim Agree-
ment may be completed.

]

The Parties understand that in the process of modernization and
replacement the dimensions of land-based ICBM silo launchers will not
be significantly increased.

(K]

The Parties understand that dismantling or destruction of ICBM
launchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 and ballistic missile
launchers on older submarines being replaced by new SLBM launchers
on modern submarines will be initiated at the time of the beginning
of sea trials of a replacement submarine, and will be completed in the
shortest Emz-'.:-:il:h: agreed period of time. Such dismantling or destruc-

tion, and timely notification thereof, will be accomplished under
N

procedures to be agreed in the Standing Consultative Commission.

(L]

The Parties understand that during the period of the Interim

eement there shall be no significant increase in the number of
ICBM or SLBM test and training launchers, or in the number of such
launchers for modern land-based heavy ICBMs. The Parties further
understand that construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at
test ranges shall be undertaken only for purposes of testing and
training.
(b) Common Understandings.

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters
was reached during the negotiations:

A. Inerease in I0BM Silo Dimensions—Ambassador Smith made
the following statement on May 26, 1972: “The Parties agree that the
term ‘significantly increased’ means that an increase will not be zreater
than 10-15 percent of the present dimensions of land-based ICBM
gilo launchers",

Minister Semenov replied that this statement corresponded to the
Soviet understanding.

B. Location of lf'}l{'?'?}_i‘}'la\" Defenses.—The U.S. Delegation made the
following statement on May 26, 1972: “Article III of the ABM Treaty
provides for each side one ABM system deployment area centered on
its national capital and one ABM system deployment area contaming
ICBM silo launchers. The two sides have registered agreement on the
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following statement : “The Parties understand that the center of the ABM
system deployment area centered on the national capital and the
center of the ABM system deployment area containing ICBM zilo
launchers for each Party shall LL‘ separated by no less than thirteen
hundred kilometers.” In this connection, the U.S, side notes that its
ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers,
located west of t]}m Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand
F u]rk5 ICBM silo launcher deployment area.” (See Initialed Statement
[C].)

C. ABM Test Ranges.—The U.S. Delegation made the following
statement on April 26, 1972: “Article IV of the ABM Treat v provides
that ‘the limitations provided for in Article II1 shall not a pply to ABM
systems or their components used for development or testing, and
located within current or additionally agreed test ranges.” We believe
it would be useful to assure that there is no misunderstanding as to
current ABM test ranges. It is our understanding that ABM test
ranges encompass the area within which ABM components are located
for test purposes, The current U.S. ABM test ranges are at White
Sands, New Mexico, and at Kwajalein Atoll, and the current Soviet
ABM test range is near Sary Shagan in Kazakhstan. We consider that
non-phased array radars of types used for range safety or instrumenta-
tion purposes may be located outside of ABM test ranges. We interpret
the reference in Article IV to ‘additionally agreed test ranges’ to mean
that ABM components will not be located at any other test ranges
without prior agreement between our Governments that there will be
such additional ABM test ranges."”

On May 5, 1972, the Soviet Delegation stated that there was a

COMmon understamiin{g on what ABM test ranges were, that the use of

the types of non-ABM radars for range safet ¥ or instrumentation was
not limited under the Treaty, that the reference in Article IV to
“additionally agreed” test ranges was sufficiently clear, and that
national means permitted identifying current test ranges.

D. Mobile ABM Systems.—On January 28, 1072, the U.S. Delega-
tion made the following statement: “Article V(1) of the Joint Draf t
Text of the ABM Treaty includes an undertaking not to develop,
test, or deploy mobile land-based ABM systems and their components.
On May 5, 1971, the U.S. side indicated that, in its view, a prohibition
on dep%:ﬂ.’nenb of mobile ABM systems and components would rule
out the deployment of ABM launchers and radars which were not
permanent fixed types. At that time, we asked for the Soviet view of
this interpretation. Does the Soviet side agree with the U.S. side's
interpretation put forward on May 5, 19717"

On April 13, 1972, the Soviet Delegation said there is a general
common understanding on this matter.

E. Standing Consultative Commission.—Ambassador Smith made the
following statement on May 23, 1972: “The United States proposes
that the sides agree that, with regard to initial implementation of the
ABM Treaty’s Article XIII on the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion (SCC) and of the consultation Articles to the Interim Apreement
on offensive arms and the Accidents Agreement,* agreement establish-
ing the SCC will be worked out early in the follow-on SALT negotia-
tions; until that is completed, the fol owing arrangements will prevail:
when SALT is in session, any consultation desired by either side under

* Bee Artlcle 7 of Agresment to Bedues the Risk of Outhreak of Nuclear War Between tho United States of
Ameriea and the Unlon of Boviet Socialist Republics, signed Beptember 30, 1071,
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these Articles can be carried out by the two SALT Delegations;
when SALT is not in session, ad hoe arrangements for any desired
consultations under these Articles may be made through diplomatic
channels.”

Minister Semenov replied that, on an ad referendum basis, he could
agree that the U.S. statement corresponded to the Soviet under-
standing.

F. Standstill—On May 6, 1972, Minister Semenov made the
following statement: “In an effort to accommodate the wishes of the
U.S. side, the Soviet Delegation is prepared to proceed on the basis
that the two sides will in fact observe the obligations of both the
Interim Agreement and the ABM Treaty beginmng from the date of
signature of these two documents.”

In reply, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement on
May 20, 1972: “The U.S. agrees in principle with the Soviet statement
made on May 6 concerning observance of obligations beginning from
date of signature but we would like to make 4'!ifaur our understanding
that this means that, pending ratification and acceptance, neither side
would take any action prohibited by the agreements after they had
entered into force. This understanding would continue to apply in the
absence of notification by either signatory of its intention not to
proceed with ratification or approval.”

The Soviet Delegation indicated agreement with the U.S. statement.

2. UNILATERAL BTATEMENTB

(n) The following noteworthy unilateral statements were made
during the negotiations by the United States Delegation:

A, Withdrawal from the ABM Trealy

On May 9, 1972, Ambassador Smith made the following statement:
“The U.S. Delegation has stressed the importance the U.S. Govern-
ment attaches to achieving agreement on more complete limitations on
strategic offensive arms, following agreement on an ABM Treaty and
on an Interim Agreement on certain measures with respect to the
limitation of strategic offensive arms. The U.S, Delegation believes
than an objective of the follow-on negotiations should ﬁn to constrain
and reduce on a long-term basis threats to the survivability of our
respective strategic retaliatory forces. The USSR Delegation has also
indicated that the objectives of SALT would remain unfulfilled with-
out the achievement of an agreement sroviding for more complete
limitations on strategic offensive arms. Both sides recognize that the
initial agreements would be steps toward the achievement of more
complete limitations on strategic arms. If an agreement providing for
more complete strategic offensive arms limitations were not achieved
within five years, U.S. supreme interests could be jeopardized. Should
that occur, it would constitute a basis for withdruwnﬁ from the ABM
Treaty. The 11.8. does not wish to see such a situation occur, nor do
we believe that the USSR does. It is because we wish to prevent such
a situation that we emphasize the importance the U.S. Government
attaches to achievement of more complete limitations on strategic
offensive arms. The 1.5, Executive wi!][ inform the Congress, in con-
nection with Congressional consideration of the ABM Treaty and the
Interim Agreement, of this statement of the U.S. position.”
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B. Land-Mobile ICBM Launchers

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20,
1972: “In connection with the important subject of Jand-mobile
ICBM launchers, in the interest of concluding the Interim Agreement
the U.S. Delegation now withdraws its proposal that Article I or an
agreed statement explicitly prohibit the deployment of mobile
land-based ICBM launchers. I have been instructed to inform you
that, while eeing to defer the question of limitation of operational
land-mobile [CBM launchers to the subsequent negotiations on more
complete limitations on strategic offensive arms, the U.S. would
consider the deployment of operational land-mobile ICBM launchers
during the period of the Interim Agreement as inconsistent with the
objectives of that Agreement.”
C. Covered Facilities

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 20,
1972: "I wish to emphasize the importance that the United States
attaches to the provisions of Article V, including in particular their
application to fitting out or berthing submarines.”
ﬂ. ”H'ﬂﬂ-f-ry" ILTBMJS

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26,
1972: “The U.S. Delegation regrets that the Soviet Delegation has
not been willing to agree on 8 common definition of a heavy missile,
Under these circumstances, the U.S. Delegation believes it Necessary
to state the following: The United States would consider an y ICBM
having a volume significantly greater than that of the largest light
ICBM now operational on either side to be a heav y ICBM. The U.S.

proceeds on the premise that the Soviet side will give due account to
this consideration.”

E. Tested in ABM Mode

On April 7, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following statement:
““Article IT of the Joint Draft Text uses the term ‘tested in an ABM
mode,’ in defining ABM components, and Article VI includes certain
obligations concerning such testing. We believe that the side should
have a common understanding of this phrase. First, we would note
that the testing provisions of the ABM Treaty are intended to apply
to testing which occurs after the date of signature of the Treaty, and
not to any testing which may have occurred in the past. Next, we
would amplify the remarks we have made on this subject during the
previous FI{EIHinki phase by setting forth the objectives which govern
the U.S, view on the subject, namely, while prohibiting testing of
non-ABM components for ABM purposes: not to prevent testing of
ABM components, and not to prevent testing of non-ABM components
for nnn—!ﬂ!ﬁ-{ purposes. To clarify our interpretation of ‘tested in an
ABM mode,’ we note that we would =:unsiﬂlur a launcher, missile or
radar to be ‘tested in an ABM mode’ if, for example, any of the follow-
ing events occur: (1) a launcher is used to launch an ABM interceptor
missile, (2) an interceptor missile is flight tested against a target
vehicle which has a flight trajectory with characteristics of a strategic
ballistic missile flight trajectory, or is flight tested in conjunction with
the test of an A.H;Ed interceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same
test range, or is flight laﬁtm! to an altitude inconsistent with intercep-
tion of targets against which air defenses are deployed, (3) a radar
makes measurements on a cooperative target vehicle of the kind re-
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ferred to in item (2) above during the reentry portion of its trajectory
or makes measurements in conjunction with the test of an ABM inter-
ceptor missile or an ABM radar at the same test range. Radars used
for purposes such as range safety or instrumentation would be exempt
from application of these criteria.”

F. No-Transfer Article of ABM Treaty

On April 18, 1972, the U.S. Delegation made the following state-
ment: “In regard to this Article [IX], I have a brief and I believe
self-explanatory statement to make. The U.S. side wishes to make
clear that the provisions of this Article do not set a precedent for
whatever provision may be considered for a Treaty on Limiting
Strategic Offensive Arms. The question of transfer of strategic offen-
sive arms is a far more complex issue, which may require a different
golution.”
@. No Increase in Defense of Early Warning Radars

On July 28, 1970, the U.S. Delegation made the following state-
ment: ‘‘Since Hen House radars [Soviet ballistic missile early warning
radars] can detect and track ballistic missile warheads at great
distances, they have a significant ABM potential. Accordingly, the
U.S. would regard any increase in the defenses of such radars by

surface-to-air missiles as inconsistent with an agreement.”
L] L & & * ® L]

{b) The following noteworthy unilateral statement was made by the
Delegation of the %J.S.S.R. and is shown here with the U.S. reply:

On May 17, 1972, Minister Semenov made the following unilateral
“Statement of the Soviet Side:” “Taking into account that modern
ballistic missile submarines are presently in the possession of not only
the U.S.. but also of its NATO allies, the Soviet Union agrees that for
the period of effectiveness of the Interim ‘Freeze' Agreement the U.S.
and its NATO allies have up to 50 such submarines with a total of up
to 800 ballistic missile launchers thereon (including 41 U.S. submarines
with 656 ballistic missile launchers). However, if during the period of
effectiveness of the Agreement U.S. allies in NATO should increase the
number of their modern submarines to exceed the numbers of sub-
marines they would have operational or under construction on the
date of signature of the Agreement, the Soviet Union will have the
right to a corresponding increase in the number of its submarines. In
the opinion of the Soviet side, the solution of the question of modern
ballistic missile submarines provided for in the Interim Agreement
only partially compensates for the strategic imbalance in the deploy-
ment of the nuclear-powered missile submarines of the USSR and the
U.S. Therefore, the Soviet side believes that this whole question, and
above all the questions of liquidating the American missile submarine
bases outside the U.S., will be appropriately resolved in the course of
follow-on negotiations.”

On May 24, Ambassador Smith made the following reply to Minister
Semenov: “The United States side has studied the ‘statement made
by the Soviet side’ of May 17 concerning compensation for submarine
basing and SLBM submarines belonging to third countries. The
United States does not accept the validity of the considerations in that
statement."

On May 26 Minister Semenov repeated the unilateral statement
made on May 24. Ambassador Smith also repeated the U.S. rejection
on May 26.
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