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WARNK E NOM INATION

TU ES DA Y,  FE BRUARY 8, 1977

U nited States Senate,
Committee on F oreign R elations,

Wa shi ng ton , D.G.
The com mit tee me t, pu rsua nt  to notice, at  2 :12 p.m., in room  422 1, 

Dirksen  Senate Office Bu ild ing , Ho n. Jo hn  Sp arkm an  [ch airm an  of 
the com mit tee]  pre sid ing .

Pr es en t: Se na tor s Sp arkm an , Ch urch , Pe ll,  Hu mph rey,  Clark , 
Bid en,  M ats unaga, Case, Ja vi ts , Pe rcy , Griffin , an d Da nf or th .

Also  pre se nt: Sena tor s Culver, H ar t,  Ha tch,  and Schm itt.

O PEN IN G  STA TEM ENT

Se na tor  Chur ch [p resid ing] . Th is aft ern oo n the Senate Fo re ign 
Re lat ion s Comm ittee will meet  fo r the pur pose of  he ar ing witnesses 
in rega rd  to  tw o nominat ion s. They a re : R ich ard B. Pa rk er , a Fo re ign  
Serv ice officer to lx* Am bassador to  th e Repub lic of Leb ano n, succeed
ing  Fr an ci s E. Melov, J r.  who was sla in by te rror is ts  in Bei ru t last  
Ju n e ; and Pa ul  C. W arnk e, to  be Di recto r of  the Arms  Co ntr ol and 
Di sar ma me nt Agency.

Th e ad min ist ra tio n ha s sought  to exped ite  Mr. Par ker ’s no mina tion 
so tha t he mi gh t be co nfirmed  and  be pre sen t in L ebanon  before Sec re
ta ry  of St ate Cyrus  Vance vis its the  M iddle Eas t next week.

Mr.  Par ker  presen tly  is Am bassador to Alger ia  a nd  has  pre vio usly 
served in embassy  pos itio ns in Be iru t, Cairo, Ra bat, Am man, and 
Jer usale m.

The com mit tee will  first  con sider Mr.  Par ker ’s nominat ion  because 
of the  reques t of  t he  De pa rtm en t th at  th is be exp edi ted  as qui ckly as 
possible. Th en  we wil l move on to the  nomination of Mr.  Warn ke .

* * * * * *  *
Se na tor  Churc h. Mr.  Warn ke , would you like  to come fo rw ard,  

please ?
The Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mit tee now tu rn s to  the  nomi na tio n of  

Pa ul  W arnk e to be Di recto r of the Arms  Control and Di sarm am en t 
Agency.  Mr . W arnk e has appeare d before  th is com mit tee in  the pa st 
and has writ ten ma ny tho usands  o f words descr ibing  hi s views  on  the  
pre sen t world  s itu at ion and the role  o f arm am ents and  m ili ta ry  m ight  
in na tio na l securi ty. I susp ect th at  today it is not Mr. W arnk e’s w ri t
ings th at  arouse  th e gre ate st in ter es t, bu t is the  wr iting s of othe rs 
abo ut him . A most di stur bing  factor  in Mr. W arnk e’s nomina tion 
has been the cir cu lat ion  of  an unsig ned docume nt which discusses t he
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nominee’s views on arms control and has received considerable attention in the news media.
Because of the prominence this nomination has received, and owing to the  anonymous documents to which I  have referred , these hearings present us with an opportunity to bring before the Senate and the public an educational discussion of what some people consider to be the most important single question facing the world:  How can we control the expansion of our nuclear arsenals while preserv ing our national security to assure tha t there will be a habitable E art h for our children and our children’s children ?
I personally believe that the  post Mr. Warnke has been nominated to fill may well be the most important in the Government when one considers the future.
Wo expect th at today’s discussions will explore the options open to the United States and other nations in the next few years as we try to reduce the tensions and potential  for conventional and nuclear war at any level.
If  you have been reading the papers or listening  to the news you know tha t th is is a subject about which reasonable and informed men and women can and do disagree.
In  an attem pt to make thi s hearing as meaningful as possible and as broadly based as possible, the members of the Armed Services Committee have been invited to s it with the committee for the purpose of asking questions. I believe tha t we have Senator Hatch with us, who is most welcome, and who, af ter  the members of the committee have had an oppor tunity to question the witness, will be given his opportuni ty to question as a matt er of comity to a  Member of the Senate.I might say, Mr. Warnke,  before we proceed with your opening statement, it is the custom of the committee on occasions of this kind to limit each Senator  to  10 minutes in the first round of questions in order tha t all Senators can be accommodated. Then we will go to a second round and a thir d round, as may be required.
I would like, before Mr. Warnke presents his statement, to  recognize tha t we have with us a former member of this committee and a very distinguished one, John Sherman Cooper and his wife, Lorra ine. We want to extend a warm welcome to you both.
r Applause.]
Senator Griffin . Mr. Chairman ?
Senator C iiurch. Senator Griffin ?

CO MM ITT EE PROCEDURE

Senator Grtffin. I have a procedural matte r I would like to raise before Mr. Warnke begins his statement.
In terms of what is before the committee, am I correct that  there arc two different nominations before us, one nominating Mr. Warnke to be the Directo r of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and another one to make him an ambassador for the purpose of  negotiating arms control ?
Senator Church. Yes; I believe tha t both posts are confirmable bv the Senate, so that  there are two nominations to be considered.
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Senator Griffin. In  fact, I  have copies of the nomination here, and 
I would like tha t these be put into the record, if they would not 
ordinarily be put in.

[The in format ion referred to follows :]
T he  White  House,

February  4, 1911.
To the Senate of the  Un ited States.

I nominate  Pau l C. Warnke,  of the Distr ict  of Columbia, to be Director  of the  
United  States Arms Contro l and  Disarmame nt Agency, vice Fred Char les Ikle, 
resigned.

J immy  Carter.t
T he  W hite  House,

February 8, 1911.
To the Senate of the United States.

„ I  nominate  P aul C. W arnke, of the D ist ric t of Columbia, for the r ank  of Ambas
sado r dur ing his tenure  of service  as Directo r of the  United Sta tes  Arms Con
tro l and Disarmame nt Agency, to which posit ion he was nominated February  4, 
1977.

.Timmy  Carter.
Senator Griffin. I notice tha t one is da ted February  4. Th at is the 

one nominating him to be Director of  the  Agency. The other nomina
tion is dated  today, F ebru ary 8, nominating him for the rank of Am
bassador, during his tenure in  service as Director of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

I would further  ask, Mr. Chairman,  I sn’t it  t rue  under the  rules o f 
the committee tha t ordina rily  there is a 7-dav notice before a hearing 
is held on a nomination ?

Senator  Church. I am told that  the ordina ry practice is a 6-day 
waiting period, but tha t the chairman may waive it at his discretion.

Senator  Griffin. I would think in such occasions, of course, where 
there are routine nominations and there is no indication of controversy 
waiving the  6 days would make a lot. of sense. But. in a situation where 
there is some controversy surrounding a nomination, I did want to 
indicate, as one member of the committee, that I think it is unfortunate 
tha t we do not allow the 6-day notice to run so that the public and 
others would have an opportunity  to  prepare for these hearings.

Are there  other witnesses to appear?
Senator Church. I believe that there are other witnesses. Do we 

have a l ist o f them ?
Senator Case. Wasn’t  it generally understood, Mr. Chairman,  tha t, 

whether or not technically the nomination as Ambassador came to us 
earlie r than today, Mr. Warnke would be assigned to conduct these 

* negotiations?
Senator Church. [Nods in the affirmative.]
Senator Case. 1 thought that was quite clear ever since he was named 

by the President for the  post.
Senator Griffin. I  did read tha t in the paper, but I  think  in terms of 

the role of the  Senate, we have a role here with respect to both assign
ments. I t is two jobs and he will be wearing two hats. I can see some 
conflict and some basis, perhaps, for confirming him for one and not 
the other. But we will, of course, see as the hear ing proceeds.

Senator Humphrey. If  the gentleman would yield.
Senator Griffin. I  yield.
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Senator Humphrey. T think the (late o f the eighth  was simply based 
upon the  fact tha t when the announcement was made, it was assumed 
that the nominee could participa te as the negotiator, as well as the 
head of ACDA. And I think the Sta te Dejwirtment, throug h the Pres i
dent, has made the nomination available only on the date of the eighth 
out of some inadvertence.

After all, there  is a new administration.
Senator Griffin. Yes, sir.
Senator Church. That is also my understanding.
Senator Case. That there is a new administration  ?
[General laughter]
Senator Church. Yes; t ha t there is a new administrat ion.
It  was my understanding that  when the nomination first came down, 

it was thought the single nomination would suffice. We were all ap
prised at the time tha t Mr. Warnke was to also serve as the Pres ident ’s 
chief negotiator at the  SALT talks. It was later decided that a second 
nomination, conferring the rank of Ambassador upon him, would be 
appropriate , i f not necessary. That  is the reason for the second nomi
nation coming up late.

Senator Griffin. Rut there are two nominations.
Senator  Church. That is correct.
Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman ?
Senator  Church. I will come back to you, Senator Danfor th. Firs t, 

Senator Matsunaga ?
Senator  Matsunaga. The notice, of course, is not a ma tter to evoke 

surprise. It has been a matt er of public knowledge that  Mr. Warnke 
would be presented to the Senate for confirmation as negotia tor with 
Ambassador’s rank.

I think the chairman is in the righ t to waive that requirement.
Senator  Church. Your  point is well taken.
Senator Danforth  ?
Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire what timetable the 

Chair  is operating  on? Is it your view that  we are going to vote on 
Mr. Wamk e’s confirmation this afternoon ?

Senator  Church. No ; we have had some other requests by witnesses 
who wish to appear. I would think it very unlikely th at we could hear 
both from Mr. Warnke and those witnesses and come to a vote on this 
matter today. It  is very likely tha t we will have to have a second day 
of hearings.

Senator  Danforth. I have a lis t, and I assume everybody else has 
been furnished with the same list, with the names of three o ther wit
nesses on i t : Congressman St ratto n, a Mr. R ichard Cohen, and a Mark 
Lockman.

Are any other witnesses scheduled for this nomination ?
Senator  Church. I am informed by the staff that we have received 

some additional requests since this list was prepared.  At 11 :30 this 
morning we received requests from retired  Gen. Daniel Graham, 
former Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, and Penn Kem
ble, the executive director of the Coalition for a Democratic, Majority, 
which prepared the unsigned memorandum to which I  referred.



WH AT  IS  INVOLVED IN  CO NFIRM ATION HE AR ING

Senator  Danforth. Mr. Chairman, let me make a point which I hope 
will bo helpful.

It  seems to me that, what is involved in this confirmation hearing,  
and I hasten to say that  I have not made up my mind on how I  am 
going to vote, is something more than th e usual question of interview
ing a nominee and yielding, generally, to the President’s wishes about 
his advisers and the people who will execute his policy according to his 
best judgment.

What, we will be doing in this confirmation vote is foreshadowing 
the position of the Senate at some later date when I am hopeful tha t a 
treaty negotiated by our next SALT negotiator is presented to us. The 
worst thing  that  could happen would be for us to confirm a nomination 
on the basis of our view of the  intelligence and integr ity of the indi 
vidual concerned, but with reservations about the philosophy he re p
resents, to have him then negotiate a treaty and then to have the Senate 
fail to rat ify  that t reaty .

So it seems to me th at we are really voting for a philosophy even 
more than  for an individual in this  case.

IN VIT IN G MR.  NITZ E TO TE ST IFY SUGGESTED

I think that  it would be wise for us to consider the philosophical 
position of Mr. War like as contrasted  with the philosophical position 
of those who do not agree with him, and specifically, that as p art  of 
these confirmation hearings, we as a committee extend to Mr. Paul  
Nitze spoke to me about this lette r a few days ago. I offer it  for the 
Warnke’s views.

The Chairman [presiding].  We do have a letter from Mr. Nitze. Mr. 
Nitze spoke to me about this lette r a few days ago. I offer it for the 
record at this point.

[The information re ferred to fol lows:]
Paul H. Nitze,

Arlingtfyn, Va., February  7, 7977.
Hon. J ohn J. Sparkman,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate , Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairm an : When, some 10 years  ago, it became increasing ly clear 
that  the United States had become stra tegically and politically overcommitted 
in Vietnam, two schools of thought began to emerge a s to the proper fut ure  di rec 
tion of our  nat ional security policy. In one view, U.S. foreign  and defense prob
lems would continue, indeed might become more serious as a result of Vietnam, 
and could well call for even more emphasis and greater  prudence tha n had been 
devoted to them in the  past . In the  con trastin g view, the problems of the  past 
had arise n large ly from our  own e rro rs springing from over-emphasis on foreign 
policy, and par ticula rly  its defense aspects. Those tak ing  the l at te r view believed 
our tru e stra teg ic intere sts  were limi ted to Western Europe, Japa n and Is ra e l; 
that  the USSR prese nted our only mil itar y th reat  and that  that  th re at  could lie 
dete rred  with forces less capab le tha n those  th at  had already been authorized. 
There fore—so the  a rgumen t ran —significan t cuts could and should he made in a 
wide range of defense  programs requested by the Executive  Branch. It  was hoped 
that  the Soviet Union would agree to make cer tain  paralle l cuts,  or at  least  re
ciprocate by res tra ining  the  pace of its own programs.

There can he no question that  Mr. Paul  Warnke,  who has now been nominated 
to be 'both D irec tor of ACDA and head of the U.S. SALT Delegation, has  been one 
of the most active, vocal and persistent advocates  of the second poin t of view.



In the last  year or so, an imp ortant  deba te has  arisen over the  curre nt sta te 
and fut ure  trends of the defense  situatio n of the  United  Sta tes  and  of those 
countries  whose interests are  imp orta nt to us and genera lly paralle l to our  own. 
I believe the re is now a wide consensus  th at  the evidence indicate s that  the si t
uation could become serious  at  some time in the  futu re,  given a cont inua tion of 
current trends. There are , however, dif ferences of opinion a s to how soon this  may 
occur.

It  is in thi s context that  I suggest  the  nominat ion of Mr. Warnke be consid
ered. I believe that  his testimony before the  Sena te Committee on the  Budget, 
given on March 9, 1976, is rel evant; partic ula rly  the  las t few pages thereof. He 
the re makes it  clea r that  he rega rds the princ ipal de ter ren t protect ing Europe, 
the Middle East and Jai>an to  be the probabi lity that  the  U.S. would ini tia te,  if 
necessary, the  use of tact ical  nuc lear weapons aga ins t the  Soviet Union, with 
the fu rth er  probability  that  this would esca late  to the  nuc lear  dest ruction  of 
every thing  he considers  worth caring for and planning about in the United 
States. He app ears to advocate thi s policy concurren tly with  tak ing  a highly 
cavalier  at tit ud e concerning signif icant cuts , not only in almo st all elements of 
those U.S. convent ional capabiliti es but  also in those improved U.S. nuclear  
capa bilit ies th at  might make such esca lation less likely. In listening to his tes ti
mony a t the  time, I was reminded of Secreta ry John Fos ter Dulles and  h is sho rt
lived doctrine of massive nuclear  ret ali ati ons; in 1953, however, the re was the 
criti cal difference that  we then stil l had a  vir tua l nuclear  monopoly.

I am concerned that  Mr. Warnke , who has  spoken with  such cer tainty  on m at
ter s of milita ry requirements,  weapons capabiliti es, and stra tegy, may never
theless not  be a qualified student or competent judge of a ny of these matter s. It  
is claimed th at  he is a superb  negotiator. I am unf amilia r with his successes in 
this area . I recognize that  he has  cer tain abi litie s as an advocate, but at  leas t 
with respec t to defense m atte rs, these  do not include clarity  or  consistency of logic. 
I doubt  that  such advocacy has  much chance of success again st the  st rategy  and 
tacti cs of the highly serious and competent Soviet negotia tors.

It  is proper that  the Pre sident ’s nominations be supported unless the re are  
strong reasons for not doing so. In thi s instance,  however, I cann ot brin g myself 
to believe th at  the  Senate  would be well advised to give its  consen t to Mr. 
Warnke’s appointment. This  view is reinforced  by the considerat ion th at  if con
firmed, Mr. Warnke would serve not  only as Dire ctor  of  ACDA. bu t also as head 
of the U.S. SALT Delegation, charg ed with  the  basic and  deta iled negotiations 
with the Soviet SALT Delegation at Geneva. I do not believe tha t, in today’s 
circumstances , i t i s wise to have one man do ing both jobs.

Sincerely  yours,
P aul H. N it ze .

Clifford , W ar nk e, Gla ss , McI lw ain & F in n ey .
Atto rne ys and Counsellor s at Law ,

W ashington, D.C., February 11, 1977.
Hon . J oh n J . Spa rk man ,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Cha irman  : At the  hea ring  on Feb ruary 8th, I was given a copy 
of the let ter  wr itte n to you by Paul H. Nitze, dated Febru ary  7, 1977. The Com
mittee asked th at  I  provide a  response.

Mr. Nitze has failed to unders tand my position with  respect to nat ional secu
rity  policy. Nor do I believe th at  his le tte r adequate ly por trays the  complexity 
of today’s defense debate.

Ini tial ly, he sta tes  t ha t two schools of thought  began to emerge abou t 10 years  
ago as to the  proper future  direc tion of our  nat ional secu rity policy. One view, 
he asse rts,  is th at  our foreign and defense problems would contin ue and might 
call for even more emphasis and greater  prudence. He describes the  other as 
holding that  “the problems of the  past had  arisen large ly from our  own errors  
springing from overemphasis  on foreign  policy, and par ticula rly  its  defense 
aspects.’’ He sta tes  t ha t I have been “one of the  most act ive, vocal and pers istent 
advoca tes of the second point of view.”

Mr. Nitze premises are  incorrect. He cite s no evidence to prove any such 
polarizat ion among those who have  stud ied and  commented about nat ional
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security policy. I do not agree  th at  he has correctly described prevailing trends  
of thought. If such a division were to exist,  moreover, I would fal l in the  first  
group and not the second, because I agree  t ha t U.S. foreign and defense problems 
have continued and will contin ue and that  they  do indeed call for  even more 
emphasis and gre ate r prudence.

With  respect  to the corollary beliefs that  he associate s with  the second pu r
ported  point of view, I do not believe and do not mainta in that  our  strategic  
inte rest s are  l imite d to Western Europe , Japan and Israel. I do believe, however, 
that  these  are the are as  in which mil itar y th reats to our in ter es ts are  the least 
unlikely and tha t, accordingly, our mil itary capa bility should be optimized 
to deal with  such contingencies. I would think it quite app arent that  the mi lita ry 

_ thr ea t to our intere sts  is i>osed cur ren tly by the  Soviet Union and  c ertanly I do
not contend th at  thi s Soviet th reat  could be deterre d with forces  less capable 
than those  that  have been authorize d. I have, however, questioned in pas t yea rs 
whe ther  we were spending more money tha n necessary for weapons and forces  
that  were not the  best designed  to cope with  rea list ic defense needs.

« Nor have I maintained  that  we should reduce our mil itary capabil ity in the
mere hope that  the  Soviet Union would make paralle l cuts  or recip roca te by 
restr ain ts in the  pace of i ts own program s. What I have suggested is tha t, in the 
stra teg ic arms field, we might endeavor to initiate  a series  of recip roca l re
strain ts,  whereby any ini tia tive we might take would be abandoned if  there  were 
not a  prompt and matching Soviet response .

I can only conclude th at  Mr. Nitze listened to and thereafte r read my te st i
mony of March 9, 1976 before the  Senate Committee  on the Budget with  some
thing less than his usual meticulous atte ntion. Nothing in thi s testim ony re
motely suggested th at  I rega rd the prospect of our  first use of tac tica l nuclear 
weapons aga ins t the  Soviet Union as  con stituting the  principal deter ren t pro
tecting Europe,  the Middle East and  Jap an.  Nor do I advocate any such policy. 
Instead, (p. 203), I expressed my agreement with  Mr. Nitze th at  what best stops 
the Soviet Union i s that  we have a conventional war capability. I stat ed also my 
belief th a t dete rrence of an all-o ut att ack on Western Europe is strengthen ed 
by th e existence  of oa r tac tical nuclear weapons and the Soviet recognition th at  
we would use them if needed to pro tect our  vita l interests . I subm it th at  this  
view is completely consistent with estab lished NATO doctrine and  tha t, if  it 
is incorrect, then our  tac tica l nuc lear weapons in Europe serve no purpose  and  
should all be removed. I do not believe th at  they should all be removed because, 
though not  the  principa l deterre nt, these  weapons constitu te, as I sta ted  in my 
testimony (p. 204), a par t of “ the spectrum of deterrent s.”

My recognition of the essentia lity  of U.S. conventional capabi litie s was  fu r
the r emphasized in my suggestion  th at a greater  risk  tha n an all-ou t at tack  
might  be a "quick Soviet str ike ” for a limited objective and that  “we should 
review our  defense struc tur e and make sur e we have the capabil ity to respond 
to that  kind of contingency.” (pp. 204, 206). I believe tha t sim ilar  concern about 
the  adequacy of our conventional forces in Europe was recent ly expressed in a 
report by Sena tors Nunn and Ba rtlett . My firmly held and  expressed position, 

> therefore, is premised on the need for  a flexible response capa bility and  is the
ant ithe sis of the  doctr ine of massive n uclear  retalia tion .

My testimony of March 9, 1976 did sta te my opinion th at  an intensive pro
trac ted  conventional war in Europe would present a sub stantial prospect of the 
use of tac tica l n uclear  weapons and that , if the  w ar were to continue beyond th at  
stage, it could escala te into  a str ategic  exchange. I did not and  do not presen t 
this dang er in advocacy of any massive retaliation policy. In this regard, my 
testimony cited  the necessi ty for being able to cont inue  a conventional conflict. 
I would find i t hard, however, to believe that  anyone could maintain  that  a  ma
jor war  between NATO and  the Warsaw  Pac t forces is ce rta in to remain conven
tional indefinitely or th at  the NATO forces would be willing to accep t defeat  
without resort to tac tical nuclear weapons. Advocacy of that  position, in my 
opinion, inconsistent with  effective dete rren ce and  inconsistent with ou r na 
tion al secur ity. Surely  Mr. Nitze does not inte nd to imply any such defea tis t 
philosophy.

If  you or  oth er members of the Commit tee have any furth er  questions, I will 
of course be happy to respond to them.

Very tru ly yours,
Paul C. Wabnke.
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Senator Griffin. Mr. Chairman, if he would be willing to come 
and testify and submit himself for questions, would i t be appropria te 
for us to listen to him ?

The Chairman. lie  makes no request for the privilege of testifying.
Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word ?
The Chairman. Yes, indeed, Senator Case.

invitation to armed services committee commended

Senator Case. I think you are absolutely r ight in suggesting to the <
members of the Armed Services Committee that  they come and join us 
in this hearing. I understand they have decided not to for reasons of 
thei r own. I think  they are meeting to decide what they want to do.
But I thoroughly approve of  your, not only generous, but  wise action, *
because this is, as my colleagues have noted, a mat ter which relates to 
more than just the integrity and ability  of the nominee fo r these two 
jobs. I t does involve a question of  philosophy and policy. I  think  now 
is the time to get it all out in the open.

CO MM ITT EE PROCEDURE

I would feel th at we were no t doing the right thin g if we didn’t 
do that, and I speak as one who th inks he has a pret ty good idea of 
the philosophy involved. I don’t think  there ought to be any chance 
tha t the action we take should be discredited by any charge tha t has 
any color of rightness tha t we have railroaded a thin g like this 
through.

I think  it would be very unwise, not only from the standpoint of the  
position of  our  Ambassador and the head of the Agency, but  also, as 
has been indicated, from the  standpoint of the product th at comes back 
from the negotiations and the authority with which our representa
tives of the negotiations are able to present it to the Senate and to  the 
American people.

I think it would be wise to take all deliberate speed and to take  our  
time and satisfy every reasonable request for complete consideration.

Senator J avits. Mr. Chairman,  if the Senator would yield ?
Senator Case. I do. «
Senator J avits. Mr. Chairman, I would like to concur wdth Sena

tor Case, and point out tha t the policy of disarmament and arms 
control will not be just tha t of Mr. Wamke. In the final sense it will be 
that  of the  President. Mr. W arnke  will be his adviser. We had b etter *
bear tha t very clearly in mind.

The President has now expressed himself in this  case differently 
from the Sorenson case. He is go ing to fight for this nominee; then, 
so be it. L et’s discuss all of the options which the United  States may 
take into the disarmament and arms control negotiations.

I thoroughly agree t ha t we will come out  better and stronger. But  
let us understand clearly, and let there be no question about it, that the 
President  w ill join the issue because that  is really what is a t stake. Mr.
Warnke is a public official, if  we confirm him, who will be the policy 
adviser of the President and head an agency, real ly, at the pleasure 
of the President, but not the  final authority, not the one with the 
final responsibility.
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AD MINIS TRAT ION FO SIT IOX  ON ARMS CONTROL

For lack of anything  else, Mr. Chairman, shouldn’t we then ask 
the nominee if  the admin istrat ion is prepared to join issue on these 
questions which we wish to ask to give us the basic philosophy which 
dictated thi s choice ?

Or are you prepared  on that subject to speak for the administrat ion ?
STATEMENT OF PAUL C. WARNK E, OF THE  DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

TO BE DIRECTOR OF THE U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMA
MENT AGENCY, WITH RANK OF AMBASSADOR DURING HIS
TENURE OF SERVICE AS DIRECTOR

Mr. Warnke. Might I comment, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman. Yes; Mr. Warnke. We would be glad to hear what 

you have to say.
Mr. W arnke. I am afraid  tha t there might  be some misapprehen

sion as to just  wha t sort of person I am and just what kind of views I  
am peddling.

I would like to make it very clear to the committee t ha t I do not 
have any preconceived positions with respect to the arms control field, 
that  I  approach this  with an open mind, I  think with some background 
in the area, having  had the advantage of part icipating in the national  
debate and believing very strongly tha t there is promise in arms con
trol, promise from the s tandpoint of enhancing our national security.

Nowt to the best of my knowledge, the administra tion’s position has 
not as yet been fully developed and, as has been pointed out by Senator 
Javi ts, I would be p art  of a team in connection with  this entire  en
deavor. I would certainly expect to express my views and to express 
them strongly,  but then, obviously, to accept whatever  the  judgment 
was of the  P resident of the United States  and then to implement  tha t 
judgment  to the best of my ability.

MR.  W AR NK E’s  POSIT ION S ON DEFENSE AND  ARMS CONTROL ISS UE S

Now’ as Senator Church has pointed out, I have written a fai r 
amount and I have testified quite frequently before this committee and 
before the Armed Services Committee. It  has been my feeling tha t it 
was responsible to endeavor to precip itate national debate upon some 
of the defense issues. I cannot guarantee that  my positions have al
ways been correct. They certainly have not always remained the same.

I have been prepa red to change my mind as fur ther facts developed 
and if I found tha t I have been mistaken in the past, I have felt 
perfectly  free to admit that .

In par ticip ating in th is debate, I  felt that it was important for the 
security of the United States  tha t w’e endeavor to air  conflicting views, 
tha t wTe try to develop alternatives , tha t w e try  to get right on the table 
the questions that are so basic to our nationa l security.

But  I have felt that  to a considerable extent the arms control impli 
cations have received inadequate atten tion. That  is w hy I look forward 
to this  responsibility that I am about to assume, provided that the 
Senate advises and consents favorably.
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I felt also th at there are certain  elements wi th respect to national 
defense decisions tha t ought to be examined very, very closely. I  have 
felt, for example, th at  we should not make weapons decisions that pre
clude effective arms control withou t knowing what it is that we are 
doing.

I believe the former Secretary  of State, Henry Kissinger , suggested 
tha t he wished tha t they had been able to think through the implica
tions of the MIRV (multiple independently  targe table  reentry  ve
hicle) decision, for example, and  find out whether or no t a delay might 
have been preferable  to going ahead a t tha t time. That is the kind of 
question that I think ought to be presented to the Congress and to the 
public.

I felt also tha t in many instances, in approving  the weapons systems, 
perhaps  the wrong weapons system was being developed as a re
placement. I suggested tha t in some instances the unit cost had become 
perhaps inordinately high and as a consequence, we were not getting  
enough in the way of defense capability  in the replacement systems.

I have been perfectly free to voice those opinions. I cannot guar
antee, as I  said, that  I  have always been righ t. And here, at the outset 
of th is hearing, I would appreciate  the  opportunity to sta te fully my 
views on what the responsibilities of th is office are and the m anner in 
which I would approach those responsibilities.

Scntor H umphrey. Mr. Chairman, might I  comment?
Senator P ercy. Mr. Chairman  ?
The Chairman. Senato r Humphrey ?

A D M IN IS TR A TIO N  SUPP ORT FO R N O M IN A TIO N

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Chairman, the question has been asked 
whether or not the administra tion is in support of this nomination. 
Let there be no mistake about it—it is. The President of the United 
States has asked Mr. Wamke  to serve in this post. There have been 
those of us who have urged upon him tha t he do this. I think  it is a 
matte r of record tha t for  some time he was reluc tant to do so. I  am 
proud to say tha t I was one who urged the Secretary  of State  and the 
President to  pursue you, Mr. W amke , relentlessly to get  you to accept 
this assignment.

I am the author of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. I 
authored  the first Subcommittee on Arms Control and Disarmament  
in th is Congress and I ’ve always considered it  a fundamental part of 
our nat ional security. I  have never fel t tha t an arms race did anyth ing 
but raise the level of danger. Wh at is important is the necessary bal
ance, the guarantee of our security.

C O M M IT TEE’S TASK

So le t it be clear before we move tha t this  is no academic exercise 
That  is No. 1.

Second, there are philosophical differences and they need to be 
aired. I think that  the witnesses that have been proposed will do so. 
They are excellent witnesses. The other witnesses, insofar  as I can 
recall the names, are all men of  competence and integr ity. They are 
people who have strong beliefs. If  Paul Nitze wants to testi fy, I think
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it would be of great help to this committee. lie  is a fine, distinguished citizen. I believe you will find after this testimony tha t his views, while they are oftentimes trumpeted to be greatly  different from those of Mr. Warnke, are not that far  apart.
But to answer Senator  Jav its, I think  the record is quite clear. This is no backdown. If  need be, this is showdown; so le t’s have it clear.Senator  Percy. Mr. Chairman ?
The Chairman. Senator Percy  ?
Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, I think  Senator  Javi ts and Senator  Humphrey have made some very good points. I  th ink all of us, in preparing for this hearing, have done our own individual homework. Many of us have talked with Mr. Warnke and put directly to him some of our questions about how he envisions his role as our principal negotiator. I talked yesterday to two previous heads of the agency, both Bill Foster  and Gerard  Smith, both of whom were overwhelmingly confirmed and are perhaps  the most knowledgeable men in  the United States on this subject, and both of them assured me and authorized me to say tha t they enthusiast ically endorse Mr. Warnke’s nomination and hope th at he will be overwhelmingly confirmed.This committee now has the task of determin ing Mr. Warnke’s qualifications, philosophy, and views on running the agency, and, in the context of all tha t we have known, we have all read the anonymous memorandums that have been circulated. I  have talked with some who support the contentions made in those memoranda, to get the best judgment  t ha t I can. They are all well-intentioned colleagues of ours. I think  th at we should proceed in accordance with  accepted procedures to permit our nominee to provide any s tatement he wishes and on a time limitation have each one of us ask our questions, and we can pursue his philosophy and his qualifications for this most important assignment.
Mr. Warnke  knows th at he is a nominee for one of the most important positions in this administration. The President has put  on the record and was elected on the basis of what he had to say and what he intended to do. If  the opinions and judgments  of the nominee are comparable to those of the President, I think  that was decided by the American people.
I anticipate at the end, Air. Warnke, tha t the Senate will confirm you. Bu t I think  by our questions you will know that we care about your work and that  we think  that  it is terribly important  for this country and the world.
The Chairman. I want to say something. F irs t of all, Mr. Warnke, I want to apologize to you for being late. You probably can tell from my voice that I bave a very bad cold.
Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.
The C hairman. Afte r being all morning in the steering committee. I decided I  ought to take a little  cough syrup and rest a while, and that’s just what I did.

IN V IT A T IO N  TO M EM BE RS  OF  AR MED  SERV ICES COM M IT TE E

Mention has been made of the invitat ion to members of the Armed Services Committee, to attend,  if they wish to  do so, and  sit with us in any hearing we have.
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Senator  Stennis told us tha t more than likely he would hold hearings a fter  we had acted in order to clear up some of  the questions in 
the minds of some, and that he fe lt tha t would remove the necessity or desire to participa te in these hearings.

COMMITTEE PROCEDURE

Certain ly we have no desire eithe r to rush this mat ter through.  
There hasn’t been a  word said by anyone advocating finishing these hearings  in shor t order, or this  afternoon. We want  a complete and 
adequate hearing, as we try  to have on al l matters  coming before th is committee. We would like to expedite it  in a  good, systematic manner. 

chairman’s KNOWLEDGE OF MR. WAR NKE

I have known Mr. Wamke  for  a good number of years. I knew him 
when he served in a Defense capacity back in the 1950’s, T believe it was. We have both been around here a long time.

Mr. Warnke. That’s right.
The Chairman. I knew him when he headed up the Internatio nal Security Agency. Was that  the name ?
Mr. Warnke. Internatio nal Security Affairs.
The Chairman. That’s right . Internat iona l Security  Affairs. I was familiar  with his work at tha t time and I followed i t closely, along with o ther Members who partic ipated in th at  program.
I have found Mr. Warnke to be a man who lias safe and sound ideas and who is not reluctant at any t ime to state those views. I  t hink  we want people of tha t atti tude and that  nature to serve in responsible 

positions such as the one th at Mr. Warnke  is, I  tru st, about to take.Senator  Biden. Mr. Chairman ?
The Chairman. Yes, sir.

MR. WARNKE’s  AND  PRESIDENT’S PHILOSOPHIES

Senator  Biden. Mr. Chairman, I  will be very brief. I think tha t Senator Javi ts, as he usually does, made a very cogent comment about 
philosophy, and I  think Senator D anforth first raised the subject tha t we have an obligation and the  rig ht to feel out and investigate further  the philosophy of Mr. Wam ke with regard to the positions for  which he is being considered.

But  I  think  the record should be set stra ight tha t, as Senato r Jav its indicated, Mr. Warnke is, in fact, going to serve at the pleasure of the President, and so his views are not necessarily exactly those of the President. Secondly, Senator Jav its  went on to ask if  the President is prepared to engage in a discussion o f details of position at h is point?
I would suggest that  that  is highly inappropriate  at this point because the fact of the matter is the SALT negotiator uniquely is in a position of negotiating or reacting to what is offered. I thin k it  is 

appropriate for the P resid ent to indicate what his overall philosophy is in the area of arms control and I  think  it is appropriate for the committee to search tha t out. I  thin k it is a ppropria te for  the committee to do the same with rega rd to Mr. Warnke. I  don’t think Senator  
Jav its meant it, but in  case anybody think s he did mean it, I  think  it is
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in ap pr op riat e to  exp ect  t ha t th is  witness will  be in a posit ion  to  com
ment i n d eta il o n deta ile d a spe cts  of pre vio us negoti ations or  upcom ing  
neg otia tion s.

Se na tor  J avtts. Th e Se na tor is exact ly corr ect.
Se na tor B iden. T hat is t he  on ly po in t I  w ould  like  to m ake.
Th e Chairm an . Tha nk  you  very  much , S en ato r B iden.
Se na tor Gri ff in . W ou ld  t he  C ha irm an  allow me?
Th e C hairm an . O f course .

NO EFFORT TO RUSH MATTER THROUGH

Se na tor Gri ff in . Be fore the Se na tor came I  a t lea st rai sed  some 
questions an d com men ts abou t the  fact  t hat  t he  notice  in  this  instance 
was sh or te r th an  th e 6 days  we or dina ri ly  are  allowed. I  wan t to  
acknow ledge an d th an k the  ch air man  fo r his  sta tem ent, whi ch I  was 
sure wou ld be the  case,  th at  there would  be no  effo rt to  ru sh th is  mat te r 
th ro ug h an d th a t there would  be ample  op po rtun ity  fo r any one who 
wants  t o te st ify to  com e in and testi fy .

I th in k th a t is t he  way  i t sho uld  be,  a nd  I  am satis fied.
Th e Chairm an . Th e Pr es iden t tal ke d wi th  me abo ut th is  case. He  

did wa nt  i t expedit ed because  we need a n eg ot ia to r in  th is m at te r r ig ht  
now. We  h ave  t he  ri ght to waive th is  6 days if  we wa nt to,  a nd  I  told 
the Pr es id en t th at I  fe lt  th at  the  com mittee  wou ld be agree abl e to 
go ing  th ro ug h wi th th e h ea rin gs  as expedit iou sly  as m igh t be possib le.

That  is all  we are t ry in g to do.

JURISDICTION OVER NOM INATION

Se na tor  H um phr ey . Mr . C ha irm an , so that the reco rd ma y be  clear, 
the ju ris dict ion fo r the hear ing, th e pro cee dings re la tin g to th is  no mi
na tio n res ts exc lusi vely wi th th e Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mit tee.

The Chairm an . T hat is cor rec t. May I  say  th a t Se na tor Ste nn is 
fu lly  reco gnizes th a t;  he has said to  me a hal f dozen tim es th at  the 
juris dict ion is c omple tely  wi th in  t he  F or eign  Re lat ion s Com mit tee.

Se na tor  H um phrey. I wa nte d the message to go out so th at  there  
wasn’t a ny  reason f or  undue delay. I  mean aft er  we have  completed our  
hearings, it  may very well be th at  ei ther  co ntemp oraneo usly or  subse
quently  the A rm ed Serv ices  Commit tee  m ight  wa nt to have  disc ussions  
or  hearings. But  when th is  c ommit tee  rep or ts,  however  it rep or ts,  we 
hav e ful fill ed  th e responsible  ju ris dict ion un de r the  Re organiz ati on  
Ac t we ha ve ju st  completed.

Is  th at correct ?
The C hairm an . Th at  is co rrect. An d Se na tor S ten nis  wishes n othing  

done  by his  comm ittee u nt il we hav e comp lete d action. The o nly  rea son  
he th inks  they  may have  some he ar ings  is because some mem bers  of  
th at  committee  h ave p res ented  to  h im th e v iew th at  th ey have an over
sig ht  in terest in th is,  c er tai nly wi th respec t to  arm s ma tte rs.

Se na tor  H um phr ey . I  b rin g it up because, w hile I  do th in k the  point  
is well t aken  th at  these he ar ings  should  be exh austive  and we s hould  no t 
deny witnesses th e chance to be  heard and t he re sho uld  be a ful l exam i
na tio n of  t he  views and philosop hy o f the  w itness  a nd, inso fa r as pos 
sible,  the  a dm in ist ra tio n on the whole sub jec t o f arm s c ontro l, once we

8 3-8 72  0  -  77  - 2
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have co mpl eted  th e hearin gs  I  w ould  no t w an t to  see unn ecessary delay  
because  1 know that  the  Pres iden t does need the  neg oti ato r. 1 know th at  
AC DA  does need a new D ire cto r an d 1 want to  mak e such that  we ge t i t 
done.

1 kn ow th at  Se na tor  S ten nis  a pprec iates th at , bu t I  d id  n ot wa nt to 
see a no ther  tw o weeks go by, fo r example, wa iti ng  to have a dd ition al  
heari ng s in  the Arme d Serv ices  Com mittee. I f  we are  go ing  to st ar t 
th at  business aro un d here, then  t he re are severa l commit tees  on which 
1 serve w hich cou ld ask for  extra  hea rings, too.

That  is no t the way we play  the  game.
Se na tor D anforth. Mr.  C ha irm an  ?
Th e C hairman. Yes, Se na tor  D an fo rth ?

INV ITIN G MR. PAUL. NITZE REQUESTED

Se na tor  Danforth. Mr. Ch air man , 1 do n ot  wan t unnecessary delay . 
I  un de rst an d the  Pr es id en t’s des ire  to  have th is  S ALT  n eg ot ia tor ap 
po int ed  as exp edi tiously as possible.  1 only  re ite ra te  th at  in  m y view 
we ar e going  to  be vo tin g fo r o r a ga ins t, no t j us t a very able  and  com 
pe ten t indiv idua l, Mr.  Warn ke , bu t a philosop hic al posit ion  o f which 
he has been the  symbol.

1 a ga in  r est ate  my reques t t hat the  comm ittee  inv ite  Mr. Pa ul  N itze 
to come before  the committee  before we vote on  th is ph ilosop hical pos i
tio n to  sta te  the  other side of th e coin.

I  thi nk  t hi s is the  best way o f ge tti ng  th e most ap pr op riat e spokes
man fo r both po int s of  view before  the  commit tee an d befo re the  
Senate.

Se na tor H umphrey. I  th in k it  is a question of wh eth er Mr.  Pa ul  
Nit ze wants  to come.

Se na tor Church. Yes. We have  also ju st  heard , I  th ink,  fro m Mr. 
Pa ul  Ni tze  on th is very question. He  gave  exte nsiv e tes tim ony before 
th is committ ee on the general  s tra tegi c balance and the  whole concept 
of  T ria d.

Th e C hairman. That  is c orre ct. I  th ink it  was some 2 weeks ago that  
we h ad  M r. Nitze before  us an d he discu ssed,  1 believe, eve ry ang le of 
arm s co ntrol t hat  came u p, and  he d iscussed i t qu ite well.

I  have a  l et ter fro m Mr. Nitze. He  doesn’t say one word abo ut desir 
ing  to  come. He  ta lked  w ith  me  about th is and 1 to ld him  we would be 
very  gl ad  to see him  up here a t an y tim e.

Se na tor P ercy. Mr. Ch air man , 1 would  be ha pp y to call  Pa ul  N itze  
and ask  if  he would like  to  p resent  hi s views an d 1 wi ll repo rt  back to 
you.

Th e Chairman. He  doesn’t suggest  it  in  hi s l ett er , so I  am n ot going 
to act , bu t if  any m emb er of th is  committee  w ants to, line.

president’s need for negotiator

I do wa nt  to  say thi s. Back befor e Pr es iden t Car te r ha d tak en  office 
he ca lled  me one day and told  me th at  he was goin g to  ask  M r. Vance to  
become the Secre tary of St ate an d he talk ed  w ith  me  ab out it. He  sa id 
th at  wh at we need at  th is time mo st of  a ll is somebody who can  n ego
tia te.  W e need a negotia tor . Mr.  Vance i s t ha t kind  o f n egoti ato r.
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I  th in k t hat  th at  is equ ally  a pp licable to Mr. W am ke . He  h as  shown 
by his  rec ord  th at  he know s how to nego tia te and th at  the  Pr es id en t 
did w an t ex ped itio us act ion  on Mr. Vance . W e a cted  ex pedit iou sly  a nd  
nobody c om pla ined of  it. 1 th in k eve rybody  was in fav or  of  it,  an d I 
feel th at  the same th in g can  be said at  th is  tim e wi th reference  to 
Mr. Warn ke.

Who wa nts  to ask  the  next  quest ion? Ha ve  you an ything , Se na tor  
Ch urch  ?

Se na tor  C hurch. N o, Mr. Ch air ma n. I thou gh t th at  we migh t he ar  
from Mr.  Warnk e and have his  in tro du ct iona ry  sta tem ent .

The C hairman . I  am sorry . I thou gh t t hat  t hat h ad  been completed. 
[Gene ral  lau gh ter.]

Mr. W arnke. I hav e the  feeling, M r. Ch air man , o f a  ce rta in  amo un t 
of an tic lim ax  a t th is  point  in g et ting  in to the  act. [Genera l lau gh ter.]  

KEY  P RI NCI PL E MR.  WAR NK E WOULD FOLLOW AS DIRECTOR

Se na tor  Hu mph rey has po int ed  ou t th at the Arms  Co ntr ol and 
Di sar ma me nt Agenc y is of cou rse a cre ation  of  th is  Con gress wi th 
Se na tor  Hu mph rey being an  arch ite ct  of th e Agency. Th e express  
pur pose th at  the Con gress had in mind , and sta ted , was to create  
a new agency of  peace  to deal  wi th the problem of red uction and 
con trol of  arm am ents. And  at the same tim e Con gress noted  th at  
arm s control and dis arm am ent pol icy,  be ing  an im po rtan t asp ect  of 
forei gn  pol icy , mus t be con sis ten t wi th na tio na l sec uri ty pol icy as a 
whole. T hat’s r ig ht  in the act. An d th is  I  rega rd  as the key pr inciple 
I wou ld follo w as Dire ctor  of th e Ag ency .

I  su pp or t, of course, and alw ays  hav e supp orted , a str on g na tio na l 
defen se, and I  rega rd  the  o bjec tive  o f arm s con tro l sim ila rly  as be ing  
to enh ance t he  secu rity of  th e Un ite d State s, as well as advanc ing the 
chances of  world  peace. In  sec uring these goals, the  act  est ab lishin g 
the  A gency makes arm s control and  disarm am ent an in tegr al  pa rt  of 
the  process o f m aking  nat iona l s ecu rity  decisions.

As the com mit tee knows, the  Di rec tor of  the  Agency  is by stat ut e 
the  p rin cipa l advis or  to the  Pr es iden t, the Na tio na l Se cu rity Council , 
and the  S ec retar y of  S ta te  on arm s control and  dis arm am ent ma tte rs.  
I t  is his  res ponsibi lity to  view na tio na l sec uri ty problems fro m th is  
per spe ctive and to search  fo r and advocat e arm s con tro l solutions to 
thes e prob lems. In  any pa rt icul ar  si tuat ion the  Pr es iden t, of  course, 
may or  m ay not decide to emp loy arm s lim ita tio n measures in resolv 
ing  questions  o f n ati on al sec uri ty.  Bu t I believe it to be of  the utm ost  
im portance th at  th is  alt erna tiv e be pre sen ted  at the  high es t levels of  
the  Government .

So if  confirmed as Di rec tor of  AC DA , I  will  do my bes t in th is ca
pacit y to  argue persuas ive ly f or  arm s contro l in itiati ve s where I  believe  
them to  be warranted . In  some instances, soun d measure s of arm s 
lim ita tio n may  do more  to pro tec t th is  co un try  than  new armam en t 
pro gra ms .

Also as Di recto r of  AC DA . I  would seek wavs  to head off new ex
plos ions  of  arms  tec hno logy which could ul tim ately dam age  th e sec ur
ity  of  th is  Nation. I would  seek way s t o  lim it and  redu ce arm s alr eady  
in ex isten ce so as t o ma ke th is  co un try  more secure. To accomplish t his,



any measu res  of  arm s lim ita tio ns  th at  are  pu rsu ed  mu st be soundly 
conceived  and any  agr eem ents th a t are  reached mu st be ade qua tely  
veri fiab le. I f  the  Am erican  pu blic  is t o have  confidence  in  a n arm s con
trol  regi me t hat  has been negotia ted , t hen th at  pub lic  mu st know th at  
th ei r security c annot be underm ine d throug h und etected vio lat ion s by 
an othe r p ar ty  to th e ag reement.

I  t hi nk  i t should also be reco gnized th at  some new wea pons system  
dev elopments can help, ra th er  th an  hind er,  the objectives  of sound 
arm s con trol. By  the  tim e th at  long ran ge  nucle ar arm ed ballis tic  
miss iles ha d appeare d, the dev elopment  of the  subm ari ne  launch ed 
balli sti c missile on nuc lea r submarines  had a pos itive effect. I t  improves  
stab ili ty  because of  the invu lnerab ili ty  o f th is  wea pon s sy stem and h as 
a consequent  s tab ilizin g effec t on the  st rat eg ic b alan ce. The d ire cti on  of 
arm s con trol poli cy mu st be towa rd  gr ea te r sta bi lit y at  low er levels 
of  d es tru cti ve  poten tia l in both con ven tion al and nucle ar arm s. Th is 
will  be the philosop hy by which  I  wou ld be gu ide d if  conf irmed as 
AC DA  Di rec tor .

I t ’s been sugges ted  t hat I have  become a symbol of  a ce rta in  ph ilo 
sophic  p osi tion. I ’m fla tte red  at the  a tte nt io n bu t I  have  to reje ct the  
chara cte riz ati on . I do n't  believe th at  I  rep resent  a fixed philosop hical 
pos itio n on the  issues of  arm s con trol. I ’m a st ro ng  adv oca te of an us  
con trol. I ’m also a st ro ng  adv oca te of  a st ro ng  na tio na l defense.  I 
believe th e two  t o be to ta lly  consist ent  an d indeed , com plementary.

But  I  believe th at  if  anybody does th in k th at  I rep res ent a fixed 
philosop hic al pos ition, the n some of  th em will be su rpris ed , and  some 
oth ers  will  be dis appointed .

SALT ta lk s

Th e con tro l of  str ate gic nucle ar  arm s is a m at te r of  the hig hest 
pr io ri ty . As the  Ch air man  of  t he  ILS . SA LT  De leg ation, I  would be 
the di rect  rep res en tat ive  of  the  Pres ide nt.  In  Geneva,  m y  job would 
be to  imple me nt the ad min is tra tio n’s SA LT  pol icy , as deve loped 
th ro ug h th e int era gencv process in Wash ing ton . All  of  the  nat ion al 
security agencies wou ld also be rep resent ed on the  del ega tion . The 
bas ic ta sk  would  be to emb ody in unambig uous lan guage the  agree
ments  in  pr inc iple th at  ha d been reached betw een the Pr es id en t and  
the Sovie t leader ship. These  wou ld be inc lud ed in th e jo int  trea ty  
text , m uch of  which,  I  und ersta nd , has alr eady  been agreed  u pon.

I  am hopeful  th at  the ou ts tand ing majo r issues which  hav e sta le
ma ted  th e SA LT  ta lks fo r the  past coup le of  years  can  be resolved 
in a manne r fu lly  con sistent wi th IT.S. na tio na l sec uri ty inte res ts. I 
hop e al so thi s can be done  in a r eas onably s ho rt per iod  o f time. Among  
those, issues, of course, is the  sta tu s of  the B ack fire  bom ber  of  the  Sovie t 
Un ion  an d the dev elopment  of  the  cru ise  missiles.

I f  in  fac t we can move ahe ad wi th some exp editio n, th is  would pe r
mit the  effo rts in Geneva to  complete the  trea ty  text  by the time of 
the  ex pi ra tio n of the int eri m agr eem ent  on con trol of  offensive arm s, 
which  expir es on Oct ober 3 of  t his  year.

As  you k now, tha t was th e SA LT I  offensive arm s agreem ent  which 
was signed  in Mav 1972. I  belie ve th at it ’s preferab le  no t to  hav e to 
ext end  th at int erim agreem ent , bu t ra th er  to  move ah ead with an 
agree ment based  on the  prin cip les  of  the V lad ivo sto k accord.
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OTHER POTENTIAL OR ONGOING NEGOTIATIONS

There are other potentia l or ongoing negotiations of considerable 
significance. The President, as we all know, has expressed his desire 
to reach an agreement banning all nuclear explosions as soon as it is 
practical. Negotiations to tha t effect would be very difficult, but if 
successful, they  would have a significant effect in slowing the nuclear 
arms race and reducing the possibility of fur ther nuclear proli feration.

In  my opinion, we must be constantly vigilant against this great 
danger of nuclear proli feration because it perhaps represents the 
greatest  risk that the nuclear field holds at  the present time. We should 
utilize negotiations and all other means at our disposal to reduce the  
grav ity of tha t risk.

The mutual and balanced force reduction talks, in Vienna must 
be vigorously pursued with the objective of easing the military con
frontation  in Centra l Europe, A chemical weapons convention, which 
would place constra ints on the possession of chemical weapons and 
complement the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Biological Weapons 
Convention, may be within reach a t the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament  in Geneva. That’s known, of course, as the CCD.

Controls over the appalling level of traffic in conventional arms 
must be sought. Tha t, again, is an objective tha t President Car ter has 
announced, both during his campaign and since assuming office.

The Environmenta l Modification Convention which bans the hostile 
use of techniques to manipulate the environment, was negotiated  last 
summer a t the CCD, and will soon be ready for signature.

In  all of these matters, it is my opinion tha t ACDA must be deeply 
involved. The Agency chairs the backs topping function for the Mutual 
Balanced Force Reductions Talks and works very closely with Ambas
sador Stanley  Resor and his delegation. The U.S. Ambassador to the 
CCD is trad ition ally  an ACDA official. The Agency is and should 
remain a major part icipant in developing and implement ing non
proliferation and arms tran sfer policy. ACDA has always played a 
leading role in strategic arms limitat ion policy and  negotiations. The 
ACDA Director  must take the lead in all of  these and other areas, and 
I pledge to this committee th at I will do so if I am confirmed. 

CONSULTATIO N W IT H  CONGRESS

Above a ll, in the development of arms control policy and in the ne
gotiation of internationa l agreements, the Directo r of ACDA must 
remain in very close touch and consult regularly with the Congress, 
the representatives of the  American people. The ACDA Act provides 
tha t the Director shall advise the Congress on arms control. If  con
firmed, I shall do so on a regular and continuing basis, because cer
tainly , no arms control policy can succeed unless it has the solid sup
port of the  American people as expressed through thei r elected repre
sentatives.

[Mr. Warnke’s prepared sta tement and biographical sketch follow :] 
Prepared Statement of Paul C. Wabnke

At the outset of this hearing, I apprecia te the opportunity to stat e briefly my 
views on the importance of the responsibility involved in this nomination. The 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is, of course, a creation of the United
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Sta tes  Congress. The express purpose was to cre ate  “a new agency of peace to 
deal with  the  problem of reduc tion and  control of arm aments.” At the  same 
time, the Congress noted th a t: “Arras control and  disa rma men t policy, being an 
imp ort ant  aspe ct of foreign policy, mus t be consisten t with na tio nal  secur ity 
policy as a whole.” This I regard  as the key princ iple th at  I would follow as the 
Dire ctor  of the Agency. T he objective of arm s contro l is to enhan ce the  security 
of the Unite d Sta tes  as well as adva ncing the  c hances  for world peace. In secur
ing these  goals, the act  esta blish ing the  Agency makes arm s control and dis
arm ament  an inte gra l pa rt of the process of making  nat ion al securit y decisions.

As the Committee knows, the  Dire ctor  of the Agency is by statut e the prin ci
pal  advi sor to the  Presi dent , the National  Securi ty Council, and the  Secreta ry of 
Sta te on arm s contro l and disa rma men t mat ters . It  is his respo nsib ility  to view 
nat ional secu rity  problems from this perspective and to searc h for  and advocat e 
arm s control soluti ons to these  problems. In any pa rti cu lar  situat ion  the  Pre si
dent may or may not decide to employ arm s lim itat ion meas ures to resolve ques
tions  of nat ion al security, but  it is of the utmo st impo rtance th at  this al tern a
tive  be present ed at  the  high est lev els of our Government.

If  confirmed as Director of ACDA, I will do my best in this capacit y to argu e 
persuasive ly for arm s control ini tia tives where I believe they are  warra nte d. In 
some instan ces, sound measu res of arm s lim itat ion may do more to pro tect  this  
country  tha n new arm ame nt progra ms.

As Dire ctor  of ACDA, I would seek ways  to head off new explosions of arms 
technology which could ultim ately damage the  security of thi s natio n. I would 
seek ways to lim it and reduce arms already  in existence so a s to make this coun
try  more secure. To accomplish this, any  measures of arms lim ita tion th at  are 
pursued mus t be soundly conceived and any agree ment s th at  a re  reache d must be 
adequate ly verifiable. To have  confidence in an arm s control regime th at  has 
been nego tiated the American people mus t know th at  their  secu rity cann ot be 
unde rmined through undetected viola tions  by ano the r par ty to the  agreem ent.

It  should also be recognized th at  some new weapon system developments may 
help, ra th er  than  hinder, the  object ive of sound arms control.  Once long range  
nuclear arme d balli stic missiles had appea red, the development  of the  subma
rine  launched  ballis tic missile on nuc lear  subm arines had  a posit ive effect be
cause of the  inv ulnerab ility  of thi s weapon system and the res ult an t stabi lizin g 
effect on the stra tegic balance.  The direc tion of arm s contro l policy must be 
tow ard grea ter  stab ility  a t lower levels of dest ruct ive pot enti al in both conven
tional and  nuclear  arms. This  will be the  philosophy by which I will be guided 
if  confirmed a s ACDA Director.

The control of stra tegic nuc lear  arm s is a ma tte r of the high est prio rity . As 
Chairma n of the US SALT Delegat ion, I would be the dire ct rep resent ativ e of 
the  Preside nt. In Geneva, my job would be to implem ent the  Adm inis trat ion ’s 
SALT policy as developed through the  interagen cy process in Washington. All 
nat ion al secu rity  agencies would also be repre sente d on the  Delegat ion. The 
basic task  is to embody in unam biguous langu age the agree ments in principle 
reached between the  Pre sident  and the  Soviet leadership . These would be in
cluded in the joi nt tre aty  tex t, much of which has  been alre ady  agreed.

I am hopef ul th at  the outsta ndi ng ma jor  issues which have  stalema ted the 
Talk s for so long, such as the Backfire bomber and the  cruise missile, can be 
resolved in a man ner fully cons isten t with  U.S. nationa l security inte res ts in a 
reasonably  sho rt period of time. This would perm it efforts  in Geneva to complete 
the  t reaty tex t to move rapidly ahe ad so th at  we can have  a new agreement ready 
for  signat ure  pri or to the  exp irat ion  of the Interim  Agreeme nt on October 3 
of this year.

Ther e a re oth er p otentia l or on-going n egoti ation s of significance. The Pres iden t 
has  e xpres sed his  de sire to reach an agreement banning all nuc lear explosions as 
soon as pract icable. These nego tiatio ns will be difficult but. if successful,  they 
will hav e a significa nt effect in slowing the nuclear  arm s race  and reducing the 
possibility of furth er  nuclear  proliferation . We must be constan tly vigila nt 
aga inst the  gre at dang er of nuclear  prol ifer atio n and utilize such negot iations  
and all  ot her  mea ns a t our disposa l to reduce  thi s t hre at.

The Mutual and Balan ced Forc e Reduc tions Talk s (M BF R)  in Vienna must 
be vigorously pursued with the  objec tive of easin g the  mil itar y conf rontation  in 
Cen tral  Europe.  A chemical weapons convention, which would place con stra ints  
on the  possession of chemical weapon s and complement the  Geneva Protocol of
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1925 and  the  Biological Weapons Convention, may be within reach  at  the  Con
ference of the  Commit tee on Disarmame nt (CCD) in Geneva. Contro ls over the  
appa lling  level of traffic in conventional arm s must be sought. Contro ls over the 
Modification Convention which bans the  hostil e use of  techn iques to manipula te 
the  environment, nego tiated las t summer at  the CCD, will soon be ready  for  
signature.

In all  these  ma tte rs ACDA must be deeply involved. The Agency cha irs  the 
backs topping function for  MBFR and works very closely w ith Ambassador Resor 
and the Delegat ion. The U.S. Ambassador to the CCD is tradit ion ally an ACDA 
official. The Agency is and should remain a major partic ipant in developing and 
implementing non-prol ifera tion and  arms tra ns fer policy. ACDA has  always 
played a leading role in strategic  arm s limitat ion policy and negot iations. The 
ACDA Dire ctor  mus t tak e the lead in all these  and  other are as and I pledge to 
do so if  confirmed.

Above all , in the  development of arms contro l policy and in the  negotiatio n of 
intern ational agreements the Director of ACDA must rema in in very close touch 
and consult regularly with  the Congress, the representativ es of the American 
people. The  ACDA Act provides th at  the Directo r shall  advise the  Congress on 
arms control . If  confirmed, I shall  do so on a regular and  continuing basis. Cer
tain ly no arms control policy can succeed unles s it  has the  solid supp ort of the  
American people, as expressed thro ugh  their elected represen tatives.

Biographical Sketch of Paul C. Warnke

Profess ion : Lawyer .
Personal  data : Born Janu ary 31, 1920, Webster, Massachusetts . Married to the 

form er J ean Rowe, five children.
Office address : 815 Connecticut Avenue, NW., Wash ington , D.C. 20006. (202) 

298-0397.
Ed uc at ion: A.B., Yale College, 1941; LL.B., Columbia Law School, 1948; Editor  

in Chief, Columbia Law Review, 1948.
Mil itary service : U.S. Coast Guard , 1942-1946, Lieutenan t (Sen ior Grade) . 

Served in Atlanti c Theater in anti -sub mar ine service and in Pacific Theater  on 
tan ke r and  LST, partic ipa ting in landings in the  Philippines and  Borneo.

Pre sen t posit ion : Pa rtn er,  Clifford, Warnke,  Glass, Mcl lwain & Finney, Attor 
neys at  Law.

Prev ious  posi tions: Assist ant  Secreta ry of Defense (In ter na tio na l Security 
Affairs ), August 1, 1967 to Feb rua ry 15, 1969; General Counsel, Depar tment  of 
Defense, Septem ber 25, 1966 to July 31, 1967; Covington & Burling, Attorneys  
at  Law, 1948-1966

Admission to ba r:  Distr ict  of Columbia, 1948; Supreme Court of the  United 
States, 1954

Mem berships : American Ba r Associat ion and its  Section on An tit rust Law ; 
The Dis tric t of Columbia Bar ; Ba r Associat ion of the  Distr ict  of Columbia ; 
Federal  Bar Association; American Society of Intern ational Law ; Washington 
Insti tu te  of Foreign A ffa irs ; Council on Foreign Rela tions

Other ac tiv iti es : Chai rman , Board of Visitors. Georgetown Univers ity School 
of Foreign Service; Board  of Governors, Antioch School of Law ; Board of Visi
tors, Columbia Univer sity  School of Law ; Board  of Direc tors, Wolf Trap  Foun
da tion; Board  of Governors , The Distr ict  of Columbia Ba r; Dire ctor , Council on 
Foreign Relations; Direc tor, International Volunta ry Services, Inc .; Executive  
Committee, The  Tr ila ter al Com miss ion; Advisory Committee, Yale Economic 
Growth Ce nter ; Member, China Council of The  Asia Society ; Member. Foreign 
Affairs Tas k Force, Democratic  Advisory Council; Advisory Board,  Cente r for 
Law and Social Policy. In t’l P roje ct ; Advisory Board. Cente r for Defense  Infor
mation ; Defense Advisory Committee. Council on Natio nal Pri ori tie s and Re
sources;  Former Member. Discipl inary Board , the  Dis tric t of Columbia Bar ; 
Former Chai rman , Arms Control and Defense Policy Committee of Democratic  
Policy C ouncil; F orm er D irector and C hairman  of Membership Committee. Hea lth 
and Welfare Council of National  Capital Area; Former Chai rman, Board  of 
Trus tees , Potomac School. McLean, Vi rg in ia ; Former  Member, Mary land and 
Dis tric t of Columbia Advisory Committees to the  United Sta tes  Commission on 
Civil Rights .



20

Mr. Warnke. I ’d be happy, Mr. Chairman, to answer any questions, 
or at least to try to answer any questions.

I would have to  announce at the outset th at I don’t have all of the 
answers. Obviously, this is something that will have to he, developed 
over a period of time, and you also have to recognize that  I have been 
out of the Government for  the past 8 years and as a consequence, know 
nothing except what I  read in the  papers.

Thank  you very much.
The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Warnke.
Senator Case, do you have any questions ?
Senator  Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HOW TWO JOB S WOULD BE HANDLED

Mr. Warnke, in these two jobs, have you worked out a way in your 
mind to handle them both ? How would that be done ?

Mr. Warnke. I have worked it out in my mind in very general terms, 
Senator Case. I would need, obviously, strong support both here in 
Washington and at the talks in Geneva in the form of a very strong 
deputy. I would anticipate spli tting  my time between Geneva and 
Washington, and as a consequence would ask tha t the President ap
point somebody who would be able to negotia te when I  was not there. 
I would anticipate being there, however, when the key decisions were 
made on the negotiating front.

Senator Case. We had something like tha t with Adrian Fish er and 
Ambassador Smith, didn’t we?

Mr. W arnke. I believe we did, with Ambassador Smith  and I be
lieve at that time, Mr. Farley.

Senator Case. That's right.  I believe they operated more in the 
earlier  period than later.

Mr. Warnke. Yes.

question of how to get formal agreements

Senator Case. The broad questions will be necessarilv, properly, and 
thoroughly  explored today. You have on several occasions, and I  think 
in various phases of discussions of arms limitations, suggested that we 
could make progress by not try ing  to get an agreement on things ahead 
of time, but by taking action and doing it with an announcement. I  
think th at is the substance of your position, that  we would do this on a 
tria l basis, and if it met with what we considered an equivalent re
sponse, fine; if not, then we would stop it.

Is your job going to stul tify you from making these or iginal and 
innovative suggestions?

I suppose that  may sound like kind of an odd question, but the 
whole business of being against arms negotiations and treaties and 
being fo r them is something which you could develop a lit tle b it.

Mr. Warnke. Well, I  certa inly have not intended at any point, Sen
ator  Case, to suggest that I am against the formal agreements.

Senator Case. The question is how you get at them, whether by ne
gotiation or whatever.

Mr. Warnke. The question is how you get at them and what sort of 
circumstances ought to att end the negotia ting process.
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I have been concerned durin g the pendency of the SALT ta lks about the very natural tendency of both sides to try  to improve their bar 
gaining position by developing more and moi* weapons systems.

Now unless you are careful about that,  you could end up with a situation in which the very existence of the ta lks may actually accelerate the arms race.
What  I have suggested sometimes in my writings is that we t ry  to explore the possibilities of getting during the course of negotiations, 

some concrete measures of paralle l restra int. I emphasize paral lel restra int because, of course, i t would have to be on a mutual reciprocal basis.
I reject any concept of unila teral disarmament on the part  of the United States.

w Senator Case. We have precedent for this, don’t we ? Did you haveanything to do with that? President Kennedy did this at one time, I recall.
Mr. Warnke. Back in 1963, Senator  Case, I believe it was the American University speech, in June  of 1963, in which he announced that the United  States  was stopping all atmospheric testing  and was calling on the Soviet Union for a response. I  think that  within something like a 2-month span we succeeded in gettin g the atmospheric test ban signed by the Soviet Union.
So that then was an instance of  ge tting reciprocal restraint.
Now obviously, that  can only occur in instances in which both pa rties figure it is in their  interest to do so.
Senator  Case. But you can only have an agreement when tha t is true, in any event.
Mr. Warxke. Tha t is correct.
Now there have been other efforts also a t trying to get initiatives 

started which would result in reciprocal action dampening down the arms race. I  think the record of success has been a very, very mixed one. But what I am suggesting is tha t there is no thing to be lost from trying.
The Chairman. I f the Senator  will yield very briefly.
Senator Case. Of course, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. I  want to say tha t I remember quite well the speech » bv President Kennedy. It  was a commencement address at AmericanUniversity.  I  was there. I sat on the platform. And one of the persons who got a degree th at day was Robert Bvrd, our majori ty leader in the Senate at this  time.

* Senator Case. Was Senator  Byrd’s an undergraduate degree?[General laughter. ]
The Chairman. Oh, no, but it was a great occasion and it was a speech t hat  attracted attention from all over the world.
Mr. Warnke. Then I believe another example of something similar  to this was in 1969, when President  Nixon renounced any offensive 

preparations for  and any use by the United Sta tes of biological or bacteriological agents. There again it ended up with the Biological Weapons Convention which was signed, I believe, in 1972.
So we have had some success in sta rting arms control initiatives. In other instances, we have a ttempted to do so and have been unsuccessful. Now obviously, this is something you would have to monitor
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very carefully . You would have to make sure tha t you got an appro
priate  response and th at you got reciprocal restraints, rather than  any 
sort of unilateral action by the United  States which was not com
pensated for.

AM OU NT  OF STRATEGIC CAP ACITY NEEDED

Senator  Case. I think, Mr. Chairman, in my first round, assuming 
tha t there, may be another, there is one other matter t ha t I would like 
to open up. That is the suggestion th at all American policymakers are 
divided into two sharply divided and well delineated camps. One of 
them believes tha t you don't need any more strategic capacity than  is 
necessary to survive a first strike and deal a crippling blow. The 
other suggests that the matter of degree by which one side’s capacity 
exceeds the other will have important consequences and tha t a dis
par ity in capacity has its own consequences, even though neithe r side 
can be sure of a successful first strike.

I wish you would talk about that.
Mr. W arnke. On that one, Senator  Case, I think I would have to 

put myself down some place in the middle. I don’t believe in the theory  
of minimum deterrence. I don’t thin k it is sufficient for  the  United 
States  merely to have the capacity to respond af ter a Soviet first strike 
and kill some substantial number of Soviet citizens, because I think  
you have to  look a t deterrence both from the standpoint both of  mi li
tary capability and also from the standpoint of perceptions.

I mean, a fter all, it is the perceptions of military capability that 
really count in terms of deterrence. No one can be sure what would 
be the consequence of an actual nuclear war, and, therefore, since I 
hope that  we will never have a precedent for the actual event, we have 
to be concerned about how the strategic balance appears  to the rest of the  world.

I believe, and I have so stated, tha t if there were any significant 
apparent disparity  between our strategic streng th and tha t of the 
Soviet Union, that would render us far  less secure. I t would, for one 
thing,  certa inly discomfort our allies who might feel tha t we were 
yielding some sort of edge to  the Soviets, and it could at a time of 
crisis encourage a degree of adventurism on the par t of the Soviet leadership.

So I believe th at in addition to hav ing an assured retal iatory capa
bility, we should also have the forces that  are known to possess th at 
capabi lity and tha t do not appear to be infer ior to those of the Soviet Union.

Senator Case. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I will yield back the balance of my time on this 

first round.
The Chairman. Very well.
Senator  Church.

RELEASE OF PENTAGON PAPERS

Senator  Church. Mr. Warnke, you will certainly recall the “Pen 
tagon Papers” which dealt with our involvement in the Vietnam war. 
I understand tha t the copy assigned to you as Assistant Secretary
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of Defense for Internat iona l Security  Affairs and two of your then 
assistants, Morton Ilalper in and Leslie Gelb was the document used 
to produce copies of the “Pentagon Papers” subsequently released to 
the press.

That copy was sent from the Pentagon to the RAND Corp., as I 
understand it, in highly classified form. However, 1 unders tand tha t 
use of the document was restricted as follow s: any of the three 
designees could have access, bu t the authorization of two of the three 
was needed for any other access. I  understand fur ther  tha t upon re
quest of Henry Rowen, the president of the corporation, Mr. Ila lpe rin  
and Mr. Gelb authorized release of tha t copy to Mr. Daniel Ellsberg.

Fir st of all, is the above account correct, to the best of your 
knowledge ?

Mr. Warnke. T o the best of  my knowledge, it is, Senator. I don’t 
have first-hand information on it. I might add to that  account a few 
comments.

Senator Church. Please.
Mr. Warnke. Wh at was then known as the “OSD Task Force  Stud

ies” was being completed during the end of the  Johnson Administ ra
tion. A decision was reached in the Department of Defense to make 
copies of those task force papers available to some of the officials who 
had been involved in Vietnam decisionmaking. Accordingly, I was authorized , along with Dr. Halperin and Dr. Gelb, to have a copy 
put in a Department of Defense approved storage facil ity at RAND 
and it was so trans ferre d by the Office of the Secretary  o f Defense.

It  is my understanding that thereafter access to those documents 
was provided to Dr. Ellsberg and tha t he disregarded the security 
classifications.

Senator Church. Why, again, was the  document furnished to the 
RAND Corp, in the first place ?

Mr. Warnke. Because of the fact tha t I did not have classified 
storage facilities of my own, and I was putting some of my own private 
papers in that  same facility at tha t point.

This was approved, of course, by the Depar tment  of Defense. I 
would like to point out also, of course, that  access to those papers 
could only be granted to somebody who had top secret clearance. 
And my unders tanding is th at Dr. Ellsberg had that  clearance from 
the Department of Defense at that. time.

Senator  Church. Did you know in advance of Dr. Ellsberg’s re
quest for access to the Pentagon Papers?

Mr. Warnke. I did not.
Senator  Church. Did Mr. Halperin  or Mr. Gelb consult with you 

before they gave access to Dr. Ellsberg?
Mr. Warnke. They did not.
Senator Church. To the best of your knowledge and belief, did you 

take any action or make any decision which you anticipated might  
lead to  the public disclosure of the Pentagon  Papers?

Mr. Warnke. I did not, Senator. As a matter of fact, I thought 
that  the procedures were adequate to insure tha t there would be no 
disclosure. The problem, of course, was not tha t the security require
ments were inadequate; it was jus t tha t the security requirements were 
not abided by.
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CHARGES IN  UN SIG NE D MEMORAN DUM

Senator Church. Last week, Mr. Warnke, an unsigned memo
randum, which was very critical of your nomination as Directo r of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, was circulated here in 
the Senate. I think  it was a very unfortuna te and highly improper 
way to oppose your nomination. But I suppose, given the circulation 
of th at anonymous document, that you’ve seen a copy.

Mr. Warnke. I have seen a copy, yes.
Senator Church. According to tha t memorandum, you are  charged 

with advocating the, and I quote from the memorandum, “the uni
latera l abandonment by the United States of every weapons system 
which is subject to negotiation at SALT,” as well as many others 
which are not under discussion.

Does that statement accurately reflect your thinking?
Mr. Warnke. I t does not, Senator Church, no.
Might I make one comment on tha t?
As I understand it, specific weapons systems are not the subject 

matter of the SALT discussions in any event. What we are talking 
about at the present point is what sort of numerical limits would be 
put on certain nuclear weapons launchers.  The decision as to whether 
we have a B -l  bomber or some other type of bomber is a decision to 
be made by the United States within the confines of any sort of 
numerical limits tha t are agreed upon in SALT II.

So I  suggest tha t even the issue is not the correct issue. And obvi
ously, I  deny that  the position tha t I would take on tha t issue is as 
represented in the memorandum.

Senator Church. Is the memorandum correct in a ttrib utin g to you 
the view that  the United States was and continues to be the initiator  
in the United States-Soviet arms race?

Mr. W arnke. That is not my view, Senator. Wha t I have said on 
a number of occasions is that obviously both sides have to pay attention  
to what the other one was doing, and tha t as a consequence, there is 
a cer tain amount of superpower aping.

I think tha t that  is a fact. I think  tha t it’s a quite natu ral fact. 
But in many instances, the Soviet Union has been the one tha t led in 
initi ating some sort of an arms system. 1 am not sure what the nu
merical ratio  is between the two, and I think tha t tha t is irrelevant. 

ARTICLE EN TITL ED  “ TWO AI’ES ON A TREADM ILL ”

Senator Church. Which reasoning led you to write the article that  
appeared recently in Foreign  Affairs?

Mr. Warnke. Foreign Policy magazine, Senator.
Senator Church. Foreign  Policy, yes.
And tha t article was entitled -----
Mr. Warnke. Enti tled  “Apes on a Treadmill.”
Senator Church. “T wo Apes on a Treadm ill.”
You have been charged with advocating unilate ral disarmament 

because you have suggested, as you do in your article, that the United 
States might take certain kinds of unilateral action which are de
signed to prompt  reciprocal action on the part of the Soviet Union.
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Isn ’t it t rue that we have done this  before? As I recall, prior  to  the 
time we entered into a limited test ban treaty, President Kennedy 
unila teral ly called off all fur the r American tests of nuclear weapons 
in the atmosphere or under water as a gesture of the bona fide intent 
of the United States  to bring an end to  tests that  were po lluting the 
air we breathe and the water  we drink, and tha t this led to the consum
mation of the trea ty with the Soviet Union banning such tests.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is my understanding, Senator, yes.
Senator Ciiurch. So your advocacy of certain types of unilate ral

• action does have precedent and did, in fact, lead to a t reaty that has 
been generally hailed as the  most significant single break through in 
the effort to bring  an end to the nuclear arms race.

Mr. Warnke. I believe that to be true, yes, Senator.

VALUE OF STRATEGIC NUCLE AR SUPERIO RIT Y IN  AC HIEV ING POLIT ICAL  
PUR POS ES

Senator Chitrcii. When your nomination was first announced, I 
read in the Washing ton Post a s tatement  that  was at tributed  to you, 
which, unfortunate ly, I  do not have before me, but which, if I recall i t 
correctly, was to the effect that strategic nuclear super iority in the 
absence of nuclear monopoly is of littl e value in assisting us in achiev
ing our political purposes. I think tha t tha t is a rough trans lation  
based on my memory of the article.

The article then went on to suggest tha t this comment was highly 
controversial and was one of the  reasons why your nomination might 
be opposed. I think tha t certain  Generals were asked to respond to 
questions based upon tha t comment in recent hearings  of the Armed 
Services Committee. I read the statement as very conventional. I 
thought when I  read it tha t it expressed what had been the general 
view since the beginning of the nuclear era ; namely, that in the absence 
of a nuclear monopoly, with both sides having accumulated a very 
sizeable nuclear arsenal, the very purpose of the arsenals was deter
rence or a kind of stalemate tha t would prevent either side from 
going to nuclear war.

If  this  is the case, doesn’t it follow tha t nuclear arms could not
• be effectively used for achieving cer tain political goals once l>oth sides 

had accumulated a sufficient arsenal to make the resort to nuclear arms 
an irrational act ?

Mr. Warnke. Tha t certainly was my intention in tha t comment,
• Senator Church. As I recall, it was made in the course of a debate 

with former Senator James Buckley. W hat we were addressing was 
the question as to whether or not the Soviet stra tegic developments had 
made it difficult for the President of the United  States to use our 
possession of strategic nuclear arms for political purposes in a 
confrontat ion.

I said, and I believe, it to be the case, tha t no sane American Presi
dent would start  a nuclear war in order to gain the political advantage 
in some sort of noncrucial confrontation with the Soviet Union. I 
believe that that would be an obvious statement, perhaps too obvious 
even to be made. But to the extent that tha t statement has been inte r
preted as a suggestion tha t I believe the Soviet Union could safely
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be given strategic nuclear super iority over the United States, I regard 
tha t as being an incorrect construction, both of my statement and 
certain ly of my views.

I have suggested repeatedly and I would continue to take the position 
tha t we could not yield strateg ic nuclear superio rity to the Soviet 
Union.

Tha t is my position.
Senator  Church. My time is up. May I,  Mr. Chairm an, have a brief 

followup question ?

u.s. government’s objective in nuclear field

Isn ’t it t rue tha t since early in the Nixon Adm inistration the objec
tive of the American Government has not been th at of achieving and «.
maintaining  a s trategic superiority, whatever tha t may mean, in the 
nuclear field, but of achieving and mainta ining a pari ty which will 
enable nuclear negotiations to proceed, and tha t such a principle is 
represented by the Vladivostok agreement ?

Mr. W arnke. That, again, Senator, Church, is my understanding.
I believe that the term ‘‘strategic nuclear p arity’’ was developed during 
1969 in the first year of the Nixon adminis tration,  and I think it was 
a realistic recognition of the fact tha t neither one of us could gain 
strategic nuclear superiority unless the other side decided to allow 
them to do so.

M e are now in a position in which, because of the awesome strategic 
nuclear arsenals on both sides, there is in effect a pari ty, which has 
been known as the  balance of terror, that exists at the present time.

Obviously, we could not allow tha t situation to become one in which 
the Soviet Union had the superiority tha t we had at one time. But 
they are also in a position in which they don't have to allow us to 
retain a strategic  superiority because they have the means to cancel 
out tha t advantage.

It  is a nuclear stalemate, and the question is how can you preserve 
tha t nuclear stalemate; how can you preserve a stable nuclear balance 
and reduce the risks tha t it may become unstable because of other 
developments ?

I think t ha t that  is where the role of arms control comes into play. *
Senator Church. Thank you. My time is up, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Ja vit s ?
Senator  J avits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

W H A T  MR.  W A R N K E BE LIEV ES

Mr. Warnke, if you will follow me, I think  we can crystallize what 
you believe in, and I will ask you a question about it. But I think it ’s 
very important to crystallize what you believe.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.
Senator J avits. I have picked this both out of the New York 

Times publication of this morning and your own statements. Firs t, 
you believe tha t we cannot be Numero Uno. That  is what you say at 
the very beginning, because if we are, then “effective agreement on 
control of strategic arms is hardly possible.”

Correct ?
Mr. Warnke. I believe tha t to be correct, yes.
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Senator J avits. We have to seek to maintain parity , and here is your 
defin ition:

Our stra tegic nuc lear forces mus t not only be stron g eno ugh ; they must be 
known to be stron g enough to deter the Soviet Union from using its stra teg ic 
nuc lear forces again st us or  our allies .

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is my view, Senator Javits, yes.
Senator J avits. The next point comes in your own statement  in 

which you say,
The direct ion of a rms  control  policy must be toward gre ate r stabil ity  a t lower 

levels of destructive potentia l in both conventional and nuclear a rms.
Mr. Warnke. Again, that is my position, Senator Javits .
Senator J avits. Tha t is the aspiration you have ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator J avits. Then you say how you will do it , tha t you will do 

it in this wa y:
I would seek to head off new explosions  of arm s technology which could ul ti

mately damage the  secu rity  of th is Nation.
That is in essence the methodology you would use.
Mr. Warnke. Tha t is my understanding, Senator  Javi ts, of the 

purpose of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, as estab
lished by the Congress of the United States.

Senator  J avits. Therefore, you would adopt, and I now turn  to  the  
New York Times, a policy of res traint . I quote: “A policy of restraint 
while calling for a matching restraint from the Soviet Union.”

Mr. Warnke. I  don’t believe, Senator Javi ts, tha t I would be in a 
position to implement th at kind of idea in connection with the SALT 
ta lks except,  of course, in con junctio n with a policy th at  had  been 
developed and approved by the President of the United States. And 
tha t might  very well depend upon the negot iating  situation  at tha t 
point.

Senator  J avits. You say, and I quote from what you just answered 
to Senator Case, “that  there’s nothing to be lost from trying .”

Mr. Warnke. Th at’s right.
Senator J avits. Why do you say tha t? In the event of necessary 

leadtime, it  takes years to make one of these weapons systems, and if 
the Soviet Union moved ahead on a weapons system and we restrained 
and they did not follow our restraint, why would we not be very 
materia lly disadvantaged in the time interval  in which nuclear black
mail might be an enemy capabi lity in an extreme situation ?

Mr. Warnke. Because, Senator Javi ts, I would not recommend in i
tiat ing  any such unilate ral action unless you had adequate leadtime, 
and I believe tha t my writings have indicated tha t.

Senator J avits. You also said in your presentation tha t you would 
have a close fidelity to the security of the United  States.

Is that your No. 1 prio rity  ?
Mr. Warnke. Tha t has to be the No. 1 p rior ity of anybody involved 

in national security policy positions in the U.S. Government.
Senator  J avits. Therefore , you would not advocate the so-called 

rest rain t policy, or what my own assistant called informal and demon
strat ive rest rain t tactics, except consistently with the complete abil
ity to be equally prepared, taking into account leadtime, technology, 
technical advance, technical resources, every conceivable considera
tion?
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Mr. W arnke. Tha t is correct, Senator Javi ts. Moreover, when you 
are a t a time of active negotiations, I would not advocate taking any 
sort of rest rain t action except on the basis of concrete measures of 
paralle l rest rain t which had been talked out with the Soviet Union.

In other words. I do not think that in a negot iating context I 
would advocate the kind of approach tha t I suggested in my 1975 article.

Senator J avits. Give us tha t again. You would not advocate that , and why not ?
Mr. Warnke. Because if you were actively negot iating  with the •

Soviet Union, i t would strike me as being poor negotia ting tactics to 
take a unila teral—not previously announced—initiative of that  kind.

I would think tha t under those circumstances you would discuss 
with the Soviet Union what would you do if I did such and  such and *
get some kind of an understanding from them in advance.

Senator  J avits. And then monitor tha t unders tanding?
Mr. Warnke. And then monitor that understanding.
Senator  J avits. So you would then lock it  in fron t and back, as you 

would say ?
Mr. Warnke. That  is correct.
Senator J avits. Tha t is the way tha t you want us to unders tand 

tha t policy of restrain t ?
Mr. Warnke. I would say th at a res train t policy in connection with 

negotiations would be a par t of the negotiations. They would have to 
be part  of a policy which had been approved by the administration as a. whole.

Senator J avits. Would you take  the Congress into your confidence 
in that regard in some appropriate  way ?

Mr. W arnke. I would regard tha t as being an essential part of the 
function of the ACDA Director, yes.

Senator J avits. Good. I  think tha t t ha t makes th ings much clearer.
I see I have time to ask you one last question.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 19 68 DOD POSITION AND MR. WARNKE’s

In  1968, Dr. Foster, a gifted man who long served the Defense 
Department as Director of Research and Development, described the •
policy of  the United States  in respect to this matter of nuclear arms 
competition as follows: Page 110, hearings  of Apr il 1968, before 
the Senate Arms Services Committee. Dr. Foster sa id :

Our current efforts to get a MIRV capability on our missiles is not reacting to a Soviet capability so much as it is moving ahead again to make sure tha t whatever they do of the possible things that we imagine they might do, we will be prepared.
Then he went on to say:
I see it as our moving ahead to make sure tha t if they make tha t move, we have already covered ourselves. Another way of describing it is indeed the way you have described it t o the questioner, tha t we a re reacting to them, but we are not reacting to anything in fact. We are reacting to something tha t they might 

be able to do. Hence, we are taking  action when we have no evidence, or very littl e evidence on the other  side of any such action. So I don’t think of our moves as being reactions in tha t sense.
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Tha t was the classic position of the DOD in 1968. How is yours 
different?

Mr. Warnke. I think mine would differ from the standpoin t of 
whether or not  you would have an alternative course of action, which 
would be arms control of an effective and verifiable na ture. I think 
tha t is the position you have to  take, the position announced by Dr. 
Foster, if there is no chance of arms control. Obviously, you have 
to assume the worst and prepare f or the worst and go ahead with every 
weapons development tha t seems to promise grea ter mili tary  cap
ability.

The question is o f course whether or not there is an arms control 
alternat ive, and th at ’s what ought to be explored.

To take just  tha t MIR V example, had we been able to reach an 
arms control agreement with the Soviet Union in advance of the devel
opment and deployment of  MIRV’s, I think our security today would 
be greate r than  it is because there would be less of a spectre of the 
possibility of the development o f a first s trike capability on the  p ar t 
of the Soviet Union.

So, if  we could have had MIRV’s all by ourselves, then obviously, 
that would have given us a st rategic super iority of some consequence. 
But since it appears that within something like 5 to 10 years they tend 
to follow up with a technology of the ir own, then the question is, 
assuming that the weapons development went ahead, would you be 
better or worse off when both sides had it ?

And I think in many cases, if you could have an effective, verifiable 
arms control agreement, tha t would be be tter than the technological 
development when it’s in the possession of both sides.

Senator  J avits. In such a case, you would have had either an  unde r
standing as to rest rain t or you would not be restraining the United 
States ?

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator J avits. This is the essence of what  has been charged against 

you. By the  way, Mr. Chai rman, the Kemble ar ticle in the “New York 
Times” claims tha t the authors of this  memorandum to  which Senator 
Church referred, have come forward and proudly  claimed it. I wish 
they would write a letter  to the committee ident ifying  themselves. 
I th ink it  would be very helpful to all of us.

mr. penn kemble’s request to testify

Senator  P ell. If  the Senator would yield  there, I made a statement 
on the floor yesterday and then we got an angry phone call this 
morning saying Mr. Penn Kemble has asked to testify. I would sup
port his request tha t he be permitted to do so.

Senator J avits. Yes. Thank you very much.
Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Senator.
The Chairman. Is that  all, Senator Javit s ?
Senator J avits. Yes.
The Chairman. Very well. Senator Pell.
Senator Pell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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CONGRESSIONAL ARMS CONTROL INIT IATIVES

Mr. Warnke, you mentioned the congressional role and T am very 
glad that you d id because I  think that we have lost sight of the fact that  there is the congressional role that really created the agency, which I trust you will be heading.

I remember Mr. Walte r and Mr. Mac McGill in the “World Fed
eralists and Senator Humphrey, who took the  lead, and Senator Joe Clark  and I went down to the White House and persuaded them not to leave it as an executive agency but to give you the backing of the board.

At tha t point the new Kennedy administration did not know whether they would get, through, and they found tha t they had more political support than they realized. I tr us t you do, too.
You also mentioned tho Environmental War fare  Trea ty and the Seabed Arms Control Treaty . Both of these treaties actually  came out of congressional initiatives. They were sections or whole parts  of resolutions I introduced in the Congress in the last 10-year period-----
Mr. Warnke. I recall th at. Senator Pell .
Senator P ell [continuing]. And became international treaties. That is one of the real satisfactions of this  job, to see an idea become a treaty.

ANONYMOUS MEMO AND NEW  YORK TIMES ARTICLE

I would like to insert in the record at this time a copy of the anonymous memo that has been discussed, and also for the record, I think,  the exchange tha t took place today  in the pages of the New York Times of your, Mr. Warnke’s statement, and also the rebuttal  of Mr. Kemble.
I ask unanimous consent th at tha t be inserted in the record.
The Chairman. Without objection, that  will be done.
[The information referred to fo llows:]

Memorandum—Re Paul Warnke

Paul Warnke. former Assistant Secretary of Defense, is under consideration for appointment as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Since leaving the government at  the end of the Johnson Administration, Mr. Warnke has played an active role in the national debate over defense policies. He has lectured and written  on the subjec t; he has  been prominently associated with a number of citizens’ organizations formed to lobby for reductions in defense spending (among them the Council on National Priori ties and Resources, the Project on Budget Priorities , and the Center for Defense Information) ; and he was the principal advisor to Senator George McGovern on National Security Issues during the 1972 presidential campaign.
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is responsible for advising the President on arms control negotiations. It  participates in choosing the American negotiation team and provides various back-up services to our negotiators. It can be expected to continue to play an impor tant role in the SALT negotiations. The record which Mr. Warnke has established shows him to hold views on U.S./ Soviet relations and on strategic issues which pose the gravest questions about his suitabi lity to lead A.C.D.A. in fulfilling these functions.Simply stated, it is hard to see how the American side in SALT can be effectively upheld by someone who advocates, as Warnke does, the unila teral  abandonment by the  United States of every weapons system which is subject  to negotiation a t SALT (as well as many others  which are not under discussion.)
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The “Alternativ e Defense Posture”, a campaign paper which presented Mc
Govern’s defense budget proposals, and which was strongly defended by Warnke, 
advocated, among other things, discontinuation of deployment of MIRVs, Min
uteman III , and any other steps to upgrade U.S. ICBMs; dismantling of all 
Titan  ICBMs; cessation of conversion of Polaris  to Poseidon subm arine s; hal t to 
development of a B- l prototyp e; cessation of deployment of the Safeguard sys
tem ; and cutting  by more than half  the Army’s surface-to-air missile capability 
and the Air Force’s interceptor force. A supplemental document, the “Report of 
the McGovern Panel on Nat ional Security”, which Warnke led, also opposed U.S. 
MIRV programs, the B- l, improvements in missile accuracy and th e development 
of hard-ta rget capability, the Cruise missile, the ABM and bomber defense, and 
the development of AWAC. Arguing tha t the United States should rely on sub
marines “the primary element in our strategic forces,” the Panel argued against  
“expensive replacements or addition s” to our land-based ICBM or strateg ic 
bomber forces “even if these should become increasingly vulnerable.” (p. 12) 
But even while advocating this overwhelming reliance on submarine forces, t he 
Panel opposed MIRVing the Polaris/Poseidon force and opposed development of 
the Triden t submarine.

On various occasions since the 1972 elections Warnke has reiterated  many or 
most of these proposals. At no time in the SALT negotiations have the Soviets 
advocated, even as a bargainin g position, such sweeping cuts in American str a
tegic forces.

II. Warnke, himself, gives evidence of perceiving the ironic dispar ity between 
the levels of unilatera l disarmament which he advocates for the U.S. and those 
which Soviet negotiators urge upon us in the SALT talks. Thus he proposes, in 
the Spring, 1975 issue of Foreign Policy magazine ( “Two Apes on a Treadmill”) , 
tha t we move away from negotiations and toward a policy of unila teral initi a
tives. The following excerpts  illus trate his ambivalence about continuing the 
SALT talks.

“In trying to end this irra tiona l arms competition, tota l reliance is  now placed 
on negotiations looking toward formal agreements. But the ongoing process seems 
to aggrav ate the problem. . .

“The mindless build-up has continued while the negotiators wrestled with the 
difficulties of designing formal controls for two nuclear arsenals tha t developed 
on different lines. . .

“Moreover, while the negotiators fumble for formulas and the  summiters pursue 
their  loftier processes the existence of the negotiations and the agreements al
ready reached are used to just ify new nuclear weapons programs. . .

“Accordingly, rath er than creating  a climate in which rest rain t can be prac
ticed, the existence of the negotiations themselves has been an occasion for 
acceleration of strategic arms development. The question inescapably arises 
whether, under our curre nt defense policies, we can afford to negotiate  about 
arms control. . .

“I would not like to see the SALT talks stop. . .
“But if we must accept the insistence tha t the momentum of our strateg ic 

weapons programs must be maintained in order to bargain effectively, the talks 
have become too expensive a luxury. . .

“Insofar as formal agreements are concerned, we may have gone as far as we 
can now go. . .

“We should, instead, try  a policy of rest rain t, while calling for matching re
stra int from the Soviet Union. . .

“The chances are good—tha t highly advertised rest rain t on our i>art will be 
reciprocated. The Soviet Union, it may be said again, has only one superpower 
model to follow. To date, the superpower aping has meant the antithesis  of 
restr aint.  . .

“It is time, I  think, for us to present a worthier model . . . We can be first off 
the t readmill.” (pp. 2 5-29)

III . Warnke’s preference for a unilatera l initia tives  approach to arms control 
seems to find its roots in two ideas: (1 ) tha t the U.S. was, and continues to be, 
the initiator  in the U.S./Soviet arms race, and, (2 ) that , in the nuclear era, any 
concern about equivalence or relative st rength  of strateg ic forces is u nwarran ted.

Warlike has repeatedly expressed the view tha t new American weapons 
developments will be “destabilizing” and will stimulate the arms race, but 
almost never expresses a similar  concern about Soviet arms build-ups.
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In the above cited arti cle  he w ri te s:
“As i ts only living superpower model, our  words and our actions  a re  a dmir ably  

calcu lated  to insp ire the Soviet Union to spend its  subst ance on mil itar y power 
and weaponry. Ex-P resid ent Nixon asserted  repeate dly that  he  could not negot iate 
effectively if he went to tlie barg aini ng table with the Soviet Union as the 
world's second stron gest  mil itar y power. The re is every reason to feel th at  we 
have  pursua ded the  Soviets on th is  score.” (p. 23 )

In  a deba te with Senator Buckley in 1972 he expressed the same vi ew :
As a superpower, Russia has  only one ex ample  to follow. We can tie Quite sure 

th at  it will follow any bad example  we pr ovide.” (St rat eg ic Sufficiency • Fact or 
Fiction?, American En terp rise  Ins titu te, Washington, D.C., 1972, p. 37 .)

Warnke begins with the assum ption  th at  American policy mak ers have taken  
too dim a view of Soviet intentions . He chides the U.S. for  having engage d in 
"defense expe ndi ture s based on the  most  apocolyp tic assu mptions  of hostile 
intentio ns and capabil ities .” (Ibi d., p. 22 .) And his McGovern Pane l Report  
complained th at  “we a re  transfixed by implausib le risk s of ex ter nal  aggre ssion .” 
(p. 1.) The Center for Defense Info rma tion, to which he is an advis or, argues 
in its cur ren t bulletin that  “the U.S. needs a more rea list ic view of the  Soviet 
Union tha n the obsessive one th at  has  dom inat ed U.S. foreig n policy for  many 
yea rs,” and  describe s the Soviet mil itar y post ure as largel y defensive. (Defe nse Monitor, December, 1976. )

From this assum ption War nke is led to the  conclusion th at  it is American 
actions which are  cons tantl y spu rrin g the  arm s race  and int erf eri ng  with  the 
progre ss of arm s reduction. Defending McGovern’s propose d un ila ter al freeze  on nuclear arm s production, Warnke argued  th at  “cons truct ion [of  U.S. nuclear 
weapons] would simply unse ttle  t he situat ion  and provoke ano the r roun d.” (N.Y. 
Times, September 13, 1972. ) The McGovern Pa nel Repo rt exco riated the  American 
adm inistration for havin g “committed its elf  to a maj or new expan sion in the 
arm s race,” (p. 7)  and for seeming “deter mined to use the  SALT agre ements as 
a hunt ing  license to s tep up the  ar ms race.” (p. 10.)

The Report makes no sim ilar  crit icis ms of Soviet action s. Even on the single 
gre atest obstacle to furth er  nuclear tes t ban agree ment s—Soviet ref usa l to  permit 
on-site inspection—th e Repor t finds no fa ul t with  Soviet policy, but  atte mp ts to 
shi ft the blame onto the U. S.: The difficulty of reaching agreemen t for on-site 
inspec tions no longer is reason  f or not negotia ting  a tes t ban. It  is now an  excuse ” 
(p. 13)

Warnke’s view of what “destabil izes ” the arm s race was born well before his 
lead ersh ip in the McGovern campaign. In testim ony before the Sena te Foreign 
Rela tions Committee on Jul y 13, 1971, “W arnke  . . . contended th at  continued 
deployment of the  Safeguard  an tib all isti c missile system and mult iple war heads 
for offensive missiles only lessened chanc es of reaching an arins-contr ol agree 
ment .” (N.Y. Times, July  14, 197 1) The fac t th at  two arm s contro l agree ments  
subseq uently  were reached  (in  the view o f most observ ers n ot despite,  but  because 
of, such contin ued deploymen t) app arently  h as had no im pact  on Wa rnk e’s thin k
ing. The imbalance  between his vehement critic ism of U.S. policy and rela tive  
silence abou t Soviet activities is rendered  all the more rem arkable  by the fact  
th at  th ese views were expressed over a p eriod when the Soviets h ave been engaged 
in a massive  arm s build-up while the United  Sta tes  ha d leveled off its  force levels 
and was cutting, in constan t dolla rs, defens e outl ays—a situ atio n which has  led 
to a recent rep ort by C.I.A. ana lys ts and  independen t exp erts  war ning th at  the 
Soviets may be driving tow ard all-out  nuclear  supe riori ty, (se e N.Y. Times, December 26, 1976 )

IV. Wa rnk e’s opinion th at  we ought  not  to concern ourselv es with the  question 
of equivalence in nuclear  forces seems to be composed of the  notion s tha t, a ) we 
are  ahead  of the Soviets in stra teg ic forces, and b)  th at  even if  they are  ahead 
of us, it doesn’t  matter . This  is compounded by some fau lty technological 
assumptions.

Thus, the  Center for  Defense Info rma tion , to which he is an advisor, ar gu es :
“If  there is any meas ure of mil itar y power  or accum ulation  of hardw are  by 

which the  U.S. towe rs over all the  o ther  cou ntri es in the  world, it is in  i ts massive 
stra tegic forces.” (Defense  Monitor. Jun e, 197 6)

The Pro jec t on Budget Priori ties , headed by Warn ke, ass ert s th at  “ Tthe U.S.] 
will contin ue to lead them in the numbers of missile war heads well into  the 
1980s, no matt er  what the Rus sian s do,” (MiUtarii Policil and Budoet Pr ior i
ties—F iscal  Year 1915, p. 13 ) a sta tem ent  which simply flies in the face of the
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facts of Soviet MIRV development and the option, available to Soviet planners, of turning to the use of smaller warheads.
In his debate with Buckley, Warnke expressed the view tha t “when both sides have assembled thousands of warheads, the numbers game is not worth playing.” (Op. Cit., p. 21) In the same speech he denies tha t there is even political advantage in nuclear sup erio rity :
“Even substantial nuclear superiority, short of nuclear monopoly, could not be a decisive factor in any political confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union.” (p. 46)
There seems to be a certain ironic tension between these views on the irre levance of equivalence and his constant criticisms of the U.S. for spurring the r arms race. Why, one wonders, if equivalence doesn’t matter, is each new American weapon “destabilizing” ?
V. Summary.—Warnke supports unila teral arms reductions to levels fa r below anything being proposed in current arms limitation talks. He doubts the usefulness of such talks, preferring to see unila teral U.S. initiatives. He believes* that  American policy has long been overly fearfu l of Soviet intentions, and that  it is primarily  American actions which have spurred the arms race. He believes tha t the U.S. is far ahead of the Soviets in strategic  forces, hut tha t even if the  Soviets are far ahead of us, this would not matte r in the  current era. Irrespective  of whether he is right or wrong in any or all of these views, they are in marked contrast to the views expressed by I’resident-elect Carte r in the Presidential campaign, and they are views which are not shared, for the most part, by a majority of Americans.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 8, 1977]

Arms Control, Before T ime Runs Out

(By Paul C. Warnke)
Washington.—We cannot, for obvious reasons, forfei t a major position in world affairs. And we must continue to rely on the executive as our principal spokesman internationally. But the retention of a strong world role and the maintenance of an effective defense posture will require that  the President and his chief foreign affairs  advisers begin to talk more sense to the Congress and to the people.
The proposition tha t we must remain ahead of the Soviet Union in most if not all perceivable elements of military power is a fallacy tha t inflates defense spending. It  impacts particularly on the field of st rategic arms. I f the controlling criterion for world prestige is to proclaim that militarily “We’re Number One,” then effective agreement on control of s trategic  arms is hardly possible, and the Vladivostok undertaking will be used to justi fy rather than to limit modernization of nuclear forces.
As its only living superpower model, our words and our actions a re admirably « calculated to inspire the Soviet Union to spend its substance on military  manpower and weaponry. Ex-President Nixon asserted repeatedly tha t he could not negotiate effectively if he went to the bargaining table with the Soviet Union as the world’s second strongest military power. There is every reason to feel tha t we have persuaded the Soviets on this  score and that  they too will not♦ negotiate from a position of military inferiority. If we insist on remaining Number One, because there  are incalculable risks in being Number Two, then the Soviets have the wherewithal to escape tha t subordinate position. They will continue to struggle to catch up by exploiting the quantitative and qualitative permissiveness of the Vladivostok agreement. We will be told tha t we dare not allow them to do so.
The contention that, whatever the practica l milita ry utility, we will incur political disadvantages unless we mainta in a lead across the spectrum of str ategic and conventional forces, is both a recipe for endless escalation of defense cost and a self-fulfilling prophecy. [Former Secretary of Stat ej Kissinger told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in its hearing  on detente tha t whether or not one superpower has true nuclear superiority, “the appearance of inferiority—whatever its actual significance—can have serious political consequences.”To a degree, this is t rue. Our s trategic  nuclear forces must  not only be strong enough. They must  be known to be strong enough to  de ter th e Soviet Union from
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using its  stra teg ic nuc lear forces aga ins t us or our allies. But a lead in number  
or size th at  can be seen to be insigni ficant will have polit ical consequences only 
if the other side concedes them a meaning they would otherwise lack. Where  we 
can see that  a Soviet mil itary development is not signif icant, it ’s sheer conceit 
to fea r th at  our a llies  will believe otherwise.

A look at  today’s key issues shows clea rly how few of them can be affected 
hopefully by supe rior  milita ry stre ngth. We couldn’t ignore  the  Sovie t Union 
as' an intern ational power in the  many yea rs wheii we dwarfe d its  stra teg ic 
nuclear forces. Today both coun tries  know, and the  res t of the world knows too, 
that  we dare  n ot fight one another. The respec tive strategic  nuc lear forces serve 
only as  offsets, not as explo itable  resources. They are  not tra ns lat ab le into  sound 
politica l currency. «

In  trying to end thi s irr ati onal arms competi tion, tot al reliance is now placed 
on negotiations looking toward form al agreement . The history of the SALT 
negot iations shows the  process of form al agreeme nt on nuc lea r arms cont rol to 
be complex, prolonged and  uncer tain of eve ntual success. The  accomplishments 
to date have yielded  few if any rea l dividends. The limitat ion  imposed on anti - «
balli stic missile systems in SALT 1, and fu rthe r tigh tened at  the  Moscow summit 
las t June, should at  lea st have b rought abou t ta ci t m utual re st ra in t in  the furth er  
accumulation  of offensive stra teg ic weapons. With  no defensive miss iles to 
overcome, a fractio n of the exis ting stra teg ic forces on either side is adequa te 
to wreak devasta tion  on the other’s society, and ini tia tion of nuc lear  wa r thus 
means national suicide.

But, in definance of the  dread logic, both the  Sov iet Union and  th e United  Sta tes 
have continued to move ahead.

The mindless buildup has continued while  the negotia tors  wrestled  with the  
difficulties of designing forma l controls for  two nuc lear arsena ls th at  developed 
on different lines. The t entativ e a greement outlin ed at  th e Vladivos tok conference 
would provide a ten t big enough to accommodate just  abou t everything each side 
now has  or contemplates.

Moreover, while the  negotia tors  fumble for  form ulas  and the  summ iteer s 
pursue their  lof tier processes the  existence  of the  nego tiatio ns and  the  agree
ments alre ady  reach ed are  used to jus tify new nuclear  weapons programs. The 
Vladivostok und erst and ing is defended as the  best th at  can now be achieved. It  
could well be a signif icant step forward tow ard  effective nuc lear  arm s control, 
but not if, as suggested in [former ] Pre sident Ford’s post-summit pres s con
ference, the Vladivos tok ceilings mus t a lso be t rea ted  as a floor for U.S. stra teg ic 
forces. When the floor meets the ceiling, lit tle  living room remains.

Accordingly, r athe r than  creating a c limate in which re str aint  can be practiced, 
the  existence of the  negotiations themselves has been an occasion for acce lera
tion of st rategic a rms  development.

The “barg aining chip” argu men t can cer tain ly be questioned. Indeed it  has 
been, but unsuccessfully . It  can reaso nably be mainta ined  th at  if our stra teg ic 
nuclear postu re is not now s trong enough for  us  to bargain  effectively, we should 
not be bargaining at  all. But we are  in fac t continuing to bargain and to build 
up redund ant  strength as we do so. The acquisit ion of more, and  more esoteric, 
nucle ar arm s adds  exponentia lly to the  difficulty of devising  effective formal 
controls . Our tes ting  and  deployment of MIRV’s in the  ear ly days  of SALT 
is a str iking case in point.

I would not  like to see the SALT talk s stop. The process itse lf should  be, for  ♦
both par tic ipants , an educa tiona l experience. Acceptance of common concepts  
on strategic m att ers  is it self  a form of progress.

One can even h arb or hope that  an  effective fo rmal agreem ent may eventually  be 
developed. Bu t if we mus t accept the insis tence that  the  momentum of our 
stra teg ic weapons programs mus t be ma inta ined in order to barg ain effectively, 
the ta lks  have become too expensive a  luxury .

Ins ofa r as form al agreements are concerned, we may have  gone as fa r as we 
can now go. If  so. the  verdict on whethe r the Vladivostok Accord is be tte r or 
worse tha n noth ing is not yet in. It  does set finite though lofty limits . It  does 
recognize equivalence.  It  should be trea ted  as an augu ry th at  genuine progress 
is possible. It  should not be allowed to s park furth er  weapons programs that  will 
impede such progress toward effective arms control.

Wh at is needed most urge ntly  now is not a conceptual brea kthrough but a 
decision to tak e adv anta ge of the  stabil ity  of the  present stra teg ic balance.  It ’s
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fut ile  to buy thin gs we don’t need in the  hope th at  this will make the  Soviet 
Union more ame nable. The Soviets are  f ar  m ore apt  to emulate tha n to c api tulate . 
We should, inste ad, try  a policy of restr ain t, while callin g for matc hing re str aint  
from the  Soviet Union.

If  the  Soviet Union responds by some signif icant slowing of its  own stra teg ic 
arm s bui ldup, we can at  th e end of the  firs t six months a nnounce ad ditiona l moves.

Ther e is, of course, a chance th at  the  Soviet response  may be l acking or inade 
quate.  B ut o ur pres ent lead in technology and war heads makes it  possible fo r us to 
tak e thi s init iat ive  safely.  No advan ces the  oth er side might make in six months 
or many more could al te r the  str ate gic  balance to our  detriment.

The chances are  good, moreover, th at  highly  adv erti sed  restr aint  on our  pa rt 
» will be reciprocated . The  Soviet Union, it may be said  again,  has only one sup er

power model to follow. To date , the  superpowe r apin g has mean t the  antith esi s 
of res tra int . Soviet moves tow ard  antiball isti c missile  defens e were followed by 
U.S. A.B.M.’s and our mul tiple indep enden tly targ etable  warheads to overcome 
any defensive system. Soviet MIRV’s are  now in development. The re now are

* hin ts th at  we may build more massive missiles to match  Soviet throw-weight.
It  is time, I thin k, for us to pres ent a worthi er model. T he stra teg ic arm s com

petit ion is a logical place to sta rt.  The step s we can take in trying  to st ar t a 
process of recipr ocal re st ra in t are not drastic . They would create no risk  to our 
nat ion al security.  We can be firs t off the  treadmi ll. Th at ’s the  only victory the  
arm s ra ce h as to offer.

(By  Pen K emble )

Washington.—Last  week, scandal-c ravin g Was hington savored wh at seems to 
be a  fi x: A m emora ndum of uniden tified autho rsh ip th at  raised quest ions about 
Pre sident  C ar ter’s nom ination of Paul C. Warnke as dire ctor of the Arms Control 
and Dis arm ame nt Agency circ ula ted  thro ugh  Senate offices. Mr. Warnke’s sup
por ters bre athe d indig natio n.

While furor about the  supposed anony mity  of the memo raged, lit tle  attent ion  
was paid  to its  conte nts. In tru th,  it was a wholly subs tant ive document, based 
ent irely on Mr. Wa rnke’s public  words and  action s. It  conta ined not a trace of 
suggest ion th at  he i s a nyt hin g but  intel ligen t, candid , honorable . It  w as first  wr it
ten in December, when Mr. War nke was proposed as a possible Defense Secre
tary, by the sta ff of the  Coaliti on for  a Democra tic Major ity. It  was sligh tly 
revised  when he was cited  as possible arms -control chief, and given to a few Sen
ate  ai des and rep ort ers  a s a background pap er before .Tan. 1. Every person receiv
ing i t knew exactly  who wrote i t ; it was n’t inte nded  f or furth er  circulat ion. When, 
las t week, Mr. Wa rnk e’s prosp ects rose, the  memo was circ ulat ed by someone who 
received it in December. Although the memo’s au tho rs promptly and proudly came 
forw ard,  a “sca nda l” had  been launche d.

Why did thi s obscure  memorandum provoke such furious  rebukes  from the 
gua rdia ns of t he public min d? Per hap s because  i t called atte ntion to some obvious 
but little -note d fac ts abo ut Mr. Wa rnke’s views, and raise d some deep ques tions  
abou t the cours e the  new Adm inis trat ion seemed to be setti ng out on in the  field 
of str ate gic  arms.

The memo cited posit ion papers issued by the  McGovern for Pre sid ent  cam
paign and  en dorsed  by his  c hief  de fense advi ser, Paul Warn ke, th at  proposed cuts 
in present (197 2)  and  projecte d weapons programs  th at  went well beyond those 
proposed even by our Soviet  adv ersaries in the nego tiatio ns on limiting  stra teg ic 
arms.

It  quoted Mr. Wa rnk e’s publish ed propo sals (Fo reign Policy, spring, 197 5) for 
un ila ter al re st ra in t in str ate gic  we apo ns: “We can be the  first  off the treadmill. 
Th at ’s the only victory  the  ar ms race has  to offer.”

It  c ited Mr. Wa rnk e’s doub ts about the very negotiat ing process he is proposed 
to overs ee: “. . . ra th er  th an  cre ating a clim ate in which restr aint  can be prac 
ticed, the  existence  of the negotiat ions  themselves has  been an occasion for 
accelerati on of str ate gic  a rm s development. . . . Ins ofa r as forma l agre eme nts are  
concerned, we may have  gone a s f ar  as we can now go.”

Most imp orta nt, it point ed ou t the  assu mptions  th at  und erlie  the  strate gy of 
exemp lary unila ter al re str aint  (o r “reciprocal un ila teral gest ures ,” as  a re
por ter  described  it ).  They are th at  tL ’ United Sta tes  is central ly responsible for 
the arm s race, and actions  by u» alone can tur n it ar ou nd : “Our word s and our 
action s are  adm irab ly calc ulat ed to insp ire the  Soviet Union to spend its  
subst ance on mi lita ry manpowe r and w eaponry.”



Mr.  W ar nke’s ph ilo soph y,  as  un de rs to od  by th e mem o's  au th ors , is  ro ot ed  in 
th e  hope  th a t th e  So viet m il it a ry  post ure  is  ho rn  mo re of  fe a r th an  of ag gr es sive  
m il it ary  and  poli ti ca l de sig ns . All re sp ec ted ev iden ce  to da y arg ues again st  th is  as su m pt io n.

Und er  th e au th ori ty  of Rob er t S. M cN am ar a as  Defen se  Sec re ta ry , we began 
unil a te ra ll y  to re st ra in  our  st ra te gi c- w ea po ns  pr og ra m s.  R ut th e  R uss ia ns ha ve  
ne glec ted  ou r ex am ple,  and in st ea d ha ve  seen  ou r re s tr a in t as  th e ir  ch an ce  to  ca tc h up  w ith an d su rp ass  us  in  nucl ea r wea po i ry .

Duly la st  week,  th e Jo in t Chief s of S ta ff  test ifi ed  to th e  Sen at e th a t th ey  now 
sh are  th e  ju dg m en t th a t So viet  pr ogra m s a re  aim ed  a t st ra te g ic  su per io ri ty , an d 
th a t,  if  cu rr en t tr en ds  co nt in ue , th e R uss ia ns soo n wi ll re ac h th a t go al.  Thi s 
su gg es ts  th a t th e fi rs t st ep  in  per su ad in g  th e R uss ia ns to  jo in  us  in  en di ng  th e ar m s ra ce  is  to le t them  know  w e wi ll no t l et  th em  win it.

One  ho pe s P re si den t C art er an d hi s st ra te gic -a rm s- lim it at io n-t al ks te am  wi ll go to th e R uss ia ns  a t onc e w ith  a sw ee ping  prop os al  fo r m utu al , ve ri fia bl e an d 
ba lanc ed  re du ct io ns  in  st ra te g ic  wea po ns . We m us t m ak e cle ar to  th em , ho wev er,  
th a t if  th e ir  dr iv e to w ar d st ra te g ic  su peri ori ty  co nt in ue s,  we  wi ll ta ke  th e neces
sa ry  st ep s to  m ai nta in  th a t ba lanc e of po w er  th a t has  p re ve nt ed  su pe rp ow er  war . 
I t is  dif ficult  to  see  how  Mr. W ar nk e co uld carr y  ou t su ch  a st ra te gy .

R ut one ti ling  is  c e r ta in : Th e po licy he  is pledged to  has  ne ve r been  th ro ug h a 
se riou s pu bl ic  de ba te , an d su re ly  has  no  m an dat e from  th e la s t elec tio n.  It  ru ns  
co un te r to  th e ca mpa ign st a te m ents  of  ca ndid ate  C ar te r,  wh o in hi s decis ive  
sec ond de bat e w ith  P re si den t For d ass ure d th e  nat io n th a t,  under hi s Adm in is 
tr at io n , Amer ica wo uld  ke ep  up  it s st re ng th , an d ev en  wo uld  re ta in  “a  de fens e 
ca pa bil ity second  to no ne .’' Thi s pr ov id es  li tt le  w arr an t fo r Mr.  W ar nke’s ex per im en ts  in  un il a te ra l re st ra in t.

Mr. W ar nk e is  an  ab le ad vo ca te , an d per hap s in  tim e he  wi ll co nv ince  us. R ut  
fo r now , one hopes th e Sen at e wi ll no t tr if le  w ith  th es e cr uci al  is su es  out of  an  
und er st an dab le  de si re  to show  a sp ir it  of  co op er at ion to w ar d th e ne w Adm inistr a ti on . A long, in te ns e and su bst an ti ve deb at e is in  or de r.

CONG RESS IONA L ADVISERS AT SALT

Senator Pell. Keeping on this  question of the relationship of Con
gress to your agency. I remember when Albert Gore succeeded Senator  
Humphrey as chairman of the Arms Control Subcommittee, he and 
the ranking  Republican used to go with your predecessor on the SALT talks.

Is it your intention tha t there be congressional advisers at these 
talks, or is it a question of informing them afte r the talks have been completed ?

Mr. Warnke. I would be p repared to do it ei ther or both ways, Senator  Pell.
Senator Pell. Thank you.

RESTORATION OF ACDA MORALE

Also, in connection with the morale in your agency, which I think 
has suffered in these past few years—I think I)r. Ikle has done 
the best job lie could. 1 think Air. Lehman was a dead loss and voted 
agains t him in the beginning. The result has been tha t within the 
Agency itself many of those people who believed in arms control have 
had to leave or have left, and the morale is at a low point, as I am sure you are aware.

What do you intend to do to  bring the morale of that  Agency up to 
the level tha t it should be to give you the support tha t is necessary in your  job?

Mr. Warnke. I believe, Senator Pell, tha t really what develops 
morale in an agency is feeling that it is playing  an important par t in the overall functioning of the U.S. Government.
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Now I think, given President Car ter’s very eloquent and very firm 
statements about his views on arms control, tha t expression by itself is 
going to restore morale. If we have the support of the Presiden t of the 
United States and the support of the Congress of the United States, 
then we are a very blessed agency, indeed, and I don't think morale 
will be any problem.

Senator  Pell. I  hope the deputy you choose will be one who would 
have the confidence of the people in the Agency and not, as in the past, 
where Senator Symington, who was the chairman of the subcommit
tee, and myself as ranking member, voted against him, and it was 
agreed tha t Mr. Lehman would not have contacts with the oversigh t 
chairman.

That , obviously, created a very bad situation. I think the fact that 
you are  going in with congressional approval  and support should do 
a lot itself to  help morale in the Agency.

Mr. Warnke. I certainly hope i t would, Sena tor Pell.
Senator  Pell. Thank you. No more questions.

u.s. commitments tinder nonproliferation treaty

The C hairman. Senator Percy?
Senator Percy. Mr. Warnke,  the Soviet Union and other countries 

are cited frequently for their violations of various treaties,  commit
ments, and agreements, but rather  seldom do we soul search and en
gage in self-criticism by pointing out our own transgressions.

You have been concerned tha t the United States has not fully lived 
up to its commitments under the nonprol iferation t reaty in three dif 
ferent areas.

I wonder if you would care to comment on your views in these areas ? 
The first concerns transferring nuclear technology.

Mr. W arnke. Senator  Percy, first of all , le t me stat e th at I am not 
sufficiently familiar with the facts because I have been engaged in prac
ticing law for a living during the past 8 years. Sc I cannot real’y give 
you any concrete information as to what has been done.

All I can say is what I think ought to be done. I believe th at we 
ought to be very, very careful about any trans fers of nuclear tech
nology because, as I  stated  earlier, I believe tha t the proli ferat ion of 
nuclear weapons is one of the direst  threats that  we face at the present 
time. And I think  any trans fer ought to be not only consistent with the 
NPT, but also ought to be subject to the strictest safeguards, hopefully  
enforced by a beefed up IAEA  [Inte rnat iona l Atomic Energy 
Agency].

Senator  Percy. P utt ing  it another way, Is it your feeling tha t the 
United States  and many other provide r countries have let the sales
men of nuclear materia ls and technology gain ground over the non- 
proliferators?

Mr. W arnke. I think tha t there has been inadequate attention paid 
to the necessity of provid ing very, very strict  safeguards, yes.

Senator  P ercy. The second area th at you have noted where we were 
not fully living up to our  commitments was by providing nuclear ma
terial s to European countries under safeguards less comprehensive 
than  those implemented by the IAEA .
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Would you care to comment on that?
Mr. Warnke. I say to the extent tha t has occurred, it strikes me 

as being very dangerous business, indeed. It again, as you suggest, 
indicates a too commercial approach to a vital  national security 
problem.

Senator P ercy. Lastly , what is your view on our failure  to make 
substantial progress  in disarmament?

Mr. Warnke. Well, of course, one of the ca rrots tha t was held out to 
third countries during the NPT negotiation was the idea tha t we and 
the Soviet Union would make progress toward achieving some control 
over our respective nuclear armaments. I ’ve been concerned tha t if 
there is an apparent lack of progress, then this might  be used as a 
means by some people to repudia te the NPT.

But  again, tha t strikes  me as being a very, very dangerous 
development.

FA IR N ESS  OF  U N SIG N ED  M EM ORA NDUM

Senator  P ercy. Concerning the 4-page unsigned memorandum tha t 
was circulated, I  would like to  give you an opportunity to comment as 
to your personal feelings about the fairness of it, whether tha t is a 
practice tha t you feel can be condoned, or whether you feel that  points 
of view that, you had may have been distorted intentionally, or pos
sibly wi thout intention but came out  that way, or whether things tha t 
you said which are crucial to an understand ing your point of view 
were just omitted, inadver tently or purposely ?

Mr. W arnke. Well, Senator Percy, I dislike challenging anyliody’s 
motives or purposes, and I will avoid it in this instance, too.

Senator P ercy. Taking i t a t face value, would you care to  comment 
on whether it was a fai r r epresentation of your views?

Mr. Warnke. It  is not an accurate representation of my views. 
I think statements are taken out of  context. I think  in many instances 
my statements have been condensed or excerpted from several pages to 
look as though they were continuous.

I don’t sav tha t this was deliberate distortion because I  believe tha t 
there could have been a misunderstanding on the part  of the author. 
I don’t regard it as being a part icularly  good memorandum.

[General laughter.]
Senator Percy. Tha t might be looked upon as an understatement, 

but I will accept that.

ACC O M PLIS H IN G  SU BST ANTI AL RE DUC TI ON  IN  NU CLE AR W EA PO NS 
DEPE NDENCE

This committee is undertaking an exhaustive analysis of our Triad 
doctrine, the whole strateg ic underpinn ing of our defense, and we 
have been inquiring into defensive and offensive strategies, as well as 
intentions, motivations and capabilities of potential adversaries.

Your predecessor. Dr. Ikle. in the  position for which you have been 
nominated, has testified before th is committee on Janua ry 14 in those 
hearings and he stated tha t he shares President Car ter’s expressed 
hope of accomplishing a substantial reduction in dependence upon 
nuclear weapons as an instrument of international relations.
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In  thi s, in fac t, is an acc ura te view of  Pr es iden t C ar te r’s posit ion , 
wou ld you comment on how one goes alxnit do ing  thi s?

Mr. W arn ke. Tha t, of  course, is a very , v ery  b roa d kin d of  qu est ion , 
and a very  broad hope on the  pa rt  of  the Pres iden t of  the  Un ite d 
Sta tes .

T th ink we would all  be ha pp ie r if the  pro spe ct of  nu cle ar war  
could be removed to ta lly  fro m ou r ken. I doubt if it can  be in ou r 
life time.

W hat we can hope  fo r is t ha t we can tak e measures  o f arm s con trol 
’ which will preserve the  sta bi lit y of  the  str ateg ic  nucle ar balanc e and

the ref ore el imina te any  possibil ity  th at , w hatev er th e p rov ocation , any 
body migh t be tem pte d to in iti ate a nucle ar war .

Now I lielieve th at  th at  is wh at Pr es iden t Car te r has  in mind. He  
has  talked, of course, abou t the  ul tim ate objective of  a nu cle ar  arm s- 
free wor ld.

We  are so f ar  f rom  that  a t the  p resent  po int  th at  we can  ju st  rega rd  
th at  as  be ing  more in  th e na ture  o f pr ay er  t ha n a prac tic al ity . But  we 
can a t least st ar t mo vin g in  th at dir ection.

Se na tor  P ercy. I f  we can star t mo vin g in th at  dir ection, would you 
be a lit tle  more specific on some of  the  technique s th at  migh t be used 
which migh t dif fer  fro m the  technique s of  othe r ad min ist ra tio ns  to 
move us in th at dir ec tio n?

Mr.  W arn ke. Y ou have to st ar t out . Se na tor Pe rcy , wi th the fac t, 
regrett ab le as it is, th at  pro gre ss in th is field req uir es coo per ation on 
the  p ar t of  th e Soviet Union . Obviously , we c ann ot do it by ourselves.

Now as  I  und ersta nd  it , they  have made  some prom ising  soun ds a bou t 
th ei r wil lingness  to  move fo rw ard towa rd some kin d of  e ffective arm s 
con trol . I th in k step 1 cle arly is to  embody the  Vladivostok lim its  in 
some forma l trea ty . At  least  the n we will st ar t off wi th ceil ings, high  
tho ugh the y are . and we will st ar t off wi th cei ling s which are even on 
both sides. Th en th at  can  be used as a bas is fo r subsequent reduct ions.

I  th ink,  however , th at  we can not just do it on num bers . Numbers  
alone is not go ing  to be ade qua te to br ing about a tr uly  stable  and 
en du rin g str ate gic balance.

We have  also  to  be concerned abou t the  size of the  miss iles th at  are  
included wi thin those lim its.  I wou ld ce rta in ly  th ink th at  we would 
want to move toward lim iti ng  the  size of  Sov iet miss iles because th at  
is what  pre sen ts the  spec ter  of  achiev ing  some sor t of first  str ike ca pa 
bi lity, or  at least the ca pabi lity to  cha llen ge ou r IC BM ’s—intercon -

• tin en ta l ba lli sti c missile—and  put us at. a str ateg ic  disad vanta ge .
It  is t ha t kind  of  gen era l approach , I th ink,  th at  we ought to take.

TW O IM PO RTA N T P R IN C IP L E S FOR EFF ECTIV E AR MS  CO NT RO L AGREE M ENT

Se na tor P ercy. In  D r. Ik le ’s te stimo ny he mentio ned  two im po rta nt  
pr inc iples  fo r an effect ive arm s con trol  agreem ent . These were , firs t, 
adequa te pro vis ion  fo r verif ica tion; and second, ret en tio n of  the tech 
nologica l ab ili ty  and political  will to respond ap pr op riat ely to vio 
lat ion s, if  they  sho uld  occu r, in or de r to preserve U.S . securi ty.

Would you care to comment on I) r. Ik le ’s sta tem ent and ind ica te 
what pr inc iples  would guid e you in neg ot ia tin g an  arms co ntrol trea ty  ?
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And do you differ in any major respect from these principles  mentioned by Dr. Ikle?
Mr. W arnke. I  wish, Senator  Percy, that I could say i t as well as Dr. Lkle said it there. It  seems to me tha t those two princip les are absolutely essential in any sort of s trategic  arms negotiations.
We obviously have to make sure in any agreement t ha t there is ade

quate provision for vertification. I think in my opening statement I 
commented tha t it is necessary for the American public to have the 
assurance tha t there is no way in which undetected violations could undermine our security.

As I say, maybe Fred Ikle  said it a li ttle better th an that , but I  think • the theme is consistent.
As fa r as the  second point is concerned, tha t, obviously, is necessary <for any success in strateg ic arms negotiations. They have to recognize 

the alternat ive that  we have the means and the will to continue 
in the arms competition and to deny them any superiority . Otherwise, what would be incentive be for them to negotiate ?

Those strike me as two very sound principles, indeed.
Senator P ercy. Thank you very much. I am going to stop r igh t here, 

as the red light  indicates my time has expired. We are dealing with a major issue and I'm just  going to put in a plug for a minor  issue. I hope 
tha t someday, along with th e other 50 States, when we come to a red 
light in Washington, D.C., we could turn  right . I t would save some fuel 
and energy. It ’s about time Washington,  D.C., caught up with other State  governments in this country.

I ’m sure you can tur n right on red in Alabama, can’t you, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman. Maybe then you’d have 51 States ?
[General laughter.]
The Chairman. I do agree with you on the right turn  proposition.Senator  Griffin, do you want to ask any questions ?
Senator  Griffin. I think Senator Humphrey may first wish to ask some questions.
The Chairman. Of course. Senato r Humphrey ?
Senator H umphrey. First , I want to assure the Senator from Illinois 

tha t Minnesota pioneered in the right turn on red. Of course it is the •*onl y time we turned right.
[General laughter.]

PART U. S.  UNILAT ERA L INIT IATIVES *

Senator Humphrey. Let me say something about unilateral init iatives.
The late President Eisenhower took one of the first initiatives in the 

stopping of test ing of nuc lear weapons. Regret tably, tha t initiat ive on 
his part  was violated in the summer of 1960 by the  Soviet Union. But 
President  Eisenhower did take the initia tive and felt tha t it was a constructive one and did not im pair our security.

Second, the United States took the initia tive in Antarc tica, of making that a completely weapons-free zone. So there have been in itiatives tha t have been taken without jeopard izing the security of our 
country. To the  contrary, they may have to th at security.
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I fel t, for example, in the instance of the MIRV’s that we could have 
continued our research and development, but withheld any deployment 
as an init iative because once having MIRV as our weapon, we gain  no 
fur ther security. It ’s just  a question of time as to whether the Soviets 
will even gain as much as we thou ght we had or exceed us, th at ’s all, 
because they have tru ly a m ilitary indus trial complex.

Tha t is not often written about in their  press, but th at truly  exists. 
ACDA director’s RESEARCH RESPONSIBILITY•

One of the areas tha t I would like to cover is your new role. The 
ACDA Director is given a very substant ial amount of responsibility. 
Title  I I I  of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Act is

* known as research, and I ’ve always felt t ha t th is was the key and the 
hear t of the act.

As a matter of fact, it was hotly debated and it carried  by a single 
vote in the Senate, but  was from time to time afte r tha t more readily  
ratified.

Tha t places responsibility upon the Director to take the ini tiative in 
matters tha t re late to  the construction and operation matters of inte r
national  control for arms control and disarmament, techniques and 
systems of detecting, identify ing, inspecting and monitor ing tests.

This pa rt, may I say most respectifully, Mr. Warnke, has been down
played because i t has been inadequately funded. The budget for this 
Agency in the current budget is approximately $13 million. I would 
like the public  to  know tha t we contemplate over $120 billion for the 
Pentagon this year.

We place upon the  Arms Control and Disarmament Agency the role 
of seeking peace and reducing armaments, of providing fo r inspection 
that  is safe, for methods of verification tha t can be guaranteed. We 
give them the grand sum total of $13 million.

As the  daddy of this Agency, I  think  the k id has been starved and 
I think it is time we take a  good, hard  look a t it. Mr. Director, i f you 
are confirmed, and I hope and pray that  you shall be, I  would hope 
tha t you would advance your cause by telling the President of the 
United  States and the Director of  the Budget tha t you are on a very

* lean diet, very, very lean.
Mr. Warnke. I certain ly would take an immediate look at our 

budget si tuation , Senator  Humphrey, and respond appropriately .
We would appreciate you r support.

ACDA RE SPON SIBILITY  TO REPORT TO PU BL IC

Senator H umphrey. You have the  responsibility to  be the chief ad 
viser to  the  Presiden t, to report to the President.  You have a respon
sibility to be the  chief adviser to the Congress and report, to the Con
gress. And you have a t hird  responsibil ity under the law, which has 
not been fulfilled, and  tha t is to report to  the public.

This is one of the few laws in which an agency in Government is in
structed to repo rt to  the  public. Other agencies are frequently denied 
the oppor tunity  to effectively report  to the public. B ut as the  a utho r 
of th is act, I wanted to see tha t there was some public informat ion.
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ARMS CONTROL IMPACT INFORMATION ANI)  ANA LYSIS

Another mat ter which I  call to your attention, liecause we may not have all the time to talk  about this tha t we ought  to have, is a  new section which was added 2 years ago. Congressman Zablocki o f the House of Representatives and I in the Senate, with the cooperation of our colleagues, added this section on the arms control impact in formation and analysis.
This  is not really one of the Defense D epartm ent’s favorite topics.They were not exactly singing the Halle lujah  Chorus when th is was proposed. [General laughter .]
But it says:
In  ord er to  a ss is t th e D ir ecto r in  th e per fo rm an ce  o f his  d uti es  w ith  re sp ec t to  *arm s co nt ro l and d is arm am ent po lic y an d ne go tiat io ns , an y G ov er nm en t ag en cy  pre pa ri ng  an y le gi sl at iv e or budget ar y  pr op os al  fo r an y pro gr am  of  re se ar ch , de ve lopm en t, te st in g,  en gine er ing,  co ns truc tion , de ploy men t, or m od er ni za tion  w ith  re sp ec t to  nucl ea r weapons , nucle ar im pl em en ts  of w ar , m il it a ry  fa ci li ti es  or m il it ary  ve hicles  de sign ed  o r in te nd ed  p ri m ari ly  fo r th e de live ry  of nucl ea r w eapons; sec ond, an y pr og ra m  of  re se ar ch , de ve lopm en t, te st in g, en gi ne er ing,  co ns truc tion , de ploy men t, or  m od er ni za tion  w ith re sp ec t to  ar m am en ts , am m uni tio n,  im plem en ts  of w ar , or m il it ary  fa ci li ti es , hav in g an  es tim at ed  to ta l co st  in  ex ce ss  of  $250 mill ion,  o r an  annual co st  in  ex ce ss  of  $50 mi llion , th e D ir ec to r sh al l, on a co nt in ui ng  ba si s pr ov id e th e  D ir ecto r w ith  fu ll an d tim ely ac ce ss  to  de ta il ed  in fo rm at io n in ac co rd an ce  w ith  th e  pr oc ed ur es  es ta bli sh ed  in th is  Act .T he D irec to r,  a s he  d ee ms a ppro pri a te , sh all  ass es s an d an al yz e ea ch  pr og ra m, as  de sc ribe d in th e su bs ec tio n w ith  re sp ec t to  it s im pa ct  on  arm s co nt ro l an d d is ar m am en t p olicy.
What I aim getting at is what you said here earlier. The Defense Department goes willy-nilly on its way making weapons systems, and then afte r they have let the  monster ou t of the barrel, then the Arms Control Agency has to come along and figure out how in the world can we get that  rascal  back in the barrel, or how can we tame him, or can we give him some sleeping pills or something else to slow him down?I want to make i t clear that the Arms Control Agency has not fulfilled this function.
You are going to be the new Director, my dear frien d; and since I can address you now as friend, I hope it will always be tha t way.T would like very much for  you to keep a watchful eve on this provision because T shall be a watchful oversight Member of Congress on it.Do you have anv comment ? TGeneral laughter.]Mr. W arnke. I  appreciate the  advice, Senato r Humphrey, and the warning. <Senator Humphrey. It ’s a friendly concern, because this is what I would call preventive medicine.
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Humphrey. Preventive medicine. T believe i t was as Dr.Kissinger said, that had he known all of the implicat ions of the MTRV prior  to its deployment, he might very well have taken a different view.This is exactly why this language is in the law.Mr. Warnke. Well, as T said in my opening comments. Senator  Humphrey, I view the responsibility of ACDA as making the arms control perspective as one of the inputs of na tional security decisionmaking.



I think tha t the arms control impact statement  requirement is one way of insuring on a funct ional basis th at this perspective is brought to bear. I would regard it as being a very impor tant function of the Agency.
ST RE NG TH EN IN G CONTROLS OVER NUCLE AR EXPORTS

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Wamke, the other subject tha t is of the highest prio rity in the nationa l agenda is nuclear proliferation.
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Humphrey. Not just strategic nuclear weaponry but the proliferat ion. Senators in this committee have taken a very active interest in this. Some have been leaders.
Do you have any specific ideas as to how our controls over nuclear exports could be strengthened while maintaining the United States position as a reliable supplier?
Mr. Warnke. I have, I am sure, Senator Humphrey, some views which are fa r more general and far  less specific that those which many members of the committee have been able to develop over the years.
I have the feeling that  it is of crucial importance tha t we have the tightest safeguards in connection with any tran sfer  of nuclear technology. I believe also that we ought to have a policy aga inst any transfer of any technology which has to do with nuclear fuel reprocessing because of the possibilities tha t creates for the development of a nuclear weapons capability.
I feel that, also, with respect to uranium enrichment, that  is not the kind of technology tha t ought to be transferred on a national  basis. 

I think,  in addition,  that the funding of the IAE A ought to be in creased to a point at which they have adequate inspectors to verify the adherence to the various safeguards which are imposed.
I think  unless we take  this far  more seriously than we have in the past, we are going to find ourselves in a position where nuclear weapons capabil ity falls into the hands of unstable regimes, or of sub- national groups which would have the capacity to hold the whole civilized world hostage.
It is to me a very grave  risk and requires the deepest and most constant  vigilance.
Senator Humphrey. I know th at the administration  has this  very high on its agenda-----
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Humphrey [continuing.] And also concerns over the Pe rsian Gulf, the proliferation of conventional weaponry in the Persian Gulf.
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Humphrey. There has been a National Security study on it and I call it to your  attention.

pentagon and acda budgets

My time is up, but I really want to put in the  record the budget for the Pentagon this year, $122,871,000,000. The budget for the Arms Control Agency, bless its little  panting soul, $13,605,000; $13,605,000, that’s what you’re going to have to save the world with.
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God  bless y ou,  an d we’ll need you.
The Chairm an . Se na tor Griffin  ?

MR. WA RNKE’s CREDIBILITY IN  DEALING WITH  SOVIET UN IO N

Se na tor Grif fi n . M r. W arn ke , I wa nt  to be very cand id wi th you,  
as I was  wi th you  th is  mo rning when you  very gra cio us ly vis ite d my 
office and  we h ad  a  d iscussion, and indic ate  to you th at  alt ho ug h your  
views and posit ion s, as publi cly  ex pres sed , are  f ar  d iffere nt fro m m ine  
in some resp ects, I  th in k th at  Pres iden t Car te r is c er ta in ly  e nt itl ed  t o 
adv isers and sho uld  hav e advisers  t ha t br in g th ei r po in t of  view int o 
his  c ons ide rat ion .

W ha t, I gues s, b othe rs me a bout these two  nom ina tio ns  is, in view  of  
some o f your  p as t s tat em ents and pos itions, I  am concern ed about how 
credib le you can  lie  as a ne go tia tor in de al in g wi th th e Sovie t Un ion .

Now let me tr y  to  ill us tra te  some of my concern.
You will  re cal l in 1972 you tes tified b efo re t hi s co mm ittee concern ing  

SA LT I. which  was  re ferre d to  as th e in ter im  agree me nt,  loo kin g 
ahead  t o th is  a gre em ent t hat  may be n egoti ate d. One o f t he  problem s, 
as I un de rst an d the  n ego tia tions,  is t he  m at te r of  the c rui se mis sile  and 
the  Backfire bomber .

I t is rum ore d or  rep orted  t ha t t he  S ov iet  Union  w ants t o put a 600- 
kilom ete r rang e lim it,  or  some kin d, on the sub ma rin e-b orn e crui se 
missile.

Le t me read to  you  f rom  you r tes tim on y in 1972: A ft er  pa ying  some 
respects  t o Se cretary Lai rd , wi th whom you di d n ot  agree con cer nin g 
some of  his  pla ns , you sug ges ted  also  of  the subm arine-bo rne  cruise  
missil e, “th is  has a lit tle  mo re mer it th an  a nucle ar arr ow he ad  shot 
from a c rossb ow.”

I wonde r how  you are go ing to  ne go tia te fo r us wi th  th e Ru ssi ans 
if  th at  is yo ur  ap pr ai sa l o f the c rui se missile .

Mr.  W arnke. A s I sta ted a t th e be ginn ing of  m y commen ts, Se na 
to r Griffin , I  cannot defen d toda y ev erything  I  ma y hav e sa id in the 
past, an d I won’t  tr y  to do so. O bviou sly , th e c ruise m issi le te chn olo gy 
has  p rog res sed  am az ing ly since  1972. I  lielieve th at  the  C ruise Miss ile 
Pr og ram was reac tiv ate d at  th at  tim e, in par t because of  th e fac t th at  
it was not  forec lose d by  the inte rim  agre em ent on c ontro l ov er offensive  
arms. A nd  Am erican  tec hno logy has p rov en to be qui te d ramat ic  in that  
respect.

My fee ling toda y about t he  cruis e m issi le is t hat we o ug ht  to  loo k at  
it f rom the  stan dp oi nt  o f wha t t he  s tra tegi c bal anc e will  be when the 
crui se miss ile is developed, wha t it  does in terms  o f stable  det errenc e.

As I  u nd erstan d it, at  the presen t t im e we h ave both the a ir  la unch 
crui se miss ile, which, incid en tal ly,  I  h ave supp or ted consi stently, and 
also a prog ram which would develop  ei ther  a sea-lau nch ed crui se 
miss ile or  a lan d- lau nched cru ise  miss ile, or  both .

We have to  look  at  it  very closely. I  th in k it ’s no t a dec ision th at  
oug ht to be reache d prec ip ita tel y.

Se na tor Grif fi n . Mr . W arnk e,  you  tes tified ag ains t th e SA LT I  
agreem ent .

Is  th a t c orrect ?
Mr. W arnke. I  did  no t te st ify ag ai ns t th e SA LT  I  ag reem en t; I  

testi fied  in favo r of  th e AB M tr ea ty  lim it in g th e AB M sites . I  re-
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garded  tha t as a constructive move toward strategic  stability. And I 
raised certain  questions with respect to  the interim agreement on con
trol of offensive arms.

MR . W AR NK E’s  PAS T CONCERNS ABOUT SALT I

Senator  Griffin . Could you summarize what your concerns were 
then about SALT I  ?

Mr. W arnke. About the interim agreement on control of offensive 
arms? Yes. I was concerned about a number of things.

I was concerned, first of all, about the numerical disparity because 
it seemed to me that  that made the agreement  perceptually vulnerable. 
Any agreement which appears  to give the Soviet Union a numerical 
lead is not one which is going to  be very well received by our friends.

I was concerned about tha t. I was also concerned, of course, about 
the fact tha t in many instances it  did not cover some of the  programs 
which, it  seemed to me, ought to be covered. I  thought the  agreement 
probably was reached too soon and in th at respect, as well as in many 
respects, was full of loopholes.

I think also I  was concerned about the fact that some of  the more 
important aspects were dealt with in the form of unila teral declara 
tions. Now a unila teral declaration, it seems to me, is a buil t-in source 
of late r recrimination and complain ts because of unilateral declaration 
is, by definition, a statement that T am now prepared  to say something 
tha t the other side will not agree with  or will not say it agrees with.

Senator  Griffin . Mr. Warnke,  your expressed concerns about the 
earlie r interim agreement of course put you in an interes ting position 
as our negotiator with the Soviet Union, as well as your reappraisal  
of the cruise missile.

You’ve said tha t one of your concerns about the interim agreement 
was the numerical disparity. You told me tha t in your  office and then 
I got out your testimony and read it. I  would like to read some of the 
testimony that you gave and have you comment on it.

You say here at one point :
Under those circumstances,  the  cont inua tion  of the missile numbers game is in 

fac t a mindless exercise, th at  ther e is no purpo se in e ith er side achiev ing a  numer
ical sup erio rity  which is not tra ns lat ab le into eit her any sor t of mi lita ry capa bil
ity or any s ort  of pol itica l poten tial.

Th at is why, in my opinion, the  ceiling s th at  are  placed in the inte rim  agree
ment on both landbased and seaba sed missiles should not he the  caus e of any 
concern on o ur par t.

At another poin t you say thi s:
We should not be c oncerne d abou t the exis ting  mat hem atic al edge—

Referring  to the mathematical edge the agreement gives to the 
Soviet Union—

Nor should we be concerned abou t any att em pts  th at  the Soviet Union might 
make to add add itio nal  useless  numbers to the ir alre ady  fa r more tha n adequa te 
supply.

Then at  another  point in the testimony:
But I believe th at  a sensible cons truction  of the inte rim  agreement requ ires 

th at  we recognize th at  a cceptance  of the num erical imbalance is possible  because, 
in fact,  numbers are  tota lly  irre lev ant to our sec urit y in the  str ate gic  nuc lear  
arms field. If  missile numbers were a valid  meas ure of n atio nal  stre ngt h, then  the 
inte rim  agreement would be im provid ent. Bu t since they are  w itho ut significance, 
the re i s no thing  for  whic h we n eed com pensate.

8 3 -8 72  0  -  77 - 4
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As I  unders tand it, you indicated th at one of your major concerns at 
SALT would be the numerical limits.

Would you care to comment on your earlier testimony ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir, I would be happy to.
First  of all, as I  said earlier on we have to be concerned both with 

military capabi lity and with political perceptions. Now from the 
standpoint of political perceptions respective numbers are of signifi
cance, and I believe th at there was a degree of political vulnerability  
because of the numerical edge tha t the SALT I  inte rim offensive arms 
agreement had in effect.

More than  tha t, however, missile numbers back in 1972 were less 
impor tant t han  they are today because the Soviet M IRV program had 
not really reached its momentum.

Now at tha t point we had a very, very significant lead in nuclear «
warheads and, as former Secretary of State Kissinger said, ‘‘You 
aren’t hit by missile launche rs; you’re hit by warheads.”

Now the MIRV program, as time has gone on, has reached the point 
at which, if you continue with the present trend, they begin to cut 
down on our missile warhead lead. And therefore,  if they have more 
missile launchers and some of those missiles are of heavier throw 
weight, they could end up with a MIRV lead.

Accordingly, an interim agreement might  have been good for a 
couple of years. It  is endurable for 4 or 5 years. But at this point it 
ought to be replaced by something which sets ceilings which are 
equivalent.

In  other words, numbers have become more important as time has 
gone on because of the Soviet MIRV development.

Senator  Griffin . Do I unders tand tha t in your statement th is morn
ing you said that  numerical imbalance was one of your concerns?

Mr. Warnke. It is one of my concerns today.
Senator Griffin . In 1972?
Mr. Warnke. In 1972, I was concerned about the numerical 

imbalance in political terms; yes.
Senator Griffin . And you stil l made this  statement [ind ica ting1 ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes, because I said tha t if you look at it from the 

standpoint of milita ry capability, the imbalance that  existed at tha t 
time in missile launches was without  military significance because we •*
had such a significant lead both in accuracy and in numbers of nuclear 
warheads.

But perceptually, it obviously has been a source of concern.
M R. W A R N K E ’s  19 7  2 TESTIM O N Y  BE FO RE COM M IT TE E

Senator  Griffin . Mr. Chairman, I  think in fairness to Mr. Warnke, 
the testimony that  he delivered before the committee in 1972 on the 
interim agreement ought to be reproduced in the hearings on his nomi
nation a t this  point.

It  is not too long.
The Chairman. Do you want me to put them in the record?
Senator Griffin . Yes, because I have read some of  his statements 

and I may not have pu t them in the prope r context and I would like 
to do that.
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The Chairman. With out objection, tha t will be done.
[The information referred to fo llows :]

Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements

UNITED STATES SENATE, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, WASHINGTO N, D.C., 
WEDNESDAY, JU NE 28,  19 72

The committee met, pursuant  to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 4221, New Senate 
Office Building, Senator Joh n Sparkman, presiding.

Present: Senators Sparkman, Symington, Cooper, Jav its and Percy.
Senator Sparkman. Let the committee come to order, please.

OPENING STATEMENT

I would like  to welcome Mr. Paul Warnke, former Assistant Secretary of De
fense for Inter natio nal Security Affairs; Dr. Donald Brennan, Senior Member of 
the Professional Staff of the Hudson In st itu te; Dr. Stanley Hoffmann of the 
Department of Government at Harv ard Univ ersi ty; Mr. Jerome Kahan, Senior 
Fellow a t the Brookings I ns tit uti on ; and Dr. Edward Teller, Associate Director 
of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory.

I understand tha t Mr. Warnke, former Assistant  Secretary Warnke, has not 
arrived yet, but I assume he will be in.

This is the fifth of the committee sessions on the proposed trea ty limiting 
antiball istic missile systems and the proposed interim agreement on offensive 
weaponry.

Today we will look into the strategic implications of the proposed trea ty and 
agreement and look ahead to future steps in arms control. Beyond that,  our 
witnesses will explore possible directions in na tional defense.

For many of us, the proposals offer a prospect tha t the arms race tha t has 
continued for more than two decades may be on the verge of a slowdown and, 
hopefully, a halt.

The subject at hand now is SALT I ; but the Administration  has already indi
cated tha t it plans to proceed in the f all with SALT II . There is also the prospect 
of further movement toward a comprehensive test ban. Undoubtedly, before all 
the talks  a re done, limitations discussions will move into the  area of conventional 
armaments as well.

It  has been argued tha t the proposed trea ty and agreement should not be 
accepted with euphoria. Similarly, however, the proposed understan dings should 
not be viewed with fear, for they represent an honest attem pt on the part of many 
persons to arrive at some preliminary steps tha t will move this nation and the 
Soviet Union onto the path  of sound arms control.

The agreements were achieved in an atmospher of parity. Consequently, we 
must ask ourselves not only whether they are good agreements for the United 
States, but also whether we should strive  for a bargaining position other than 
relative p arity  in which each side has what is known as sufficiency.

Is there a real militar y need fo r these programs or are they primar ily expen
sive bargaining chips? If wp insist upon bargaini ng from a jxisition of st rength, 
we must ask whether we can exjiect the Soviet Union to do less.

I think we must ask ourselves how we can justifiably seek to bargain only 
from the position of advantage. How can the Soviet Union accept the obvious 
choice, should tha t course be pursued, of e ither accepting a position of weakness 
or of trying for  its  own position of str ength?

The whole issue of arms limitation is an  extremely difficult one to comprehend. 
Except for close students of th e isues involved, many do not have an opportunity 
to come to grips with the implications of the move so far  and future steps.

A major purpose of these hearings is the shedding of light upon the issues so 
tha t more people can unders tand what the United States and the Soviet Union 
are a ttempting now tha t the first round has been concluded.

Mr. Warnke has come in. We are very glad to have you, sir, and we will be 
glad to hea r from you at this time.

By the way, I say to all of you we have your prepared statements and they 
will be pr inted in full in the record. You can present them as you choose.
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Statement of Paul C. Wabnke, Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs
Mr. Wabnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you suggest, sir, I will count on my sta tement being prin ted in the record and I will endeavor now to highlight some of the points that I endeavored to make.
Firs t of all, I would like to say tha t I think very highly of the agreements that were reached with SALT. As a  matter of fact, sometimes I think tha t perhaps I think more highly of these than do the adminis tration spokesmen; hut, in my opinion, the Moscow agreements can constitute a very large step toward effective control over strategic nuclear weapons.

ABM TREAT Y IS  PR INCIPA L AC CO MP LIS HM EN T

The principal accomplishment, in my view, is the ABM treaty . That, to me, constitutes  realistic recognition of the fact that  no physical defense on any known or foreseeable technology is available against a nucl ar attack of any significance size.
Accordingly, both sides have accepted the principle tha t safety resides not in physical defense hut in the certainty tha t the attac ker would he destroyed by the re taliatory strike  tha t the o ther side would l>e able to mount.

LOOPHOLES IN  INTE RIM AGRE EMENT

Now, in addition to the  ABM trea ty, the interim agreement does provide some control over offensive systems. I find the  coverage at  the  present time disappointingly sm all ; and what troubles me, as I point out in my statement, is the possibility tha t the loopholes tha t exist in the interim agreement may make tha t agreement a brake on the offensive arms race, but instead a spur  to that race.So construed, the interim agreement would he at  least slightly worse than no agreement at all.
But, entirely apart from the restriction on offensive systems, the ABM Treaty is a major accomplishment; it should serve to put the end to the inordinate expense and the very High risks of the nuclear arms race.

LOGIC IN HER EN T IN  ABM LIMITA TIO N

The question, however, is whether both sides will accept the logic th at I find to be inherent in the ABM limitation. In all logic the  ABM Treaty should eliminate any fear  tha t the other side can achieve a first-strike capability. Because of the narrow limitations on the ABM system that either side can deploy, each is, in fact, open to nuclear attack  when in a second strike. The surviving forces would be far more than sufficient totally to devastate the attackers ’ side.
NO PURPOSE  IN  AC HIE VIN G NUME RIC AL SUPER IOR ITY

Under those circumstances, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman and Senator Cooper, tha t the continuation of the  missile numbers game is in fact a mindless exercise, that, there is no purpose in either side's achieving a numerical superiority, which is not translatable into either  any sort of military capability or any sort of political potential. That is why, in my opinion, the ceilings that are placed in the interim agreement on both land-based and sea-based missiles should not be the  cause of any concern on our part. They do give the  Soviets an apparently large mathematical edge. They are  permitted, as I read it. some 2.350 missile launchers to our 1,710, hut either figure is a flagrant example of military redundancy. In the light of the abandonment of any forlorn measure of an ABM defense, either  number affords more missiles than the other side affords in the way of targets.So, accordingly, we should not be concerned about the existing mathematical edge nor should we he concerned about any attempts tha t the Soviet Union might make to add additional, useless numbers to thei r already far  more than adequate  supply.
I suggest in my statement tha t were the Soviet Union to do this, we might perhaps feel some relief tha t they have not expended their  funds of militarily  more meaningful and potentially more mischievous purposes.

INTE RIM AGR EEMENT PROVIDES SOME CONTROL

Now, I believe tha t sensibly construed, the Interim Agreement does provide some measure of control which is useful in assur ing the survivabi lity of our land-



based missile systems for  the indefinite fut ure . It  does limit,  in a qu ali tat ive  way, 
the  numbe rs of large  missiles th at  tlie Soviet Union can cons truct. It  confines 
them to some 313 inst ead  of the magic num ber of 500 which at  times  has been 
suggested  as the meas ure th at  would give tlie Soviets a coun terforce capa bili ty 
aga inst tlie land-base d missiles.

With  this limitatio n, it  seems to me th at  even with  the Minuteman pa rt  o f o ur 
offensive tri ad  alone, enough Minuteman missiles would surviv e to inflict unac 
ceptable damage to the  Soviet Union. But I believe th at  a sensible construct ion 
of the  Int eri m Agreement requires th at  we recognize  th at  acceptance  of the  
numerica l imba lance  is possible because, in fact,  numbers are  totally  irre lev ant  
to our secur ity in the str ate gic  nu clear a rms  field.

If  missile numb ers were  a  valid  mea sure  of n atio nal  stren gth,  then the Interim  
Agreement would be im pro vid ent; but  since they are  with out significance, there is 
nothing for which we need compensate .

Accordingly, I feel th at  we should focus on the fact th at  arms  contro l must  
not  be allowed  to become the new medium for fueling the arms  race and this, in 
my opinion, could be the  res ult  if the  Congress were to accept any one of thr ee 
argu men ts which, as I read  them, are  cur ren tly  being prese nted as justi fica tion  
for new s tra teg ic weapon systems.

LI NKIN G APPROVAL TO FUND ING  OF NEW  STRATEGIC WEAPON SY STEM S

The first and, I think, the  most flag rant  of these  is the  arg ument th at  approval 
of the  Interim Agreem ent and the ABM Tre aty  should  be linked to the funding 
of new str ate gic  weapon systems. It  has been suggested by Secretary  Lai rd th at  
the  price  for  Pent agon  supp ort of the Moscow accords  will be the agreement by 
Congress to fund  the  new programs  for a manned, stra teg ic bomber and  for an 
underwater -launched missile  system  which includes a subm arine  which is more 
expensiv e than  our nuc lear carri ers  and  appr oxim ately  the  same size as the 
larg est  Soviet surface  ship.

The re has also been a suggestion th at  a submarine- borne  c ruise missile should 
now be perf ecte d because  of the fac t th at  this is not forbidden by the  Int erim 
Agreement.

In my view, if  th e SALT agree ments  mean th at  we m ust now spend  more money 
to build more stra teg ic weapon systems a nd contin ue the offensive ar ms race, then  
the  SALT agreements should not be approved by the  Congress. Ins tead, they 
should be sen t back to the  draw ing board  with  direc tions  th at  the  job be done 
again a nd th at  i t be done b etter this time.

I was grati fied  to see th at  Pre sident  Nixon has asserte d th at  the  a rms  control 
agree ments —the ABM Treaty and the  Int eri m Agreem ent—should be approved 
on the ir merits . lie sta ted  in his news confere nce on Ju ne  22 that  he would not 
have  signed them  unless  he believed th at  stan din g alone they were in the intere st 
of the United  Sta te s; but, at  the  same time, and I feel somew hat inconsistently, 
he has contended th at  fail ure  to approve the  new offensive weapon programs  
would seriou sly jeopardize the  security of the Unite d Sta tes and jeop ardi ze the 
cause  of wo rld peace.

As I under stand his position , it app ears  to be based on two arguments  th at  
differ somew hat from Secreta ry Laird's  conte ntion th at  the agree ments and  the 
new funding for  add itio nal  weapon syste ms mus t be linked.

ACCUMULA TION OF ADDITIONAL DEFEN SIVE WEAPO NS BY SOVIET UN ION

The first of thes e is an argu men t which I believe is based  more on mili tary  
cosmetics tha n it is on mil itar y capabil ity. Pre sid ent  Nixon has emphasized the 
fac t th at  the Soviet Union proposes  to go ahead with prog ram s in are as  from 
which they are  not foreclosed under the Int erim Agreement. But since both coun
tries are  confined to what I rega rd as token ABM defenses , these  new offensive 
systems add noth ing to the  Soviet abil ity to det er or in any way to utili ze black 
mail agai nst the United State s.

In my view, th e Soviets have  alwa ys lagged behin d the  Unite d Sta tes in the ir 
app reciation  of the  rea liti es of nuclear logic. Since I feel tha t way and since 
they  have now begun to move in a direct ion which I reg ard  as being the desirable 
direction, I don’t thin k th at  we should sub stit ute  their  judgm ent for our common 
sense when it comes to the  furth er  accu mula tion of offensive nuclear weapons.

We should accept, in fac t, th e reality  th at  the  ABM Tre aty assure s our  de
ter rent for the  years to come. We should not yield to the temptat ion to get back 
into a numb ers race and, as fa r as any polit ical disa dva ntage is concerned
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stemming from the  app eara nce of mat hem atica l supe rior ity,  thi s can be pre 
vented  by a sound, rati onal exp lana tion  of our  views to our  own people, to our 
allie s and to those who might be disposed to be hostil e to us.

Since the  accum ulati on of additio nal offensive weapons by the  Soviet Union 
will give them nothing th at  they do n ot now have and will challenge nothin g that  
is imp orta nt to our nati ona l secur ity, it seems to me th at  we should not, by 
app aren tly att rib uti ng  some mili tary  significance to any such gesture, put our 
selves at a politic al disa dvantag e. This will occur if, and only if, we bad mouth 
our  own strength .

BARGAINING CHIP  ARGUMENT

The third  argu men t th at  has been prese nted is the  so-called barg ainin g chip 
arg ument and th at  to me poses perh aps the dire ct i>otential for  contin ued arm s 
escala tion.

We were told for almo st thr ee years th at  we had to deploy an ABM in orde r 
to ass ure  success at  the first SALT, but as I under stan d the developments, the 
delay in reachi ng an ABM tre aty  stemmed less from Soviet reluc tance  to ent er 
into  an agree ment on defensiv e syste ms than  it did from our own insist ence th at  
a defensive tre aty  he linked to some measu re of contro l over offensive weapons.

Pre side nt Nixon noted in his Sta te of the World Message las t Febru ary  th at : 
The Soviet Union wished to work tow ard an ini tia l agreemen t limite d solely to 
ant iba llis tic missiles. We consider ed th at  so nar row  a solutio n would risk up
set ting  the stra tegi c balance  an d might put  a premium  on the fu rth er  development 
of offensive weapons.

Now, if that  was the  risk  then th at  is wha t the  Interi m Agreeme nt should 
preve nt. The Inte rim Agreeme nt is good if it dimin ishes th at  risk.  If, in fac t, it 
spur s the  arms  race, then  it is indefe nsible  and it will spu r the  arm s race if we 
continue during  arm s contro l nego tiatio ns to tak e the position  th at  we must 
esca late  the arms race in order  to accu mula te fu rth er  bar gain ing  chips.

I thin k the experie nce with  the  ABM Tre aty docum ents justif ies this  app re
hension . Our decision to go ahe ad with  the ABM deploym ent, while the impasse 
contin ued at Helsinki and Vienna, has  ju st  mean t more expense and less control . 
We have continue d with deployment of an unneeded  ICBM ant iba llis tic missile 
defense  centere d in North  Dak ota. The Soviet Union has gone ahead  with its  
Galosh system which could not possibly defend Moscow and now, in a curio us 
twi st, both sides seem to be in a position in which they  may end up with  an 
add itio nal  ABM systems t ha t they  ne ver seemed to wa nt before.

The tre aty perm its us to deploy a command and  contro l ABM aroun d Wash
ington  and the Soviets are  ent itle d to build eas t of the Ura ls a defense of ICBM 
missile s. But whet her or not they go a head  it seems to me, sir, th at  the  Congress 
should  r ejec t any fu rth er  ABM e xpenditures .

Wit h the completion of the tre aty  it seems obvious th at  not even a barga in- 
chip argu ment can be advan ced as a reason  for deploying a system th at  can pro 
vide no effective  defense.

In my view, the reaso n that  the  Soviet Union and  the Unite d Sta tes have been 
able to negot iate and have been able to reach an agree ment is because each side 
has had to recognize the other side’s techn ical pote ntia l. Each side must recog
nize th at  it it not callable of achiev ing any sort of meanin gful advanta ge in the 
str ate gic  weapons field un less the  o ther  side is willing  to concede t ha t advan tage,  
and nothing in the  hist ory  of the  arm s race indicate s any such concession or any 
such prospe ct of one droppi ng out  of the competit ion if the  com petition  continues. 
Nei ther  side need let the oth er one gain an appre ciable  adv anta ge and nei ther  
side will.

So, i f the barga ining- chip argu men ts is valid, and if it is going to be used, what 
it mean s is th at  the  cont inua tion  of stra teg ic arm s limi tati on talk s will lead to 
agre eme nts to a rm ra th er  th an agree ment s on arm s co ntrol.

SALT AGREEMENTS SHO ULD  BE CONSIDERED ON TH EI R OWN  MERITS

As Pre sident  Nixon has  suggested , the SALT agree ments  should be considered  
by Congress on th eir own consi derab le merit s. I think th at  decisions on new nu
cle ar weapon systems th at  are  not now forbidd en should be made enti rely  sep ar
at e from  the consid eratio n of these  agree ments  and should be ma de with prim ary 
emp hasis on the ir implic ations  fo r effective arm s co ntrol in the futu re.

Any program th at  thr eat ens  the reta lia tor y capa bility of eit her  side should 
be rejec ted. I refe r, of course, specia lly to such things as ant isub mar ine wa rfa re 
prog rams or any thin g else th at  might have the same impact as an ant iba llis tic 
missil e defense in appe aring to challe nge the  ret aliato ry capa bili ty of e ith er side.



AGREEM ENT S ASS URE  TIME FOR SE NS IBLE SELF-RES TRA INT

In my view, the  major accomplishment of the agree ments  signed at Moscow 
is to assure  time for sensible sel f-re stra int . No a ction that  the Soviet Union can 
take, at least for the dur atio n of the Interim Agreement, can thr eat en our  det er
ren t or in any respect  endanger our secur ity.

Accordingly, I would recommend th at  we announ ce now th at  we are wit h
holding any fu rth er  deployment of nuclear  weapons pending fu rth er  negotia tions. 
The ABM Treat y does not requ ire tha t, ju st  because it is perm itted , we m ust go 
ahead and spend fu rth er  billions on a useless ABM site. What  the  ABM Tre aty  
does provide is th at  we need no more MIRVs, no new bombers, no lar ger sub
marines to enable us to p ene trat e a  nonexi st Soviet defense.

Ins tead of barg aini ng chips. I think our restr ain t can cre ate  the  best climate 
for furth er  progr ess in arms limi tations. Our example can be well pulicized and 
can, and I believe would put  great pres sure  on the Soviet Union to respond in 
kind.

The  agree ments  reached at  Moscow can do much to move the world tow ard 
nucle ar san ity  and I would suggest th at  any arguments  th at  dimin ish this 
bright promise should be taken with at  le ast a grain  of salt.

Tha nk you, sir.
(Mr. Wa rnke’s p repa red stat eme nt follows :

Prepared Statement of Paul C. Warnke, Former Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for I nternational Security Affairs

the  salt agreements as arms control

On th eir  own merit s, the Moscow agreements can con stit ute  a gia nt step  to war d 
effective contro l over stra teg ic nuc lear  weapons. The ABM tre aty  is real istic 
recognition that  no physical defense is possible a gainst  a nuclear at tack  of  signifi
can t size. By its terms , both of the nuclear superp owers accept the proposition 
th at  secu rity again st nuclear  deva stat ion depends  instead on the certa int y th at  
an at tac ke r would himsel f be d estroye d by a ret ali ato ry second strike.

The accompanying Interim  Agreement  provid es some measure  of contro l over 
offensive missile systems. Though disap pointingly permissive, it nonethe less 
can be a useful beginning toward comprehensive rest rict ion  of offensive nuclear  
weapons. But  its util ity  in real  arm s contro l depends upon its  expl icati on and 
acceptance as a means  fac ilit ating  fu rth er res tra int . If, instead, its  suppo rt is 
linked to Congressional adoptio n of crash programs in many of the  offensive 
weapons are as which it does not cover, thi s Interim  Agreement could prove to 
be sligh tly worse than no offensive agreem ent at all.

Whethe r or not offensive weapons are  rest ricted, the ABM tre aty by itse lf 
would const itu te the single gre atest ma jor  accomplihment in controllin g the 
nuclear  a rms  race, with  its inordin ate  expense and  incalc ulable  ri sks, by it s adop 
tion, each side will accept the policy th at  a str ate gic  nuclear  exchange, in ligh t 
of the modern technology of de ath,  spells out only the assu red dest ruction  of both. 
Soviet stra teg ic planners , as quoted by advocates of an American nuclear  wa r
fighting capability,  have  in the  past charac terized  the  conce pt of mutual  assured 
dest ruct ion by its  acron ym—a “MAD policy.” Now’, however, the  SALT ABM 
tre aty  att es ts tha t, in the nigh tma re nuc lear  world, “though this  be m adness, yet  
there is  method in it.”

In all logic, the res tric tion on ABM defenses should eliminate  any fea r th at  
eith er side may acq uire  a first str ike  capability . Thus  it should ens ure  stabil ity  
and fore stal l the accum ulation of add itional offensive weapons. Since each has  
abandoned any real  attem pt to defend itse lf from nuc lear  attack , the  number of 
war heads th at  would survive even a n all-out first str ike  would be sufficient tota lly 
to dev astate  the  at tack er’s society. Fo r example, if the Soviet Union, by str iking 
first, could destroy  all of our  ICBMs and all our bombers, and even if the att ac k 
could catch  and destroy most of our  subm arines in port, 10 surviving Poseidon 
subm arines could aim l,G00 w’arh ead s at  the Soviet Union. They would run  out 
of tar get s before they ran  out of missiles. In thu s assu ring  ret aliato ry capa bility, 
the  ABM tre aty  makes con tinuation  of the  missile numbers game a mindless 
exercise.

To the ext ent  th at  the Interim Agreeme nt actu ally leads  toward the  lim itat ion  
of offensive weapons, it can be a desi rable complement  to the ABM treaty . But  
to the ext ent  th at  it is used as an argument for accelerated construction  and de
ployment of new offensive systems, it  can only nulli fy the  gain s the tre aty  has
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achieve d and  thu s disserve the cause of genuine arm s limi tation. It  becomes an 
agreemen t to a rm—no t arms control.

The ceilings put on ICBMs and SLBMs give a mat hem atic al edge to the 
Soviets in both land-base d and  sea-based missiles. In aggregates , they  are per
mitted abo ut 2,350 missile laun chers th at  ca n reach Unite d States terri tor y while 
we are  res tric ted  to some 1,710 th at  can he aimed at  the  Soviet Union from our 
ICBM silos and missile subm arines . Bu t this  nuclear edge gives the Soviet Union 
no pra ctic al mili tary  capab ility th at  we do not have, and th at  we would not have 
with  fa r fewer  missiles enti rely  ap ar t from our commanding lead in stra teg ic 
bombers  and  deliverable  warh eads . Elim inat ion of any forl orn lioi>e of ABM 
defens e of population s and faci litie s makes  eit her  ceiling figure a flag ran t ex
ample of milita ry redund ancy. And even if our  pote ntia l adv ersary  should elect a
to pour add itional resource s into add itio nal  warh eads , we need have no concern.
Inst ead , we might  properly  feel some grat ifica tion  th at  he has not used these 
funds for  more meani ngful and more mischievo us purposes .

Sensibly constru ed, the  Interim Agreement  is of some value in assurin g the 
surviv al of our land-based missile  deter ren t for the  indefin ite fut ure . Limited to *
no more tha n 313 large  missiles of SS-9 size or greater , and  with no tes ting  yet 
of tru e MIRV technology, a Soviet counterfo rce stri ke would leave  enough Min
utemen  to obl iterate the Soviet Union, even withou t res ort  to our  subm arine  
launc hed missiles  and our nuclear  bombers. It  thus  le ngthens the lead time dur ing 
which, if we are  really serious about  nuc lear arm s control,  we can exerc ise re
str ai nt  and look for reciprocal action  from  the Soviet Union. Bu t pu rsu it of this 
sound policy requires an explana tion  of the  Interim  Agreement which focuses on 
the  fac t th at  we can accept the  numerica l imbalance  because it is in fac t tota lly 
irrele vant to our  secur ity. To suggest  ins tead  th at  this missile surp lusa ge must 
be offset by the expe nditure of add itional billions on str ate gic  offensive systems 
th at  are outs ide the  parameters of the agreement  is inco nsist ent and self-defeat
ing. If missile  numbers were a valid  mea sure  of nat ion al stre ngt h, the  Interim  
Agreem ent would be improvident. Since they are  mil itar ily meaning less, ther e is 
noth ing for  which we need compensate.

We must not let arm s control be conv erted into a new reason for esca lating the 
arm s race. This  will be the  ironic  and trag ic result  if the  Congress accepts any 
of the thr ee  curre nt argu men ts used to jus tify  new stra teg ic weapon s programs.

The firs t of these  fallacies is th at  approval of the  tre aty  and Interim Agree
ment must be lin ked with new funding of s tra teg ic weapons prog rams to preserv e 
our  securi ty. Secr etary  Lai rd has  to ld th is Committe e t ha t the price  fo r Pentag on 
supp ort of the  SALT accords is Congressional appr oval  of proposed programs  f or 
a new manned stra teg ic bomber and a new underwater -launched missile system 
car ried by a subm arine  about the size o f the larg est Soviet surf ace  ship and more 
expensive tha n our most modern att ac k car rie r. Suggested also is a submar ine- 
borne crui se missile. This has lit tle  more me rit tha n a nuclear  arrowh ead  shot 
from a cross-bow. If  the  SALT agre ements mean th at  we mus t spend more 
money and buy more weapons for our secur ity, they should not be approved by 
Congress. Ins tead they should  be sent  back to the draw ing boar d with the re
quest  t ha t the  job be done again and be done better. *

Pre sident  Nixon has now asse rted , however, th at  the  arms  lim itat ion  agree 
ments  should  be approved on their meri ts. He assure s u s th at  he would not have 
signed them unless he believed th at  ‘‘stan din g alone, they were in the inte res t 
of the  Unite d Sta tes .” B ut at  the  same time, in his news conference of Jun e 22nd, *
he has conten ded th at  fa ilu re  to appro ve the  new offensive weapons  program 
“would seriously jeopardize the  security of the United Sta tes  and jeopardiz e the 
cause  of world peace.” His position seems to rest  on two fu rth er  arguments  th at  
differ some what  from Secreta ry La ird ’s contention th at  the  agree ment s and new 
fund ing must be linke d.

One of these argu men ts app ears  to be based on m ilit ary  cosmetics  ra th er  than 
milita ry capa bility. It is emphasized th at  the  Soviet Union has indicate d its in
tent ion to go a head with programs  in are as not contro lled by t he Int erim Agree
ment. With both countries confined to token  ABM sy stems th at  can defend  neith er 
populations nor ind ustrial plan ts, the only mission for more war hea ds would be 
as Winston Churchill put  it, to “make  the rubb er bounce.” The Soviets have al 
ways lagged  behind us in str ate gic  doctrine. We should not now sub sti tut e their 
judg men t for  our own common sense. Ra the r we should accept the  fac t th at  the 
ABM tre aty  assure s our ret aliato ry de ter ren t for years to come and  we should 
see th at  thi s fac t is app recia ted by our  own people, by our frie nds , and by those 
who might feel disposed to  be un frien dly.



Strategic nuclear forces can serve no purpose except to deter an enemy from using his. By this single sensible c riterion we have more than enough and can
not tall  into an inferior position unless this deter rent is threatened. With the ABM limitation, nothing tha t can threa ten it is remotely in prospect. Whatever 
else the Soviet Union may do in the offensive nuclear missile area is without military  meaning. It can give them a political advantage if, and only if, we ap pear to concede it to them by depreciating our own strength.

The "bargaining chips” argument is the third  risk tha t arms control may 
be converted into arms escalation. We were told for almost three years tha t we had to deploy an ABM in order to assure success at SALT. But the delay in reaching an ABM agreement seems to have stemmed less from Soviet re- calitrance than from our own insistence tha t an ABM limita tion be accompanied by limitations on offensive weapons. As noted in President Nixon’s State  of the 
World message of February 9, 1972: “The Soviet Union wished to work toward an initial  agreement limited solely to antiba llistic missiles. We considered tha t so narrow a solution would risk upsetting the strategic balance, and might put a premium on the further development of offensive weapons.” The Interim Agreement can be defended only i f in fact it diminishes tha t risk. If  it spurs 
the arms race, then it is indefensible. It  will do so if new offensive nuclear weapons systems are supported as bargaining chips for further  negotiations.Our decision to deploy an ABM, while the impasse continued, has meant jus t more expense and less control. Experience shows tha t nations hoard obsolete weapons just  as some wealthy men save string. We now’ seem condemned to continue with our unneeded ABM defense of some Minuteman missiles in North Dakota. The Soviets will probably retain thei r “Galosh” system tha t can’t defend Moscow’. Indeed, we may both end up with an additional mirror image ABM we never seemed to want before. The treaty permits us to deploy a “command and control” ABM around Washington. They are entitled to build, east of the Urals, 
and away from Soviet populated areas, an ABM defense for some of their  missiles. Whether or not they engage in profligate futility , Congress should reject any fur the r ABM expenditures. Not even a “bargaining chip” argument can be advanced now th at an effective ABM limi tation has been achieved.

What has led both nations to the bargaining table and what can lead to 
lasting and comprehensive limitations on offensive weapons is each side’s recognition of the other’s technical potential. The agreements, presumably, were designed to avoid the costs of converting tha t potential  into weapons tha t would then be countered and nullified. Neither need—and neither  will—let the other achieve a position of appreciable bargaining advantage. To continue to build additional nuclear weapons systems in order to bargain from strength will mean only tha t the final bargain will be the poorer. In the interim, the existence of negotiations will have been used to spur the arms race. If - the “bargaining chip” argument is to prevail, it is questionable tha t we can continue to afford arms 
control negotiations.

As President Nixon has suggested, the SALT agreements should be considered by Congress on their  own considerable merits. Decisions on new’ nuclear weapons systems not now forbidden should be made separately and with primary emphasis on their arms control implications. Those that may threaten  the  Soviet retalia tory capability should be rejected as inconsistent with the SALT accords. Measures tha t serve, like the ABM limitation, to protect the mutual deterrent should be favorably considered. Among them are restrictions on further testing  and on developments in ASW. They should have top priority in the negotiations tha t 
are to follow’.

The major accomplishment of the agreements signed at Moscow’ is to assure time for the sensible self-restrain t tha t can bring an end to the nuclear arms race. No action the Soviet Union can take at least  for the duration of the Interim Agreement can threaten  our deter rent or endanger our security. We therefore should announce now that we are withholding any furth er deployment of nuclear weapons pending fur ther negotiations. The ABM trea ty does not mean tha t, because it is not forbidden, we must spend furthe r billions on useless ABM sites. The tr eaty  does mean that we need no more MIRVs, no new bombers, 
no larger submarines to penetrate  a non-existent Soviet defense.

Our rest rain t can. moreover, create the best climate for further  progress in 
arms limitations. This example—which can and should be w’ell publicized— would put pressure on the  Soviets to respond in kind and would turn the nego
tiations  themselves into a medium for arms control.



The agreements  reached at Moscow can do much to move the world toward nuclear sanity . Any arguments tha t diminish the ir promise should be taken with at least a grain of salt.
Senator Sparkman. Thank you very much, Mr. Warnke.

B—1 BOMBER AND TRIDE NT  SUB MARIN E

Senator  Griff in . Mr. Warn ke, of course . I ’m not  involve d in the  
SA LT  n ego tiat ions, bu t I do th ink th at  in view of  some of the  publ ic 
cha rges o r crit icism, I guess,  tha t have  been made, it would be well if 
we got in the  record your  pos ition with  respect to the  R -l  bomber.

I t ’s rep ort ed th at  you had  opposed the  dev elopment  and produc
tion of  the  B -l  bomber.

Is  th at  corre ct ?
Mr. W arnke . I have expressed my concern abo ut the  B -l bomb er 

as not being the optimum  replacement  bomber, yes. In  th at  respect, 
of course, sim ila r comments have been made  by Pr es iden t Ca rte r.

Senator  Griff in . And the Tr iden t sub marine?
Mr. W arnke . The T rid en t s ubm arin e s tru ck  me as being q uite ques

tion able  as  the ap prop ria te follow-on  su bmarin e because of  its  size and unit costs.
I have  been concerned abo ut it because, rea lly,  th e grea tes t securi ty 

th at  we have  with our SL BM 's—o ur  sub ma rine launch ed ballis tic 
missiles—is th ei r relativ e inv uln era bil ity . I f  an tisubma rin e warfare  
deve lopm ents  continue, then  a la rg er  sub marine bu t a smaller fleet 
might ren der us less secure th an  if  we had  more  sub marines and, 
hence, more targ ets fo r the Sov iet  Un ion  to hav e to search  out and  
destroy.

TRIDENT MISSILE

I have con sistently support ed  the  Tr iden t missi le, because th at’s 
wha t gives you the  increased capabili ty.  The Trid en t miss ile, o f course, 
ini tia lly  raises the  rang e from 2,000 m iles to 4,000 miles,  a nd  I  believe 
th at  the  follow -on one has a ran ge  at 6,000 miles. Tha t is a dis tin ct 
increase in the de ter rent  efficacy o f ou r force,  and I su pp or t it. Bu t I 
wonder wheth er we sho uldn t  have th at  miss ile pe rha ps  on more  pla tfo rms.

M-X MOBILE  ICBM

Senator  Griffin . Then, as we have tri ed  to somehow deve lop our 
defense capabil ity , the re is the  MX [Exp eri me ntal Miss ile] mobile ICB M.

What is your position  on th at ?
Mr. W arnke. My pos ition on th at , Senator , would dep end  upon 

how successfu l we are  in nego tia tin g an arm s con trol  agre eme nt.
Obvious ly, if  o ur ICBM  s were to become vul ner abl e ove r a per iod  

of time , we would  have to take some step to insure  t he ir  v iab ili ty , a nd 
one mean s th at  would  h ave  to  be e xplore d would be th e mobile missile.

Now it has  cer tain  prob lems, of  course, in terms  of  ver ifia bil ity  if  
you do succeed in ge tting  an arm s control agreem ent . So i t’s a question  
of whether you can get the arm s control  agreem ent  in tim e to  make 
it, unnecessary  to deve lop the  MX , and  that , of  course, dep end s upon  the  progress itse lf.
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M X -l  TA NK

Senator  Griffin. In  the area of conventional arms tha t we would have to rely on, if we are not going to use nuclear weapons, you have been critical of the new M X- l tank.
Is tha t correct?
Mr. Warnke. Aga in, as I  expressed in my beginn ing comments, I ’m concerned about the growing unit cost of some of the replacement systems. Given the experience of the Yorn Kippu r War of 1973 and the obvious gains tha t have been made in smar t bombs and sm art missiles—the so-called PG M’s—we ought to consider whether we perhaps should go for more and cheaper units, rather  than  individual units perhaps in fewer  numbers but grea ter cost.« Senator Griffin . So you would disagree with the M X- l tank.Mr. Warnke. I think it’s a program tha t ought to be examined from the standpoint of the impact of the PGM’s; yes.

16-DIVIS ION ARMY

Senator  Griffin . And when the Army went to 16 divisions, you opposed th at. You thought they should stay at 13.Is tha t righ t?
Mr. Warnke. I questioned whether or  not an adequate justification had been given for it. That’s correct.

CUTBACK OF U.S.  NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN  EUROPE

Senator  Griffin. You’ve indicated the cutback from 7,000 to less than  1,000 of  ou r tactica l nuclear weapons in Europe.Mr. Warnke. Again, I testified that I thought tha t we probably ought to take a look at our tactical nuclear weapons in Europe from the standpoint of the  security o f the United State s; yes. I  th ink some are positioned in a fashion that ought to be reexamined.
F—1 4, F -1 5 , AND F -1 6  PLANES

Senator Griffin . What  about th e F-14 plane and the F-15  plane?Mr. W arnke. I have supported the F-15 plane. I have questioned whether the F-14, again, was an approp riate replacement for the F-4. I suggested at one point we ought to explore a cheaper alternat ive.„ They have now come up with the F-18.  which I support.Senator Griffin. Wha t about the  F-16 ?
Mr. Warnke. The F-16, again, s trikes he as being a desirable  development because it moves in the direction of get ting more cost-effective systems in the  light  of the developments of the defensive weapons,
representation of general dynamics BY  MR. warnke’s law firm
Senator Griffin. I  know my time is ru nnin g out here, Mr. Chai rman, but let me ask one more question, if I  may.
Does vour law firm represent General Dynamics?Mr. "Warnke. It  does.
Senator Griffin. I t does.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will have some more questions when I get another chance.
The Chairman. We have Senator Culver with us. I would like to 

invite him to ask questions, if he sees fit to do so.
Senator Culver. That  is very k ind of you, Mr. Chairman, but I  will 

certainly withhold any questions tha t I may have until all members 
of the committee have had a chance to ask theirs.

I do apprecia te your kindness.
The Chairman. We are very glad to have you here.
Senator Danforth  ?

CONSISTE NCY OF PRESIDE NT’S AND MR. WARNK F.’s  STATEM ENTS ON DEFEN SE 
CA PABIL ITY

*
Senator  Danforth. Mr. Warnke, in the famous second debate d ur

ing the past campaign, then-Governor Carter stated, “when I  become 
President, we will not only be s trong in those areas”—refer ring to 
some others—“but also in defense, a defense capability second to none.”

In the winter of 1974 and 1975, in a periodical entitled, “Perspec
tives on Defense,” you said, “The claims tha t we must  be number one, 
tha t we cannot afford to be a second-rate power, that  our opportuni ties 
to negotiate effectively i f the Soviets require tha t we negotiate from a 
position of superior strength, do not have the kind of appeal they once had.”

Do you believe t hat  these two statements are inconsistent?
Mr. Warnke. I don’t believe that  they are inconsistent, Senator 

Danforth. I believe, and I have said repeatedly, tha t we cannot yield 
superior ity either in strategic or conventional arms to the Soviet Union.

I believe, however, t ha t if you try  and be number one across the 
entire board, you then foreclose any chance of effective arms control 
negotiations because the  other side will not accept tha t kind of position.

We have to recognize th at nobody is going to  negotiate themselves 
into a position of infer iority if they have the means to  prevent tha t 
from happening, and that , therefore, if you pursue arms control init ia
tives, you have to recognize tha t what you are really going to end up *
with is an agreement which is satisfac tory to both sides. If  the  arms 
control agreement is not satisfac tory to both sides, you are not going 
to have any agreement. And if  you ge t one, i t will* not be viable be
cause the side tha t finds that  it has been out-traded,  obviously will *repudiate  it.

Senator  Danforth. Do you think tha t the comment about defense 
capability second to none should represent the position o f the United States ?

Mr. Warnke. I  do. I  t ranslate tha t as meaning the same as tha t we 
would not yield superiority to the Soviet Union.

NEED FOR GROUND FORCES AND NAVAL FORCES

Senator  Danforth. In “Foreign Policy” in 1970-71, you said tha t 
“we need not procure ground forces for protrac ted land wars or naval forces for an extensive war.”
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Do you still agree with th at position?
Mr. Warnke. I think tha t in a nuclear age you have to recognize 

the fact that a protracted war would not remain conventional because 
of the fact th at one side would begin to win and one side would begin 
to lose. And if the side th at was losing felt tha t its v ital interests  were 
involved, then the nuclear threshold is reached.

So I think that what we ought to be prepared for, as Senator  Nunn 
and Senator  Bartle tt have suggested, is to be able to  respond to sur
prise attack in Europe. We cannot rely on the fact tha t we would 
be able to take our time to br ing up te reserve because we are going to 
be fighting a 2- or 3-year war.

I believe that to be true.

REDUCTION IN  U.S.  CONVENTIONAL CAPABILITY

Senator Danforth. Do you think we should have a reduction in our 
conventional capabilities?

Mr. Warnke. No; I don’t t hink t hat  we should have a reduct ion in 
our conventional capabilities because a t the  present time the CIA esti
mates are tha t the Soviet Union is spending more money than we an
ticipated on them,  and, as a consequence, we would be rash, part icu
larly at a time when we are try ing  to  reach arms control agreements, 
to cut back on our actual capability.

Senator Danforth. Is this a change in position for you ?
Mr. Warnke. No ; I  have suggested in the past th at we could reduce 

the defense budget, but that is not inconsistent with the position of 
maintining a conventional capability . It  is a question of finding more 
effective ways to perform the desirable and necessary missions.

RELIANCE ON NUCLEAR RATHER THAN  CONVENTIONAL DEFENSE

Senator Danforth. Is it fai r to say tha t over the long term you 
would rely on nuclear defense rather th an conventional defense?

Mr. Warnke. I t is not, no, because it seems to me that  if you tr y and 
rely jus t on your nuclear capability, you get yourself back into the con
cept of massive reta liation,  which is basically implausible. You have 
to be able to respond in flexible fashion.

The flexible response doc trine was developed, I think , during Mr. 
McNamara’s early years in the Pentagon, and I agree with it.

PLAUSABILIT Y OF STRATEGIC NUCLEAR WAR

Senator  Danforth. You said th at strateg ic nuclea r war is implausi
ble?

Is  th a t c orrect ?
Mr. Warnke. I  say tha t the initia tion o f strateg ic nuclear war is im

plausible. You might blunder into it.
Senator Danforth. I am talk ing about defense. I am talk ing about 

us being in a defensive posture.

CUTBACKS IN  CONVENTIONAL DEFENSE

You have, as I understand it, suggested cutbacks in our conven
tional defense.
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Mr. Warnke. I have suggested cutbacks in the defense budget; tha t is correct.
Senator  Danforth. And in the amount of manpower tha t we deploy.Is th at not correct ?
Mr. Warnke. I  have suggested th at we ought to take a look a t that, too, because the cost of manpower is now something like 53 percent of our total defense budget.
Senator Danforth. In fact, in 1970-71 you suggested a cut in manpower from 22 divisions to 17 divisions.
Is that  correct?
Mr. Warnke. And I believe that some of those cuts have since been made.
Senator Danforth. You believe that they have been made ?
Mr. Warnke. I believe some of them have.
Senator Danforth. Do you support tha t ?
Mr. Warnke. I , of course, don’t have access to all of the  da ta a t the present time. My impression is t ha t our conventional s trength is adequate for the  missions. I  base tha t on what the J oin t Chiefs have testi fied to the Congress, and it is what the  Secretary of Defense has stated, 

tha t he believes the defensive forces of the tln ited States  are adequate to perform their missions.
I have no reason to disagree with that .
Senator Danforth. The question is what thei r mission is. Correct?Mr. Warnke. Yes.

CONCEIV ABILITY OF PROTRACTED LAN D WAR

Senator Danforth. Do you still believe that a protracted land war is inconceivable ?
Mr. Warnke. Inconceivable may be too st rong a word. I would say that  it is highly unlikely because if you take a look a t the least unlikely theatre , i t would be Western Europe. And I think the question then is what would happen in the course of a conventional war in Europe. We have those tactical nuclear  weapons there; the Soviet Union has the tactical nuclear weapons there.
I think  tha t in the face of some sort of mass attack, tha t there might 

be the resort to use of the tactica l nuclear weapons, and no one knows what the escalation would achieve.
But the fact that weapons technology has advanced so much since 

World War II  probably means th at a replay of World War I I  is at least highly unlikely, if  not inconceivable.

U. S.  RESPONSE TO OF FENS IVE AGAINST EUROPEA N ALLY

Senator Danforth. The question I want to get at is supposing tha t there is an offensive against an ally of ours, against Western  Europe. What  kind of a response would we be in a position to make ?
Mr. Warnke. I would gather , again from the posture statements of the Secretary  of Defense, tha t he has felt that  we are in a position where we could respond with conventional force to try  and deflect or defer any such attack by the Soviet Union.
Senator  Danforth. For a limited period of time?



59

Mr. Warnke. F or whatever period of time was necessary. And then, of course, you do have the possibility of a resort to tactica l nuclear 
weapons.

Now I cannot  testify as to whether we have the conventional strength  
at the present time on a nyth ing other than  secondhand information, but I  have to rely upon the Jo int  Chiefs and the Secretary  of Defense. 
If  we don’t have th at strength, then I suggest that we have been improvident during the years since I have been out of Government. [General laughter.]

►
MR. WAR NKE ’s POSITIONS DURING MARCH 9, 19 76  BUDGET COMMITTEE 

TESTIMONY

► Senator Danforth. Le t me read to you some comments you madebefore the Budget Committee on March 9, 1976 and ask you if these still represent your positions.
You said:

I th ink tha t we ought to st art  off with the proposition that  our national security is threatened from a military standpoint only by Soviet military power and only if tha t threa tens our own terri tory  or the independence of those whose independence is integral  to our own. Those are Western Europe and Japan and those other countries such as Israel, where history and culture similarly have given us a distinct commitment.
Do you still agree with tha t ?
Mr. Warnke. I do.
Senator  Danforth. Then you sa id:
I believe at  the present time, and I know on this Mr. Nitze and I are  in disagreement, t hat  it is not necessary to make a decision to  go ahead with a whole new generation of strateg ic nuclear  missiles.
Do you still agree with  that  ?
Mr. Warnke. I do. Tha t is why I say that we have to proceed and see whether arms control is feasible at this  point and whether that would avoid the necessity for  going ahead with such a new generation.Senator Danforth. Then you s aid :
The more tha t we do in the way of modernization of nuclear forces and the more tha t we do in terms of protecting the survivabil ity of ICBM’s, the more chance there  is tha t we will end up with a s ituation in which no verifiable agreement can be reached.
Do you still agree with tha t ?
Mr. W arnke. I certain ly do ; yes. Tha t is why I say i t is a matte r * of great  urgency tha t we explore the possibilities of arms control,because otherwise, initia tives  will be taken which will make it far  more difficult to get a verifiable, solid arms control agreement.

proceeding with mobile missiles

Senator Danforth. I did not understand your answer to Senator Griffin. Do you agree tha t we should proceed with mobile missiles?Mr. Warnke. At the present time?
Senator Danforth. Yes.
Mr. Warnke. I don’t thin k tha t decision has to be made at the 

present time.
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Senator  Danforth. As I understand it, your position is tha t it would 
depend upon how we go with the negotiations.

Is that  correct ?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Danforth. I thank you. My time is up.
The Chairman. Senator Humphrey, would you care for another 

round ?
Senator Humphrey. No ; I thin k I  have had my say. I  am satisfied.
The Chairman. Senator Culver, do you want to ask anything?
Senator Culver. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I very much +  

appreciate  your kindness in permi tting members of the Armed Services 
Committee to be here and ask questions at these hearings.

COMMENDATION OF MR. WARNKE •

Mr. Warnke, at the outset let me tell you how much I personally 
respect and appreciate the fact tha t you are willing to give yourself 
to public life and public service in this capacity for which you have 
been nominated.

It  seems to me that being one of the few voices that  has participated 
in this crucial debate over our national security policy, one who has 
spoken out forthrightly and honestly, published views, and contributed 
in the most useful way to an informed debate on this subject—and 1 
must say I think there is only a small group of people who have the 
expertise and the background to make such a contribution—you should 
be greatly  commended and not criticized for t hat  part icipation.

Mr. Warnke. Thank you, sir.
Senator  Culver. I think it is an invaluable national  service.

what u.s. security depends on

Mr. Warnke, I  see tha t in your criticisms of certain defense expendi
tures over the last few years you have often used a broad interpretation  
of what actually constitutes t rue  national security posture, including 
such factors as the s tate of the economy and other domestic needs.

Do you believe that  our security depends on more than  just defense?
Mr. Warnke. I believe tha t it does, Senator Culver. I think tha t * 

what we have to  have is the  kind of allocation of prior ities tha t rec
ognizes the role of defense, that recognizes that there are other needs as 
well if we’re going to have a harmonious society in which the welfare 
of the people of the United States is insured. We have to  have a coun- «
try  worth protecting as well as the means to protect it.

REDUCTION OF U.S . TROOPS IN  EUROPE

Senator  Culver. I recall, Mr. Warnke,  I  served in the Congress in 
the early 1970’s and the la te 1960’s when there was considerable debate 
and support for reducing U.S. troops in Europe. You were an out
spoken defender of our commitments there, as I recall.

Mr. Warnke. That is correct, sir.
Senator Culver. And you argue tha t we should not unilaterally 

make a substantial reduction of our troops and tha t a strong  U.S. 
conventional posture in Europe was a wise investment in deterrence.
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Am I correct in tha t recollection of your views?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct, Senator Culver. I  was concerned about 

what was then referred to as the Mansfield amendment because I 
thought that  tha t might be something which would set back the sta 
bility  of the si tuation in Europe. I thought  tha t both from the political 
standpoint and from the standpoint of our conventional defense capa
bility that would be a risky thing  to do.

U.S. NEGOTIATING INITIA TIV E CONCERNING FOREIGN ARMS SALES

Senator Culver. Now Mr. Warnke, you have also urged a more 
restrictive policy on foreign arms sales in general. I  am ta lkin g about 
the conventional thea ter now as distinguished from the nuclear one.

As you are aware, I think many of us from Congress have been 
urging some serious initiat ives by the U.S. Government leading toward 
interna tional  conference on the subject of bring ing about some sort 
of rational rest rain t in the pathological competition for arms sales in 
the world today.

Now recognizing that this  issue is necessarilv and proper ly related 
to the one on standardization, of our NATO allies and our equipment 
procurement purchase policy in tha t regard, I  was interested in what 
thoughts you have about the feasibil ity of such an undertaking. Ad
mittedly,  it is awesome in terms of the problems it represents, but 
many of  us were disappointed that the NSC and Secretary  Kissinger  
reported last October extremely pessimistically about any prospects 
for meaningful international controls.

I  wondered what your thoughts were now on that  subject and where 
you think ACDA could be a critical parti cipant in developing an ap
prop riate  U.S. negotiating initia tive and what prospects you see for 
general arms rest raint  in the conventional area of arms policy ?

Mr. Warnke. Pres iden t Car ter has announced his determination 
to see to it  th at we avoid being in the posture of arms supplier  to the 
world.

T think it is extremely important tha t we do change our policy in 
tha t regard. I  think tha t, just as with  regard to the tra nsfer o f nuclear 
technology, sometimes commercial considerations have appeared  to 
override what I  regard  as being sound security policy.

Now we are at the present point the world’s leading arms supplier 
to foreign countries. Accordingly, it is appropriate for us to take  a 
lead in t ryin g to bring  together some sort of a conference of the o ther 
principal arms suppliers, which would, of  course, have to include the 
Soviet Union, as well as France, the United  Kingdom and probably 
West Germany, and see i f we can’t reach some kind of overall inter
national agreements on the control of these transfers.

What is to me of major concern is the fact tha t the quality  and 
sophistication of the weapons that are being transmitted a t the present 
time are increasingly high.

Now what that  does, of course, is to  exaggerate  the possibilities for 
major conflict in some of these areas to which they are being tra ns
ferred.

I th ink it is also shorts ighted from the  standpoint of preserving  our 
own technological lead because when we trans fer some of our more
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sophisticated systems to other countries, obviously, the security of 
those systems is jeopardized.

Now I  thin k th at an international  conference and some agreed-upon 
internat ional restr aints would be very much in our interest and in the interest of world peace.

SIZE OF U.S. ARMY

Senator Culver. I  was interested in your response to Senator Dan
for th’s questions on the size of the Army divisions and so forth. Of course, subsequent to your recommendation that  we go to 17, we ac
tually went to 13 on the recommendation and support of the Pentagon decisionmakers.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t was my recollection, Senator Culver.
Senator Culver. We are now back to 16 at the prompting  of the 

Congress to  convert more troop detail ratio. So we’re now at 16 as 
opposed to 22. And the manpower costs are now 57 percent as opposed to 53 percent.

TRIDENT SUBMARINE

On the Trid ent sub I was interested in your response to Senator  
Griffin. As I recall, you were not against modernizing the strategic submarine force.

Mr. Warnke. I was not.
Senator Culver. Rather, you questioned whether or not we should 

be making a premature commitment to the Trident system and whether 
it might be be tter to wait until the modernization requirements and technology were more developed.

Is his an accurate representation of your views ?
Mr. W arnke. As I remember the situat ion at that  point. Senator 

Culver, one of the questions was whether you could retrofit the Posei
don submarines with the so-called Triden t missile. It  struck me 
tha t might be the sounder course, and I advocated consideration of 
that as an alternative to going ahead with the Trid ent submarine, 
which, incidentally, is built by General Dynamics.

Senator Culver. I was also interested when you talked about the 
relative cost effectiveness of alternative platforms big and little , that  
I might add tha t in 1974 Secretary Schlesinger and the Navy asked for 
funds for a Narwahl class submarine as a smaller, cheaper alternative 
to Tr ident,  which could give us a cheaper and far  more credible, and 
secure submarine strategic  capabili ty because of the fact that we would 
have more p latform s at less cost, less vulnerable to Soviet detection and destruction.

So, then, once again, I think  we see an illustrat ion where your 
recommendation came in the form of an official recommendation from 
the Pentagon, and, unfor tunate ly, came after  large amounts of money 
had already been expended out to what is now looked upon as a rather 
unwise choice at a critical junctu re in the development of tha t system.

CO M M EN DATI ON OF  M R. W ARNKE

So I appreciate very much not only your being here today and your 
nomination for this cri tically responsible position, which I  enthusias-
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tically  endorse, but I. again, th ink this Nation is indeed for tunate t hat  
men of your stature , your competence and your expertise and knowl
edge are willing not only to subject yourself to certain forms of 
criticism from many people who did not have either the ability or the 
forthr ightness to  express those views and to come forward here today 
and to be willing to serve in this position.

I, for one, who have followed your career  du ring my 12 years in the 
Congress, have seen how oftentimes you are right,  and had tha t wise 
counsel been followed at the time certain critica l decisions were made, 
not only would the American taxpayers have been saved billions and 
billions of dollars, but in my judgment the security of both our 
conventional and s trateg ic deterrents would be far  greater today than  
it is.

And I want you to know th at T feel we are lucky to have you. I 
hope th at we are wise enough to keep you.

Mr. Warnke. Thank you. Thank you very much fo r your generous 
comments, Senator Culver.

Senator Culver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Hatch , would you care to ask some 

questions?
Senator Hatch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate  your  kin d

ness in allowing us to sit in on this committee th is day and to ask a 
few questions.

Mr. Warnke, I  have been very impressed with your  intelligence, your 
knowledge, background and experience that you have exhibited here 
today. I think tha t you have shown yourself to be a very extremely 
knowledgeable and intelligent person in this area.

PO LI CY  OF  RE ST RAIN T

In the spring. 1975 issue of Foreign Policy, you blame the arms 
race and the United States, you state th a t:

As it s only living superpower model, our words and our  actions are  admirably 
calculated to insp ire the  Soviet Union to spend its  substance on mi lita ry man
power and weaponry.

In the same article you go on to state th a t:
We should  instead try  a policy of re str aint  while calling for matc hing 

restr ain t from the  Soviet Union.
The question I have is what exactly do you mean by restra int?

Mr. W arnke. Well, what T mean by restra int is tha t when you are 
in a situation in which your security does not require going ahead with 
some sort of a new weapons development, you announce tha t you 
are exhibit ing restraint and call for a matching response from the 
Soviet Union. It  is a way of achieving arms control by so-called 
reciprocal restraint.

That  is what I mean.
Senator Hatch. Isn 't one example of restra int the nature of our 

strategic  budget ?
Mr. Warnke. It  has been, yes.
Senator H atch. Isn ’t i t the tru th  that our st rategic budget declined 

from 1962 through fiscal year 1976 ?
Mr. Warnke. Th at’s correct.
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Senator Hatch. Isn ’t it true that  our force levels of ICBM’s and 
SLBM’s have remained constant since 1968—tha t is the number of 
deployed ICBM’s and SLBM’s ?

Mr. Warnke. The number of launchers has been constant. O f course 
the number of nuclear warheads has been increasing quite significantly 
durin g tha t period of time—I think at the rate of three a day.

Senator Hatch. I)o you consider the United  States’ modernization  
program for its missile forces to be larg er or smaller than  the Soviet 
modernization program?

Mr. Warnke. I  think that the  Soviets rela tively have been spending 
more money than  we have for the past several years.

At least that ’s what I gather from the press accounts of CIA 
estimates.

Senator Hatch. Is there any evidence of restraints a t all on the pa rt 
of the Soviets?

Mr. Warnke. There has not been and I don’t t hink  you’re going to 
get i t on the basis in which you just cut your  defense budget and hope 
tha t they are going to cut theirs. For one thing, you wouldn’t even be 
able to tell because of  the difficulty of  measuring the ir defense effort 
in comparison with ours. You would have to have very specific meas
ures in which you call for very specific measures in response.

It  has sometimes been described as having concrete measures of par
allel restraint. And what I have suggested—I don’t know. Senator 
Hatch, whether you were in the room a t the  time—is that since we are 
now headed toward negotiations with the Soviet Union, I would think  
tha t any concrete measures of paralle l rest rain t would have to be 
a part of the negotia ting package, rath er than  being in any sort of in
formal context.

Senator H atch. I  see. Then you would agree then tha t there is not 
much evidence of  rest rain t on the part of the Soviets, and, in effect, 
they are developing new ICBM ’s and two new SLBM’s, all within 
MIRV capacity and capability  ?

Mr. Warnke. That is correct.

IM PA CT  OF DROP IN  BOMBERS ON U.S.  STRATEGIC BALA NCE

Senator Hatch. I understand that the U.S. Armed Forces dropped 
dramat ically in the last 5 years.

Could you tell me how much and if it has had any impact on our 
strategic balance? I  understand that we have dropped from 900bomb
ers to about 390.

Mr. W arnke. I believe that what we have done is to retire some of 
the B-52’s. and then, of course, there was some attr ition of B-52’s 
because of their use in a tactical role in the Vietnam War. The ques
tion is whether or not you should go ahead with the B-l as a replace
ment for some of these B-52’s and an ultimate replacement for the en
tire force, or whether some other replacement bomber ought to be determined upon.

Tt is not mv position tha t we ought to eliminate the manned bomber. 
I think we should have the manned bomber as par t of our deterrent 
Triad.
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TRIAD SYSTEM OF DEFENSE

Senator Hatch. Then you do agree with the Tri ad system of 
defense ?

Mr. Warnke. I do.
Senator Hatch. Would we be safe if we did not have an effective 

Triad system of defense?
Mr. Warnke. I think we are safer  and tha t the deterrent  is more 

complete with the Triad, because you’ve got the flexibility and accu- 
< racy of the ICBM’s; you’ve got the relative invulne rability  of the

SLBM’s [Submarine Launched Ballistic ZSIissile] on the nuclear sub
marines. And you have in addition to tha t the fact tha t the bombers 
give you a couple of additional advantages, which, it ’s been said, for 

» example, would complicate any type of attack  plans tha t the Soviets
might have.

You also can scramble them. You can keep them on aler t so th at 
they cannot be destroyed in an attack. And in addition  to tha t, of 
course, they have the fail safe features. They can be called back.

So then, I think the bomber force is a useful force to have.
Senator  Hatch. Do you believe that under our present structu red 

system, that if we only had the Duad, that  the Soviets could monitor 
and knock out a Duad system; th at it would not have the  effectiveness 
of the Tr iad  system ?

Mr. W arnke. I  think it would increase the chances th at the Soviet 
Union might feel tha t a first strike could yield them an advanta ge; yes. 

increase in soviet defense postures and budget

Senator Hatch. Now you’ve indicated that the Soviet defense pos
tures are increasing rather than decreasing.

Mr. Warnke. Again, as I gather from press reports, the CTA has 
recently increased its estimates of Soviet defense spending.

Senator Hatch. And you have indicated tha t their budget at the 
present time is larg er than those of the United States of America ?

Mr. Warnke. That, I  gather, is an arguable position.
» Senator H atch. But you believe they are?

Mr. Warnke. W hat  ?
Senator H atch. I believe you said earlier tha t you thou ght they 

were.
Mr. Warnke. Well, I believe tha t they are  increasing.
Senator  H atch. Increasing.  But you are not sure whether in con

stant dollars it is more than GUI’S ?
Mr. Warnke. I have no basis on which I could reach that conclu

sion. They are spending, obviouslv, more on st rategic forces than we 
are. Overall, you can’t really tell because it depends upon whether  
you cost manpower in American terms or whether you cost it in 
Soviet terms.

Senator  H atch. Would you agree tha t they are at least about 
parallel ?

Mr. W arnke. About as f ar as defense expenditures are concerned?
Senator H atch. Yes.
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Mr. Warnke. I  think tha t they are both very massive expenditures; yes.
Senator Hatch. I s the military research development tests in engineering for  the Soviet Union increasing or decreasing?
Mr. W arnke. I  would not be able to give you any answer on tha t, Senator Hatch.
Senator Hatch. Do you know whether our budgets are larger or smaller than theirs in that area ?
Mr. Warnke. I have no basis on which I  could give you an opinion.

RESTRA INTS W H IC H  WOULD BE IMPOSED

Senator Hatch. Mr. Warnke, in this same “foreign policy” ar ticle, 
the one referred  to earlier, you s tate that “the chances are good that 
highly advertised restra int on our par t will be reciprocated.”

What restra ints would you impose? Now you have indicated tha t 
you would withdraw certain weaponry at certain times, wait 6 months, 
wait to  see what their  intentions would be and then go on from there.

Is tha t basically what you’re talk ing about or do you have some specific things  in mind ?
Mr. Warnke. What I was talk ing about basically was freezing 

certain aspects of weapons development and calling for a freeze on their  part.
Senator Hatch. We would discontinue weaponry development in ceitain  areas and ask them also to discontinue ?
Mr. Warnke. Tha t’s correct.
Many Senators in the United States  have made such proposals in the past. I t is not novel with me.

MX AND  CRUIS E MISSILE

Senator Hatch. I see. Now you have indicated already tha t you 
would not go ahead with the MX, if I understood you correctly.

Mr. Warnke. No. W hat I said is that  I don’t think tha t decision has to be made at the present time.
Senator Hatch. What about the cruise missile?
Mr. W arnke. The cruise missile, I think,  requires extensive study. 

I don’t knowy what the eventual position is that  I would recommend with respect to the cruise missile.
Senator  Hatch. Again, you would t ie tha t in to the actual SALT negotiations?
Mr. Warnke. I would tie it into the SALT negotiations and find out whether or not you could handle  it in tha t context; yes.

B - l  BOMBER

Senator Hatch. Would you agree w ith me tha t the B -l  bomber is 
a supersonic bomber that presently could evade ra dar  detection in its  strike  attack capacity?

Mr. W arnke. I am not familia r, of course, w ith the classified data 
on that.  I have been concerned about the penetrability  of the B-l  
bomber, as compared with, perhaps, a standoff bomber with a long- range missile.
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I think, again, th is is something that requires study. It  is my under
standing it is being studied by the Department o f Defense at  the pres
ent time.

Senator Hatch. As I unders tand it, the B -l  bomber, as a manned 
bomber, can fly at  low altitudes with supersonic speed and fly unde r
neath the present rad ar detection systems of the Soviet Union, which 
could not be remedied for about 6 or 7 years.

Is th at correct, in your judgment ?
Mr. Warnke. I don’t know whether it is correct at the present 

time, Senator Hatch. I know th at the B -l  bomber was developed be
cause of the concern about the high flying bombers that might  be 
vulnerable to Soviet surface-to-air missiles. The concept of the B -l  
was tha t it would come in low on the deck a t very high speeds, and 
tha t the look-down capability  of  Soviet ra dar was sufficiently limited 
so that the chances of it being able to penetra te were greater.

Now, whether tha t rad ar development had occurred in the time since, 
I am not sure. I t is my unders tanding, however, tha t the B-l  is not 
supersonic at low levels.

Senator H atch. You may be righ t, but I have heard both ways.
Now, if th at was true tha t the  B -l  could fly subsonic or supersonic, 

beneath Soviet rada r detection devices at the present time, would tha t 
not be an effective deterrent to Soviet world aggression, assuming tha t 
there is any possibili ty thereof?

Mr. Warnke. Well, it would obviously be a useful adjunct to your 
nuclear dete rrent  under those circumstances.

Senator Hatch. Assuming th at is true, would you want to do away 
with the B -l  bomber as p art  of your part icula r philosophy?

Mr. Warnke. If  the B -l  bomber turns out to be the optimum 
bomber to replace the B-52, then tha t is the bomber we ought to buy.

Senator H atch. What if i t isn’t optimum, but could do exactly what 
I told  you it could do ?

Mr. W arnke. Then the question is, is there some way of doing th at 
same job more effectively at lower cost.

Senator Hatch. And if there isn’t, would you stick with the B-l?
Mr. Warnke. I have already indicated, Senator  Hatch , tha t I be

lieve I would favor a continuation of the manned bomber, and the 
question is what is the best weapons system for tha t purpose.

Senator H atch. I  have a number of other questions in this area, but  
I notice that  my time is up.

Mr. Chairman,  I  do appreciate your courtesy in lettin g me ask these 
questions. I will wait for my next round.

The Chairman. Fine.
Senator  Schmitt ?
Senator Schmitt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy in  

allowing several of us newer Senators to participate.
It  is very in teresting . I t is certain ly a very important  discussion.
The first question I have is how do you prefer to have your name 

pronounced ?
Mr. Warnke. The name is Warn-key.
Senator Schmitt. I see. Two syllables, not three. All right . We’ve 

cleared that  up. We had several c^scussions on that.
My home State  of New Mexico has the unfortunate distinction of 

having  helped herald  a nuclear age which is really the basis for our
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whole discussion and concern here today. I  certain ly wish you and the  
Presiden t well in your efforts to sta rt in some direction away from 
tha t age. I  th ink tha t is extremely important. I think tha t everybody 
feels that deep down inside. Rut our progress there must be extremely 
cautious, as I am sure everybody recognizes.

IMPACT OF U.S.-S OV IET  AGR EEM ENT  ON OTH ER NUCLE AR COUNTRIES

Do you trust the Government of the Soviet Union, Mr. Warnke?
Mr. Warnke. The answer has to be no, Mr. Schmitt. And tha t’s why 

I say if you’re going to get an arms control agreement, you have to 
have one tha t does not rely on t rust,  but which is, in fact, solid and 
verifiable.

Senator Schmttt. Do you tr ust  the Government of France?
Mr. W arnke. I am not really clear on how to answer th at question 

because I ’m not really sure I  know what you mean. Tr ust them to do 
what?

Senator Schmitt. Well, we tend to be negotiating with the Soviet 
Union all the time. There happen to be severela other major  powers 
with nuclear weapons. And some other persons might  well consider 
tha t we have left some participants  out of th is. And I think tha t we 
have to take account in those discussions what the ir reactions would 
be to certain kinds of situations which could st art the whole ball  ro ll
ing in the wrong direction.

Is that  not right  ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Sciimttt. The Peoples’ Republic  of China is certainly  an

other question, plus some of the very small countries th at may or may 
not have a nuclear capabil ity now or sometime soon in the future .

Mr. Warnke. I  ga ther the point tha t you are raising. Senator, is the 
question of what the impact would be o f some kind of s trategic arms 
agreement between the United  States and the Soviet Union, in light 
of the nuclear capability of other countries.

Senator Schmttt. Yes. sir.
Mr. Warnke. You could reach some point at which reductions might 

get you down to the stage at which you would have to be concerned 
about these other countries. Obviously, at the present t ime we and the 
Soviet Union have nuclear arsenals which so f ar outweigh those of 
any other country, tha t we aren’t even talk ing about the kinds of re
straints that  would put  these other countries in a position of any thing  
like competitors in the nuclear field. But tha t stage could be reached, 
I g ran t you, theoretically.

Senator Schmttt. And even a small country can tr igger something 
that  would be verv difficult to stop.

Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator  Schmttt. You have been out of the direct mainstream of 

Government, activity for 8 years and. presumably, from your remarks, 
you have not yet been given certain classified briefings and certain 
types of in formation that  might supplement your very broad  and gen
eral understand ing of the area.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct, Senator, yes.
Senator  Schmitt. I  think  you would be very interested in some of 

those briefings.
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SOVIET MO VEMENT TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE CAPABIL ITY

One a rea tha t is of  some in terest  and has been of some public dis
cussion is the area of civil defense, which I don’t think has been 
touched on today. There’s some concern tha t the Soviet Union may be 
moving very rapidly to have a civil defense capabil ity tha t would a l
low to have acceptable losses in the case of a nuclear confrontation. 
Whatever acceptable means, I don’t know, but we must realize that 
Soviet history  is quite a bit different from th at of the United States in 
terms of the kinds of  losses tha t warfare has cost on the ir population.

Do you have any comment to make on tha t area ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes; I think  th at you have to keep a very careful eye 

on any civil defense efforts that  are in itiated by the Soviet Union. The 
reports  tha t I have seen in the press would indicate t ha t they have a 
very extensive civil defense effort going at the present time.

Now with  the crazy nightm are logic of nuclear arms, civil defense 
can be destabilizing. It  can have the same kind of impac t as anti- 
ballistic-missile defenses because it  eliminates the other side’s re tali a
tory capability , then, obviously, it has destabilized the strateg ic bal
ance. If  the Soviets are developing an effective civil defense system, 
it might  put them in a position where they could calculate tha t a 
nuclear first strike followed by our response would not yield unaccept
able damage to them. Then, obviously, the s trategic  balance would be 
destroyed.

Senator  Sciimitt. S o doesn’t, in  this case, the old argument o f over
kill sta rt to pale ?

Mr. Warnke. It  would, indeed, yes.
Senator Schmitt. For  what reason do you see that?
Mr. Warnke. Because you would not be in a position then where 

you have the assured retal iatory capabili ty tha t would deter them 
from in itia ting  a nuclear war.

Senator Schmitt. So numbers of warheads star t to become impor
tant,  in th at case actually  fa r beyond the actual number of launch p lat 
forms of strategic units .

Mr. Warnke. The number of warheads would become very impor
tant.  If  they were able to destroy a substantial pa rt of our ICBM  
force and then have a civil defense effort which would render  them 
less than  substantially vulnerable to our submarine launched ballistic  
missiles, then our assured retal iatory capabi lity would be destroyed, 
yes.

AREAS OF RESTR AIN T IN  RESEAR CH AND  DFA’ELOI’M EN T

Senator Schmitt. Mr. Warnke, what is your general philosophy 
with respect to research, development, and tests, insofar as that activ
ity is at  the  lead ing edge of potential technology?

The concern I  have is that if we were to exercise re stra int in some 
areas, unbeknownst to us, there may be some major strategic break
throughs, such as a tra nsparen t ocean which, whether it was Trid ent.  
Polaris, or what, would not make much difference, such as space sys
tems. defense systems, tha t would essentially in an instantaneous way 
eliminate our communication capability.

Do you feel th at those a re areas of rest rain t t ha t we cannot afford 
to have?
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Mr. Warnke. Those are areas o f restra int tha t I  would never advo
cate. It  seems to me that, on the research side you have to mainta in on
going programs. I believe even on such things as ABM’s, tha t the 
ABM treaty does not foreclose continued research in to the  possibilities 
of ABM.

I th ink  tha t you have to continue with tha t kind of a strong research 
program to avoid technological surpri se by the other side.

As you’ve suggested, for example, we rely now very heavily on 
our submarines and our submarine launched ballist ic missiles as g iv
ing us the retaliatory capabi lity tha t deters the Soviet Union. But 
tha t depends upon there not being the kind of antisubmarine  war
fare techniques that would render our submarines vulnerable.

We certainly ought to continue with the scientific effort tha t will 
enable us to know what is possible, and to put us in a stage in which 
we are technologically still ahead of the  Soviet Union.

Senator  Schmitt. Do you think we are emphasizing those areas 
sufficiently today ?

M AK IN G BA LA NC E OF TERROR LESS SI GNIF IC ANT, AS SU M IN G ARMS CONTROL

Mr. W arnke. I could not tell you, Senator  Schmitt, because I am 
not in possession of the facts.

Senator  Schmitt. Assuming tha t there were an arms control system 
set up that  we felt confident in, we, the American people, in part icu
lar, how would you then go about changing the balance of relation
ships in this world so th at eventually the balance of terror, as you 
have referred to it, and I also often refer  to it, sta rts  to become less 
significant in the activities of the world?

Mr. Warnke. That, Senator, I  am afraid would require th at I begin 
to structure an en tire foreign policy, and I am not sure that my col
league, Mr. Vance, would appreciate my gettin g that  far  ahead of him.

Senator  Schmitt. But at least you admit tha t tha t is where the 
problem lies, then, in long-term foreign policy.

Mr. W arnke. Yes, that  is correct.
Senator Schmitt. If,  and I thin k we all pray  to God that you are 

successful in reaching viable arms control agreements tha t are last
ing, we still haven’t taken the next step, the step of  the  future , to put 
ourselves in the position 30, 40, or 50 years from now where maybe the 
arms control agreements themselves are no longer necessary.

Mr. W arnke. I certain ly agree with that , Senator Schmitt. I like 
the picture you present of that  kind of world.

At the present, as I read to the committee a t the beginning of my 
comments, we can only regard  arms control and disarmament policy 
as an important aspect of foreign policy and one tha t must be con
sistent with national security policy as a whole. I would not pretend 
tha t it is the entire composite of foreign policy. It  is fust one element. 
I th ink it has been a neglected element. I regard it as being important.

importance of u.s. national guard and reserves

Senator Schmitt. One final, specific question. Do you view the 
National Guard and the Reserves of this country as a major element 
in our strategic deterrent force, in its broadest sense?
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Mr. Warnke. I am not really in a position where I could give a 
concrete answer on th at.

Senator Schmitt. Should it be?
Mr. Warnke. 1 think  the National Guard  and Reserves ought to be 

studied very carefu lly; I would recommend tha t to Secretary Brown, 
and thank God it’s his problem and not mine.

[General laughter.]

importance of perception of deterrence

Senator Schmitt. Mr. Warnke, I appreciate your answers and 
your candid approach to the questions today. I part icularly  appreci
ated your comment and I will commend i t back to you tha t one of 
the most important aspects of negotiation of our defense foreign policy 
is the perception  of deterrence: I t not only has to  be there, it has  to be 
perceived as being there. And if you carry t hat  with  you to the negot i
ating  table , I thin k it will s tand you in good stead and please, don’t 
forget it.

Mr. Warnke. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator  S chmitt. Thank you. Mr. Chairman,  for your courtesy. 

H U M A N  RIG HTS B E H IN D  IR ON CURTA IN

Senator Pell [presiding].  As you know, this  admin istration and 
many of us are concerned with human rights behind the Iron Curtain 
and how they are being abused, pa rticu larly  in the Soviet Union.

Do you believe that this concentration on enlarging human rights 
in the Soviet Union will hamper you in your progress in regard to 
arms control, or do you th ink tha t it can continue or go along on two 
tracks  ?

Mr. Warnke. Tha t raises the enti re question of  the sometimes repu
diated theory of linkage. I like the comments that have been made by 
the administration spokesmen in that regard. I don’t think you 
are going to be able to get a strateg ic arms agreement that  is any bet
ter by ignoring human righ ts as an element in the re lationsh ip between 
the Soviet Union and the United States. But I think  the Soviet Union 
has to recognize that  to the extent that  they appea r to be indifferent to 
issues of human righ ts, that that  makes the nego tiating climate far  less 
auspicious and the chances of our reaching an agreement become far  
less.

I think that  is just one of the facts of life. To the extent t ha t the 
Soviet Union behaves in a fashion which is consistent with our con
cepts of human liberty, it  advances the prospects tha t we can negotia te 
a strategic arms agreement.

possibility of understanding with china

Senator Pell. As you know, China is moving ahead in the nuclear 
weapons development field.

Do you see any possibility of any understanding with China, or do 
we have to wait until she, too, has achieved par ity or sufficiency 
with us?

Mr. W arnke. I  would certainlv hope that China could be brought 
into the dialog and could be involved in arms control agreements. Fa r
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short of tha t level, I don't know what Chinese intentions are, obviously, at the present time.
I was in China at one point and raised a question as to what they 

had in mind in terms of strategic weapons development. The answer 
tha t I received was that they d id not anticipate  being a competi tor on 
a level with the Soviet Union and the United States, t ha t they thought 
something far  short of tha t would give them a sufficient deterrent agains t the Soviet Union.

Whether th at is still the  view or whether it  even reflects a genuinely 
held view, of course I cannot guarantee. *Rut in any event, it would seem to me tha t we cannot adopt  a t th is 
point a defeatist attit ude  th at says that until China acquires as many 
weapons as we have, she is not going to partic ipate  in any kind of arms 
control agreements. I would think th at her interests could be served by •effective arms control agreements, and that  as a consequence, she would regard th at as being in her interests.

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF BRIN G IN G OTHER  NU CLE AR CO U NTR IE S IN T O  DIA LOG

Senator Pell. Do you see the other  nuclear countries tha t are pur
suing the ir course independently being brought into d ialog with us, or will they remain separate ?

Mr. Warnke. I would thin k tha t depends, Senator Pell, on the 
success that the Soviet Union and the United States  have in in itia ting  some effective arms control agreements.

I  don’t think they would part icipa te at the present stage, and T 
don’t think it would be helpful to encourage the ir direct part ici
pation. I think we have problems enough in the bilateral con
text, and making it mult ilateral, given the grea t disparity  between 
our nuclear strength  and that of th ird  countries, would make tha t kind 
of negotiation extraordinari ly difficult. It would iust complicate the process.

E FFE C T  OF  ALL- OUT NUCLE AR WAR  ON  W EST ERN H E M IS PH E R E

Senator Pell. I know tha t you have thought about this question of 
arms control and the use of nuclear weapons more than most men and women in our country. *

What is your view of the  effect on the Western Hemisphere if there were an all-out nuclear war ?
Mr. Warnke. I think the result would be a tragedy that would dwarf  *anyth ing in the history  of mankind.
Senator P ell. Would the Northe rn Hemisphere remain viable for human life?
Mr. Warnke. T don’t think anybody could sav what the circumstance 

would do. It  would depend upon, of course, how many of the weap
ons were launched. I t would depend upon how many of those reached their  targets.

But as I  say, really, the apocalypt ic nature  of the consequence is such 
that  T don't think any of us could imagine.

Th at’s why it seems to me that  when we talk about surgical first 
strikes or  counterforce s trikes, th at tha t does not take into account the  
fallou t consequences and the fact tha t any s trike  which was designed
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to eliminate a substantial fraction of our 1,054 ICBM ’s, necessarily 
would inflict casualties of an almost unimaginable nature. And the 
same with any strike tha t we might make in response.

Senator Pell. But if they all were used, I had heard or read some
where tha t tha t amount of radioac tivity  in the hemisphere would be 
sufficient to make the  hemisphere unviable fo r human life for a period 
of time.

Mr. Warnke. That could well be.

U .S . CAPA BIL IT Y OF  RE TA LI ATI ON

Senator Pell. On a more specific nature, you are  undoubtedly  aware 
of General Keegan's interview with the New York Times, where he, 
with what I guess was team B in the CIA assessment studies, came to 
the conclusion tha t the Soviet Union had rendered us incapable of 
carry ing out our assigned wartime retalia tory tasks.

Is there any truth in th at view ?
Mr. W arnke. I don’t believe tha t there is. I  gather from the s tat e

ment t ha t was given by the Joi nt Chiefs tha t they don't  believe that 
statement is correct either.

As I  understand it, what they have said is that , a t the  present time, 
the Soviets do not have strateg ic superiority, although they are con
cerned about what would happen if current trends  continued into the 
1980’s.

USE  OF  GEN ER AL CO M M IT TEE ON  AR MS CO NT RO L AN I)  DIS ARM AM ENT

Senator  P ell. T wo other  specific questions. The General Committee, 
I think  it is, on Arms Control and Disarmament, has not been used 
very much in the last few years.

Do you have any thoughts about using i t ? Wha t are your thoughts 
in regard  to its purpose ?

Mr. Warnke. I think  it can be a useful adjunct in the arms control 
process. I would hope that it can be, perhaps, buttressed with, I  think, 
more emphasis on our participation in the deliberations and perhaps 
the fielding of concrete initiat ives tha t might advance the cause.

Senator  Pell. How often has it met in the past year ?
Mr. Warnke. I couldn’t really tell you, Sena tor Pell.
Senator  P ell. I think  that, for the record, I  will ask the staff to find 

the answer and put  that answer in the record.
[The information referred  to follows.]

Meetings of General Advisory Committee, 1976-77
February  2-3, 1976; Apri l 1-2, 1976; Jul y 29-30, 1976; October 

14—15,1976; and Janu ary  6,1977.

SU BM IS SIO N  OF  W EA TH ER M ODIF IC ATIO N TREATY '

Senator  P ell. One final question in connection with the weather 
modification treaty.

When do you visualize tha t being sent up to the Senate for 
ratification ?
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Mr. Warnke. I understand, Senator Pell, th at no date fo r signature 
has been arranged at the present time. 1 am sorry  not to  be informed 
on these subjects, but as you know, I am awaiting the action of the Sen
ate before I p ut myself in a position where I  will know the facts  and be 
able to provide them to the Senate.

Senator  P ell. I thank you very much. Tha t concludes my questions.
Are there any fur ther questions?
Senator  Humphrey [p residing]. You go ahead, Cliff.
Senator  Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I will not take very long, but, as you know, I th ink t ha t we have had 

a little  difficulty in maintaining, as a committee, our responsibili ties in 
the field of nuclear energy.

EX PO RT  OF  NUCLE AR M ATE RI AL

There are in tha t connection a few questions that  I would like to ask 
you about tha t problem, relat ing largely to the matt er of export of 
nuclear material.

One of the bills tha t was introduced in this area in the last Congress 
set out a number of objectives, and one of them was to establish that 
there be a condition for the export by any nuclear producing country 
to a nonnuclear weapon country of nuclear materials, to require as
surances th at the recipient should apply IAE A safeguards to all nu 
clear act ivities carried out under the control of tha t nation.

Is tha t, in your judgment, a desirable objective ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes, it is. Senator Case.
Senator Case. Another suggestion in this area is tha t an exporting 

country should be obliged to require assurances that  no imported or 
indigenously developed nuclear materials, equipment, or technology 
be used to produce an explosive device or nuclear explosion.

I take it  you would agree with that.
Mr. Warnke. I  certainly would agree with that, Senator Case; yes.
Senator Case. Do you think tha t an exporting nuclear nat ion should 

require assurances tha t no nuclear materials,  equipment, or technology 
be transferre d to any other nation or group of nations without  assur
ances th at the same cri teria  would be observed?

Mr. Warnke. I do.
Senator  Case. Do you believe tha t nuclear materia l, equipment, or 

technology should be exported without assurances from recipients tha t 
adequate physical security would be maintained to protect  against 
thef t or sabotage ?

Mr. Warnke. I  do. Senator Case. Whether the t ransfer  was on pur
pose or inadvertent, the consequences would be equallv unfortunate.

Senator C are. Do von think  that there ought to be assurances that 
recipient nations will forgo nuclear fuel reprocessing and uranium 
enrichment on a national basis?

Mr. W arnke. T think that  would be very desirable.
Senator  Care. Do vou th ink thev should agree to return spent fuels 

to the nation where the enriched fuel was obtained?
Mr. W arnke. I would think tha t tha t would be a desirable precau

tion ; yes.
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Senator  Case. Do you think tha t there ought to be assurances tha t 
recipient nat ions forgo stockpilings of weapon grade material  on a na 
tional basis and put any such material under international manage
ment and control and inspection ?

Mr. Warnke. I f, in fact, we are going to have any kind of effective 
nonpro liferation policy, tha t would be essential.

Senator Case. I  appreciate your response on all of those particu lars. 
Would you now give us a formula for bringing it  all about?

[General laughter. ]
Mr. Warnke. I will do that  on my next appearance, if I am fort u

nate enough to have a next appearance.
[General laughter. ]
Senator Case. You do believe that this is a most desirable objective 

and something th at is within your a rea of concern.
Mr. Warnke. I  certainly believe the ACDA ought to be in timately  

involved in the  formulation of policy in this area, yes.
Senator Case. I  do have some o ther questions which I will ask be 

answered for the record, a followup of some other matte rs tha t were 
brought up here.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
[The information referred to  follows:]

Mr. Warnke’s Responses  to Additional Questions  of Senator Case

Question 1. In your arti cle  in the  Spring,  1975, issue  of “Foreign Policy,” you 
sa id : “Also needed is an approach  to arms limitat ions th at  will cut  through the 
complexities of the search for strategic  nuclear equivalence under the  dispar ate  
circumstances of Soviet and American concerns and given the asym metr ies in 
nuc lear  a rmamen t. Wh at would be t ried instead  is  to evoke a process of matching 
restr ain t, either  in advance of form al agreem ent, or appreciably below the limi ts 
set by nego tiated accords . . . ” (page 15).

La ter  in the arti cle , you sugges ted a morator ium on fu rth er  MIRVing of 
the United Sta tes land  and sea-based missiles, and a hold on development of 
Triden ts and  B -l  bombers. The pause would las t six months, to  be reviewed in 
ligh t of w hat  act ions  the  Soviets might take,  (page 28).

You also say in your art icle “our presen t lead in technology and warheads 
makes it possible to take thi s ini tia tive safely.  No advances  the othe r side might 
take in six months or many more could al te r the stra tegic balan ce to our 
detriment.

Do you stil l think thi s six month  hold is feasible and safe in view of what 
you may have  learned since then  about the pace of weapons developments and 
deployments?

Answer. I believe th at  the  immediate effort should be conc entrated  on com
pletion of a SALT TWO agreement  before  the  exp irat ion  of the Interim Agree
ment on Offensive Arms thi s October. While I believe reciprocal re st ra in t in the  
deployment of stra teg ic arms would he feasible, safe  and in the intere sts  of both 
the  U.S. and the Soviet Union, the  t iming is not now appropr iate  for any att em pt 
to in iitate  such a course of action except on a m utua lly agreed  basis.

Question 2. On the  tac tical side, you suggested reducing the 7.000 nuc lear  
weapons based in Europe (page 28).  How would thi s affect the  Mutual and 
Balanced Force  Reduction  (MBFR) nego tiatio ns in Vienna?

Answer. The United Sta tes and its  Allies have now offered in the MBFR 
negot iations to reduce  the number of th e U.S. nuclear  weapons based in Europe— 
as well as some U.S. nuclear-capable ai rc ra ft and Pershing  missile launchers— 
as pa rt of an agreement  in which the  Ea st would reduce its  offensive forces. I 
would supp ort this sor t of initiativ e.

Question 8. In the Win ter. 1976, issue of  Foreign Policy, yoii say  “a major con
trib ution toward peace and toward reduction  of the devasta tion  of local hostil i
ties  could be made by agreem ent with the  Soviet Union, and pre fera bly  the oth er
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major international arms suppliers as well, on tight limits on arms transfers, 
particu larly to the Middle Eas t and Africa.” Is  this  a realist ic avenue to pursue? 
What indications are there tha t the Soviet Union would go along with such an 
agreement?

Answer. I believe tha t at least an attempt should be made to pursue an agree
ment among major conventional arms suppliers similar to the agreed guidelines 
of nuclear suppliers. There is no question but tha t this will be a very difficult 
objective but it would appear to be a t least worth an attempt . I note tha t the 
Congress has urged the Executive Branch to support this objective in recent 
years.

Question 3a. I f they do, what  are the dangers  the Russians might break it  to the 
advantage of thei r allies, given the shorter Russian supply lines to the Middle 
East and Africa and thei r larger stocks of equipment on hand?

Answer. As with any agreement, there is always the chance that another party 
might violate it at some point, but any significant violations could be quickly 
detected and corrective action taken. Our friends  in these areas  will be alert to 
the protection of their  own interests . Their security will be served by decreasing 
the flow of more and more destructive  weapons.

Question 3b. Even if the Soviets agree, what are the chances tha t France 
would do so in view of its pas t trac k record?

Answer. I  have no bas s for es timating the likelihood of Soviet Union or France 
joining in such an arrangem ent Certainly, arms transfers const itute a siginfi- 
cant portion of France s foreign exchange. But I believe we risk nothing and 
could gain much by making the effort.

Question 4. Do you believe the long-range cruise missile would be of value 
in a European conventional defense? If both sides were to deploy the con
ventional long-range cruise missile in Europe, which side would benefit most?

Answer. Nuclear-armed cruise missiles could contribute to our conventional 
defense posture in Europe by taking over the nuclear missions of some of our 
tactical aircraft,  freeing these aircra ft for conventional roles. In the future,  it 
is possible tha t conventionally-armed cruise missiles could be developed for 
theater use. The value of conventionally-armed cruise missiles would depend 
on their  cost and effectiveness compared to alternativ e weapons for the same 
tasks, as well as their  ability to penet rate defenses, all of which cannot be 
confidently assessed at this time. Since the U.S. leads the Soviets in the tech
nology for small, accurate cruise missiles, the U.S. would benefit first from 
the deployment of such weapons. In the longer run, if both sides were to deploy 
such missiles, it  is not clear tha t one side would benefit more than the other.

Question 5. There has been dissati sfaction  with the content and quality of the 
arms control impact statements in the past. Will you try to make them more 
substantive? How?

Answer. I believe tha t the Arms Control Impact Statements  can be made 
more useful and substantive than those tha t have been submitted in the past. 
The statements should provide the Congress with a sound basis for assessing 
the arms control impact of new military deployments and technology as part 
of its consideration of the Defense authorization and Defense appropriation bills.

The Arms Control Impact Statements should discuss more than whether a 
weapon system is consistent with the obligations of present treat ies or those 
under negotiation. The statement should include an assessment of the system’s 
effect on stability, of its potential for expanding the competition in nuclear 
arms, and the effect on our security in the event of deployment of similar sys
tems by the Soviets.

A s tatement should address how a  par ticu lar weapon system affects current  
negotiations and whether it is consistent with the long-term U.S. goals in arms 
control negotiations, including the requirement  for adequate verifiability. This 
would also include a discussion of tha t system’s effect on the bargaining 
situation.

I fully agree with the desire of Congress for Arms Control Impact Statements, 
and will work to see tha t they are provided in a  timely and responsive manner.

Question 6. In your testimony you enumerated a number of conditions which 
you believed should be applied to nuclear exports. What can be done to gain 
agreement among the other nuclear suppliers on these points?

Answer. In my view, we should couple such conditions with assurance to 
user countries of arrangements for supplies of nonsensitive nuclea r fuels, and
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do all  we can to allay the  fea rs of oth er supp lier countries that  imposition of 
these condit ions would place them at  a competitive  disadvantag e as compared 
with  the United States.

ADEQUACY VS. CONTENT OF DEFENSE BUDGET

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Warlike, I was out of the room when my 
turn for questioning came up and I just returned.  I ’d like to  take  just 
a few minutes.

A question has ju st been brough t up here about the size of our de
fense budget. It  will always be argued as to whether or not it is 
adequate.

I notice tha t General Graham, a gentleman who was on team B of 
the Central Intelligence Agency’s study of the national intelligence 
estimate, said that there  was a need—and I  quote him—“for a coherent 
and integrated strategic policy within the Pentagon, and not more 
money or a bigger defense budget." He was much more interested 
in what we’re doing with tha t budget than how big our defense budget 
vis-a-vis the Soviets. I t means taking, to put  i t simply, a much closer 
look at each weapons system and each branch of the  service as it sends 
up its budget request to the Congress for funding.

This gets back to some of the discussion on the different weapons 
systems. Let me tell you what I ’m more concerned about.

I think  tha t we have people spending a lot of time talk ing about 
weapons systems that are going to be obsolete before they’re ready, and 
there are quantum leaps which Senator  Schmitt referred to in his 
questioning. The Russians today are not looking only at the Triad, 
but they’re looking at a Quadrad,  too, the outer space and what it can 
do to our communications system. I  mean the kind of weaponry tha t 
can be used, the particles  that  can d isrupt the whole communications 
system, the use of the laser beam. We ta lk about the B -l  being able to 
be a supersonic plane flying at low altitudes. We found out in the 1973 
war in the Middle East , th at the best tanks tha t could be provided by 
this country were blown to bits by weapons tha t we d idn’t even know 
tha t the Syrians had which had been supplied by the Russians. We 
had to come on in with some of our more advanced technology at the 
very tail end in order to permit the Israel is to survive.

What I ’m gttin g at is it seems like we’re spending an awful lot of 
time trying to figure out whether we can build a bigger tank or a bigger 
bomber, when the R. & T). which real ly ought to be going on, is really 
in a quantum leap over what is now existing.

Do you have any comment on tha t ?
Mr. Warnke. Well, again, Senator Humphrey, this is probably get

ting  more into Secre tary Brown’s field than mine, but my feeling is we 
have to take a very careful  look at this entire question of whether or 
not we are building obsolete systems or other systems which are not 
optimally designed to cope with the current kind of milita ry 
environment.

I think I would agree also with General Graham, that the debate 
shouldn't be just about the cost of the defense budget ; it ought to 
be about the content. What is t ha t we’re buying  for the money, and 
are thev in fact the systems which are best adapted to perform the
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missions which are  the  des irable  miss ions in toda y’s wo rld? An d I ’d 
like  to see more s tud y done on tha t. I ’m su re t ha t unde r I )r . Brown t ha t 
there  will be more stu dy  done on tha t.

SOVIET un ion’s TWO FRO NTIERS

Se na tor H umphr ey . W hen we ta lk  of  the  Sovie t defe nse  budget,  I 
th ink th at  we should  keep in mind  t hat  t hey hav e 5,000 miles of  fron 
tie r wi th the Peo ples' Repub lic of Ch ina , which is no t exact ly just 
ma kin g cot ton  can dy fo r the  cou nty  fa ir  fo r them to enjoy.  Th ere  is 
a concern between these  two countr ies , an d the  d ep th  o f t hat  anim osi ty 
or  ho sti lity or  concern is alw ays  som eth ing  we ca re fu lly  measure .

But  th e Sov iets , as an a rmed sup erp ow er,  rea lly  have two  fron tie rs : 
They have the  fron tie r in  the  We st wi th the  W ars aw  Pa ct , and they 
have a huge  mili ta ry  establ ishment,  pa rt icul ar ly  of manpow er and  
also o f a ir cr af t along the so-called S ino -So vie t fr on tie r.

NECESSITY OF MU TU AL  BE NE FIT TO AGREE ME NT

One of  my co lleagues asked y ou about tru st . I  w as in tr ig ue d by both 
the  ques tion  and th e answer.

I rem ember  one tim e De Gaulle sa id som eth ing  like th is : Na tions 
do no t have fr ie nds ; they  have in terest s.

Ev ery n at ion has an obli ga tion to  pursu e w ha t i t be lieves to  be its own  
int ere st,  and  we ought to s ta rt  out  th at way. We’re n ot  r un ning , a s or t 
of  ch ar ity  bazaa r he re. Th is is a  se rious business. You  can res t assu red  
th at  th e Sovie ts are  goin g to tr y  t o tak e care of  t he ir  int ere sts  as they see them.

I th in k i t’s our  res ponsibi lity  to  tak e ca re o f our  in ter es ts and I  th ink 
we ough t to p erce ive very  ca refu lly  wh at those in ter est s are.

Is n’t  i t a fact  t hat  wha t we seek to do th ro ug h nego tia tio n is to ar
rive a t und ersta nd ings  an d agr eem ents w hich meet ou r m utu al int ere st 
and the re fo re  can be t ru ste d,  because the  only t hi ng  th at  ca n be tru ste d 
in thes e agreements  is som eth ing  t hat  meets the resp ective int ere sts  o f 
the p ar tie s ?

You can  bu ild  in alt erna tiv es  t o trus t,  as we h ave , fo r example, the  
sat ell ites th a t mo nitor the nucle ar explosions.  Those  are  al ter na tiv es  
to  trus t. We use tech nolo gy. But  ul tim ate ly , the agree me nt mu st be 
one th at  has  a mutu al benefit.

Is  th at  not  a fa ct ?
Mr. W arn ke. I  be lieve  t hat  to be a fac t, Se na tor  Hu mph rey.  I  cer

ta in ly  ag ree  th at yo u can  tr us t even the  Soviet Un ion  to  purs ue  it s own 
sel f-inte res t. An d as a consequence wh at  you hav e to  do is convince 
the m th at  th ei r sel f-inte res t l ies in ha ving  an effective, veri fiab le arm s con tro l agreement .

MORE SP EC IFIC NEGOTIA TIONS ON OUTER SPACE

Se na tor H umphr ey . I  have one question fro m Dick Clark . He  was 
unable to rem ain. H e’s conduc tin g a he ar ing th is  af ternoo n on the 
Rhodesi an i ssue. The  ques tion  re ads as f ol lows:

“I ’m very conc erned with repo rts  th at  the  U.S.S .R. is cre ati ng  the  
pro spect o f w ar in space w ith  speed  o f l ig ht  super weapons. Since las t
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February the Soviet Union has tested these weapons at least four times, 
following a pause since 1971. Some legal experts contend that the U.N.’s 
Outer Space Trea ty of 1967 would effectively guard agains t hunter- 
killer satellite operations. But a number of experts are not so sure 
and see both sides developing this capability—

“With so much r idin g on our  space satellites, from vertification of 
Soviet activities to navigat ional aids for our milita ry forces of vital  
interest to our submarines, do you see them as threatened? Do you see, 
in other words, our space satell ites, for communication, for naviga
tional purposes, for  vertification purposes, threatened?”

And the question then is, “Should more specific negotiations be 
opened on this Outer Space Trea ty ?”

Mr. Warnke. If,  in fact, there is any such move on the par t of the 
Soviet Union, then tha t certain ly is a development tha t we would 
have to look at with the gravest concern, and we certainly ought to have 
negotiations open to make sure that  tha t sort of thing does not occur.

For  one thing , as I understand it, it would be to tally inconsistent 
with the provisions of  SALT I , in which both sides undertook not to 
interfere wi th the other side’s ability to ver ify what was going on. I t’s 
the sort of issue th at ought to be discussed, therefore, in the s tanding 
consultative committee which has been established by SALT I. It  also 
should be a subject of concern with respect to the Outer Space Trea ty.

I would regard any such activity on the part  of the Soviet Union as 
being a very, very foreboding sign.

Senator Humphrey. I th ink we’ll ask tha t this question be put to the 
Secretary of State,  because I think  it ’s a matte r of such consequence in 
terms of  the information Senator Clark  has placed in my hands, tha t 
it ought to be passed on.

Senator J avi ts ?

SOVIET CIV IL DEFEN SE PREPAR ATION S

Senator  J avits. Yes; if my colleagues are all through, I would 
like to ask just one thing  which has been raised constantly as indicat 
ing that  the Soviet Union means us no good. Tha t is civil defense. 
A big point has been made about the civil defense preparations. A 
fellow jus t came in to see me this afternoon and presented me with 
a book by somebody named Goure, who purports to tell us how we 
are threatened. This indicates th at they are preparing for  civil defense.

Now two questions in tha t regard. One, do you consider tha t a 
proper subject for negotiation? And if so, in what way? And second, 
what does it mean vis-a-vis both the United States and Western 
Europe, and what does it mean with respect to the Peoples’ Republic 
of China, which itself has, I gather , a considerable civil defense, 
with tunnels, underground factories, and whatnot?

Mr. Warnke. Well, the answer to the first question, Senator J avit s, 
is yes, I do consider this to be a subject tha t ought to be p ar t of the 
negotiations. It  obviously does involve the question of a challenge 
to your assured retal iatory  capability.  And therefore,  I think I said 
in an answer to a previous question tha t it would have to be regarded 
in the same ligh t as the anti-ballistic-missile  defenses.

Accordingly, I think that  it should be explored very thoroughly. 
And the implications, of course, are primarily  in terms o f our ability
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to be sure tha t they don’t have a fir st-strike capability.  And certain 
ly, that would be of concern to our Western European allies.

The Chinese civil defense effort, of course, is probably directed as 
much toward  conventional attack as it is toward nuclear attack. 
I think tha t their  tunnel system appears  to be a sort of a massive 
derivative of the  kind of thing they did durin g the Japanese occupa
tion. And I would believe tha t they would consider this as being a 
desirable thin g for them to have in the ligh t of thei r hostility with 
the Soviet Union.

It  does not threaten us, of course, because they don’t have anything 
like the first-strike capability  potential tha t the Soviet Union has.

Senator  J avits. Yes. Does it threa ten the Soviet Union so tha t 
they would have a civil defense on account of the People’s Republic 
of China civil defense ?

Mr. W arnke. That, of course, is one possible explanation for the 
Soviet civil defense effort. But tha t is not an adequate explanation 
if in fact it tends to destabilize the strategic balance between the 
United States and the Soviet Union.

We could not accept it just  on the ground tha t even though it does 
challenge our retalia tory capability, tha t is really not what they 
had in mind.

Senator  J avits. I agree with you.
Mr. Warnke. We would have to  view it in terms of the effect, not 

in terms of the motivation.
Senator J avits. I am glad to hear tha t you consider tha t serious 

enough to be a proper issue between the parties.
Mr. Warnke. I think it would have to be.

SOVIET ECO NOM IC SIT UA TIO N

Senator  J avits. The other thin g I wanted to ask you about, and 
if you have been asked, just  tell me because I had to be away for 
Senator  Clark ’s meeting, bu t I did want to ask you about the Soviet 
economic situation.

Brezhnev is making very impor tant noises about the fact that this 
is breaking the back of the Soviet Union in money, and that they 
want to supply their  people with the good things in life, and that,  
therefore, he is really genuinely interested in serious negotiations to 
reduce costs.

I have two questions on that.  IIow big an issue do you think tha t 
is? IIow much of a factor  could it be in the motivation?

I have often referred to this as a two-man poker game in which 
we fix the stakes, either of us. At least i t will be for a while, probably 
for many years.

So th at is half the question. IIow serious is this and what can we 
do about it ?

The other hal f of the  question on the .money side is, is this an ele
ment of your policy of, let’s say, negotiated restraint, and, if  so, again, 
how much of a fac tor, and what can be done with it as a factor?

Mr. Warnke. Well. I would certainly  think that one of the motiva
tions that the Soviet Union might have, which hopefully would lead 
them to favor some kind of arms control agreement would be the hope 
tha t they could reduce the cost of their defense effort.
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Now how big a factor tha t would be I do not know at  the present 
time, but I would hope to find tha t out. If, in fact, they are spending 
the amount of money that the C IA now concludes that they are, then 
obviously thei r defense effort is more of a burden to thorn than ours 
is to us, and we have a far  st ronger economy. I would certainly hope 
tha t they are feeling the pain and that this would lead them to  favor 
some kind of effective arms control.

MONEY AS ITEM  OF NEGOTIATION

Senator J avits. May I make a suggestion ?
Assuming your confirmation, you’ll be in an important position on 

this. It  may be that  the money equation, money, can itself be an item
, of negotiation, of great benefit to both countries because for us, some

how or other, it doesn’t seem to come th rough in the defense budget. 
No mat ter what you cut out, it is still going higher, and higher, and 
higher. Probably tha t is true for them. Perhaps you'd give some at
tention to the finite detai ls of how negotiation may also cut the money 
by having, say, two standards, you know. You reduce eight ICBM ’s, 
but you also lop off $8 billion.

I submit tha t to you because it seems to me tha t tha t may be another 
way, and certainly one which would be tremendously attractive to 
both parties.

Mr. Warnke. Yes; it certainly would. Thank you. Senator.
Senator J avits. I hope you will be think ing about that. I don’t know 

whether there is any feasibility to it. But  you take the average Amer
ican, and he knows tha t there are disarmament negotiations, Vladi
vostok and so on, bu t the Soviet Union is s till coming on like gang- 
busters in terms of money spent on arms.

You will have tha t in mind?
Mr. Warnke. I will certainly keep that in mind.
Senator J avits. I f there is anything that we could help with, I  hope 

you will enlist the aid of this committee.
Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Senator. I certainly would.

committee procedure

Senator Humphrey. We still have witnesses. I don’t know what you 
are going to do from here on out, but  I am going to leave in a litt le bit. 
I th ink it m ight not be too bad to give our witness a little relief. You’ve

• been sitting there for  some time.
Mr. Warnke. I am feeling very well. Senator.
Senator Humphrey. Psychologically you look good, political ly you 

sound good, and physically, if you’re all right , th at will be great.
Senator Griffin . Won’t there be hearings,  Mr. Chairman, scheduled 

for tomorrow ?
Senator Humphrey. Yes; but we have Congressman S trat ton here 

waiting  to be heard. There will be hearings tomorrow at 2. I thought 
we ought to hear Congressman Stra tton  before we leave here tonight .

Can we limit our questions to 5 minutes, whatever we have left?
Senator Griffin. Will there be an understanding then that if we 

have additional questions, we can submit them in writing?
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Senator  H umphrey. Absolutely. And responses will be made read
ily available to the person who submits the questions.

Senator J avits. And Mr. Warnke is subject to recall.
Senator H umphrey. Of course. If  we want him, he will be back. 
Senator Griffin . I don’t know who is next. I have one or two 

questions.
Senator  Humphrey. All right, go ahead.

CONDUCT  OF SALT NEGOTIA TIONS

Senator  Griffin. Mr. Warnke,  it has already been expressed here 
tha t not only the administration  but the Congress, and particularly 
the Senate, is particular ly interested and concerned about how these 
SALT negotiations are to be conducted.

I would like to have you st raigh ten out the record and tell us what 
the tru th is. A recent column of Evans  and Novak s aid:  “President 
Car ter’s success in get ting Paul Warnke to take the top  Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency post after Warnke turned  it down”—is that 
correct? Did you turn it down first and then later  accept it?

Mr. W arnke. I was asked to consider taking  the  job, Senator, and 
I indicated tha t I thought T could not do it, but then the request was 
renewed, and then I  accepted.

Senator Griffin . Then the sentence continues: “Turned it down, 
but has raised deep suspicion among congressional Democrats tha t 
Warnke has a green ligh t to negotiate strategic arms without Pen
tagon h indrance ." I  don't know what Pentagon  hindrance means.

But do you have a green ligh t of some kind ?
Mr. Warnke. There is no basis, in fact, for th at statement.
Senator Griffin. What about an understanding?
Mr. Warnke. I  have no such understanding, none whatsoever, Sen

ator Griffin. I would be part, as I said earlier, of a team tha t would 
develop an agreed-upon administration position tha t would have to be 
accepted by the President. Pa rt of my delegation a t Geneva, of course, 
would be a Defense representative.

Senator  Griffin . I  th ink th at is a good th ing to have in the record.

center for defense information’s position on cruise missiles

Mr. Warnke,  you are on the advisory board of the Center for De
fense Information.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator  Griffin . In September of last year, tha t organization took 

the position th at the United States  should accept range limitations  on 
cruise missiles, as I understand it. As a member of the advisory board, 
do you share the position they have taken? What position will you 
be in as a negotiator on cruise missiles, in view of this statement?

Mr. W arnke. I have an entirely open mind on cruise missiles, Sen
ator Griffin. I had no partic ipation in the formulation of tha t pa rticu 
lar  recommendation at all.

Senator Griffin. That recommendation does not necessarily rep
resent your personal viewpoint?

Mr. W arnke. I have not made up my mind at the present time as 
tc what position I  would advocate.
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NECESSITY OF VERIFICATION IN  CRUISE MISS ILE AGREEMENT

Senator  Griffin . You do believe that, if  there are restrictions,  as far 
as an agreement generally is concerned, and as fa r as cruise missiles are 
concerned, verification is going to be necessary?

Mr. Warnke. Verification would certainly have to be necessary. I 
think  tha t is one o f the problems involved in the  cruise missile ques
tion because I do not believe that  the satellites would be able to tell with any degree of reliability jus t what the range was of any given 
cruise missile.

Senator  Griffin. Th at particularly applies in terms of some of the 
cruise missiles the  Soviet Union has already developed and the capabilities tha t they have to put modern cruise missiles in launch canis
ters, as they have. I f there were no verification, it would be very diffi
cult to know whether  they were complying with an agreement tha t 
related to these missiles.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator  Griffin . Thank you very much.
Senator  Humphrey. Thank you.
Senator  Percy ?
Senator  Percy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

QUESTION OF PAUL  NIT ZE’s  TESTIM ONY

The question o f Paul  Nitze’s possible testimony came up earlie r in 
today’s session. I have ju st been successful in reaching Mr. Nitze who 
is lecturing this afternoon  a t the W ar College. He read to  me the full 
text of his letter dated February 7 to Senator Sparkman. I believe 
Senator Sparkman put th at lett er into the record.

Paul  Nitze indicated, in summary, tha t he would oppose the nom
ination. He is opposed to anyone having both of these jobs.

He also is strongly in opposition, apparently,  to testimony given 
March 9, 1976, by Mr. Warnke before the Budget Committee and the 
philosophy that he believes tha t testimony represented.

I asked Mr. Nitze if he would wish to come in and testify, rather 
than  just have his  letter entered in to the record, and he said he would 
be quite willing to do so if the committee wanted him to do so. li e is not 
making a request, therefore. It is entirely a ma tter a t the discret ion of 
the committee.

I leave it to you, Air. Chairman , to determine the consensus of the 
committee on whether he should be called as a witness.

MR. nitze’s PERCEPTION OF MR. WAR NKE ’s POINT

And I would ask you, Mr. W arnke, whether you have had a chance 
to see that let ter of February  7 ?

Mr. Warnke. I have not.
Senator P ercy. You have not. I will deliver a copy to you, then, 

before you leave the room.
He star ts out by pointing out two viewpoints afte r Vietnam. One 

view was tha t U.S. foreign and defense problems would continue, 
indeed might become more serious as a result of Vietnam, and could 
call for even more emphasis and greate r prudence than  had been de
voted to them in the past.
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Th ere is a second po int  of  view, with whi ch he iden tifies you. He  
says,  in  fac t, th at  there can be no question th at  you hav e been one of 
th e most act ive  vocal and pe rsi ste nt  advocates of  the second po int of 
view.

Now, th is  second po int o f v iew, he desc ribes thi s w ay:
In the con tras ting  view, the  problems of the past had arisen  largely from our 

own errors  springing from over-emphasis on foreign policy, and  partic ula rly  its 
defense  aspects. Those taking the la tte r view believed our  tru e stra teg ic in
terest s were limited to Western Europe,  Jap an and Is rael : th at  the USSR 
presented our  only mil itary threat  and th at  th at  th re at  could be deterre d with forces less capab le tha n those  that  had already  been authorizel.

Therefore—so the argumen t ran —significant cuts  could and should be made 
in a wide range  of defense programs  requested by tlie Executive Branch. It  was 
hoped that  the Soviet Union would agree to make cer tain par allel cuts, or at  leas t recip rocate by res tra ining the  pace of its own programs.

That  is a fa ir ly  complex  con cep t and  I wou ld like to  ask wh eth er 
th at  is a tru e rep res en tat ion  of  your  point of view, and wheth er you 
would like  to co mment on  Mr. Ni tze 's p erc eption o f y ou r point  o f view, 
which is one  of the  pr inc ipal bases fo r his  o pposing  y ou r nominat ion .

You may wish to respon d now in an tic ipat ion of  Mr . Ni tze ’s te st i
mony if, in fac t, he is l at er  a sked  to come in by  t he  committ ee.

Mr.  W arnke. I  would have to stu dy  the  le tte r wi th more att en tio n 
th an  I  can at the  present time, Senator . I would disagr ee,  of  course, 
wi th the  basic prem ise. I ce rta in ly  do not be lieve  th at  the problems of  
the past have arisen  large ly  f rom  our own e rro rs  sp ring in g from  over
em phasi s on fore ign  policy.

I do n' t know where  Mr. Ni tze  would have go tten th at conception 
an d as a consequence, since  that  is h is prem ise,  it seems to me th at  the  
rem ain de r of  the  pro vis ion s are subje ct t o th at  basic m isu nders tan din g.

I  ce rta in ly  do n' t believe th at  ou r str ate gic in ter es ts are  lim ited to 
Wester n Eu rope , to Ja pa n,  and to Isr ae l. W ha t I have suggested  is 
th at  the  p rim ary mili ta ry  thr ea t is th e Sov iet Un ion  a nd  t hat  m ili ta ry  
forces ought to be optim ized to deal  wi th th at  pa rt ic ul ar  th reat .

Now, th at  doesn’t mea n th at  we don't  hav e vit al int ere sts  elsew here  
in  the wor ld. Fo rtu na te ly , in most  inst ances, those vit al intere sts  will 
not  requ ire  the a pp lic ati on  o f A merica n mili ta ry  force .

We obviou sly h ave  always ha d int ere sts  in the W ester n Hemisphere,  
bu t I  am conscious at the  p res en t time of  no  out side m ili ta ry  t hr ea t to 
Lat in  America and, as a consequence, i f we were developing  our forces 
with  a view pr im ar ily  towa rd th at , or even sig nif ica ntly towa rd th at . 
I  wou ld reg ard tha t as be ing  a mi sdi rec tion .

I  th in k w ha t I  re /ra rd as a mis con struct ion  is th e dis tin cti on  be tween 
ou r int ere sts  and those in ter es ts which hav e to be rea lize d in ter ms  
of  the  appli cat ion  of  m ili ta ry  force. M ili tary  forc e is just one pa rt  
of yo ur  overall na tio na l sec ur ity  policy. Th ere  are  also such useful 
th ings  as skil lfu l dip lom acy , th e use of our  economic power, the  a dv an 
tag e th at  we have  because  o f the  fac t th at  we have  allie s. All  of those 
are  me thods hv which we can imp lem ent  ou r st ra tegic inte res ts.

T th ink,  for tuna te lv . th e m ili ta ry  thr ea t to the  U ni ted States  is more 
lim ited than  t he m ili ta rv  thr ea t to the  Soviet Un ion . I t  ha s been said, 
fo r example, th at , fo rtu na te lv . it is the  Sov iet Un ion , and  not  the  
Un ite d Sta tes , th at  finds its elf  su rro unded bv hosti le Com munist  
countries.
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Now, I th ink that  the difference of view perhaps would be a question 
as to  whether or not the primary protector of our national security 
interests and our strateg ic interests is our military force. I say tha t 
is one very important  part of it, but it certainly  is not the entire 
complex.

Senator  P ercy. The let ter continues, but I  understand we are under 
the 5-minute rule.

Senator Humphrey. Yes; we are, because we have another witness 
here.

Senator P ercy. I  would ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chai rman, th at 
the record be kept open so tha t immediately following the insertion of 
the letter  of Mr. Nitze tha t Mr. Warnke be permitted to file a con
sidered answer, responding to each of the points tha t are raised, so 
the record may be clear.

Questions are raised, Mr. W arnke, as to whether you a re qualified 
in the areas of military requirements, weapons capabilities, and 
strategy . Questions are raised about your negotia ting ability and so 
forth , all of which go to the he art of your whole career. I  think tha t 
you should have a full oppor tunity  and I  ask unanimous consent tha t 
the balance of my questions be incorporated in the record at this 
point, so they can be there for reply.

Senator  Humphrey. The request will be granted  and the response 
will be placed in the appropr iate  place in the record.

[The information refer red to fo llows:]
Mb. Warn ke’s Responses  To Additional Quest ions  of Senator P ercy

Question 1. Mr. Warn ke, wh at role would you e xpect to play in SALT decision

mak ing? . , ,
Answer. The Arms Contr ol and  Disarm ame nt Act provid es th at  the  Dire ctor  

is to be the  Presi de nt’s prin cipa l adv iser  on arm s control and disa rma men t. As 
an adv iser  to the  Preside nt, I would expect to play a signif icant role in the SALT 

decision-making process. Since the  ACDA Dir ector is also a sta tut ory advi ser to 
the  Nat iona l Secu rity Council, I would particip ate  in all deli beratio ns of th at  

body on SALT. Addi tional ly, as Chairma n of the  SALT Delegat ion, I would be 

charg ed with  imple menting ins truc tion s of the  Pre sid ent  arr ive d at  af te r in ter

agency discussions  in Wash ington .
Question 2. General Keegan is quoted as saying, “By every crit erion used to 

measure  stra teg ic balance—th at  is, damag e e xpect°ncv , throw- weight, equivale nt 

megatonnage or technology—I am una wa re of a single  imp ortant  categ ory in 

which the  Soviets have not  estab lishe d a signif icant lead over the  Unite d States. 

Taking each cri ter ia in tur n, has the  Soviet Union achieved a signif icant lead in 

damag e expectancy, throw-weig ht, in equivalent megatonnage or tecbn oiogv?
Answer. Estim atin g th e total damage which a stra teg ic force could ’nflict on 

the  oth er side is extre mely  complex and can not  be cha rac te-ized  by any single 

measure  of stra teg ic capa bility. It  is not clea r whe ther  the Soviets or the  United 

Sta tes  leads  in thi s respect . Each  has  the  capa city  to devasn te the oth er’s so- 

ciey. The Soviets have a significant lead in missile throw-weight, whi’e the  U.S. 

has  a significa nt lead in bomber payload . The Soviets have a small adv ant age  

over the  U.S. in the  equi vale nt megat onnage of their  respective  stra teg ic forces. 

The U.S. pres ently  leads  the  Soviets in most of the  technology of str ate gic  wea

pons. such as guidance, solid prop ellan ts, subm arin e quietn ess, and electron ics.

Anot her criterio n usua lly included in assessme nts of the stra teg ic balance is 

the tot al number of indep endently tar getab le warhead s, in which the  U.S. has  

a significant lead.
Question 3. As you know, thi s Committee has before  it  two tre ati es  on nuc lear 

ma tte rs—the proposed Thr esh o’d Test Ban Treat y and the  proposed Treat y on 

Peacefu l Nucl ear Explosions. Wh at is your view on these  two tre aties,  pa r

ticu lar ly in reg ard  to their  rela tion ship  to any  comprehensive  ban prop osal?



Secondly, wh at is your  recommendation  in rega rd to Senate actio n on these two tre aties?
Answer. In view of the adminis tra tion’s intention to pursue  a complete ban, some may feel th at  these two tre ati es have  been over taken by events . Never theless, they do set some limits on nuclear  explosions by the U.S. and the  Soviet Union. Therefore , I believe that  these two bilate ral  agreements should be ra ti fied by the  United Sta tes at  an app rop ria te time, making it  clea r th at  such ra tifica tion is not  to stand in the way of prom pt efforts  toward achieving a total , mu ltil ate ral  ban.
Question 4- What effect do you believe ratif icat ion of these two tre ati es  would have upon other natio ns? Would ratif icat ion have any effect in reg ard  to nuclear prolife ration?
Answer. If  perceived by other nations as pa rt of our  effor t to achieve a total ban, I believe such ratif ication would be seen as cons isten t with our  non-prolife rati on efforts. But, so long as the non-nuclear-weapon-States believe that  prolife ration of U.S. and Soviet nuclear  weapons is no t effectively res trained , our effor ts to strengthen  the regime aga ins t horizon tal pro life ration will be correspondingly difficult. Therefore, it is imp ortant  that  in going forward at  an app rop ria te time with ratif ication we make clea r our  commitment to a total ban. Of course, ratif ication of these  two tre ati es  could not  be expected to enhance significantly the  prospects th at  France  or China will phase out their nuc lear  explosion programs.
Senator Humphrey. Senator  Danforth?

DIALOG BETW EEN MR.  WAR NK E AND  MR. NI TZ E SUGGESTED

Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman, before I  sta rt my abbreviated questioning, I would like to say that I hope we do invite Mr. Nitze 
to come. I  would hope, in fairness to Mr. Wamke, that both of them 
could participate in a dialog, because I  take i t the two of them repre
sent two very different philosophical positions: and in answer to the 
specific questions todav, I am not sure that Mr. Wamk e’s philosophical position has been sufficiently brought out.

I think we are  doing something very important. I would feel much better if Mr. Nitze and Mr. Wam ke were talk ing to each other than 
if Jack Danforth  and Mr. Warnke were talking to each other.

Senator  Humphrey. Mr. Nitze is not un for confirmation and we will take this up with the chairman. T understand your point of view, 
but we do not generally precipitate  tha t kind of confrontation here.

Senator  P ercy. Maybe the League of Women Voters would sponsor a public debate on this subject.
[General laughter.]
Senator  H umphrey. I do think the chairman would want to entertain  your request.
Mr. Warnke. I  would raise, in t ha t connection, Senator Humphrey, a couple of points.
Fir st of all, I would not want to get into a detailed analysis of  what the U.S. negotia ting position ought to  be-----
Senator  Humphrey. T wouldn’t think so.
Mr. W arnke [continuing]. In any kind of public debate. So from the standpoint  of my ta lking to Mr. Nitze rather than my ta lkin g to 

Senator Danforth, I think tha t would be one problem.
The second objection I would have is, I  am not  sure I  am t alking to Mr. Nitze anymore.
[General laughter.]
Senator  Danforth. Mr. Chairman, may I  st art my 5 minutes now ?
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Se na tor  H um phrey. W e wil l put th e old  wa tch  on you  ri gh t now.
Se na tor  Danfo rth . I  wil l ask  you  one lon g question.
Se na tor H um phrey. OK , 5 minutes.

possibility of countervalue nuclear force

Se na tor  Danforth. M y concern  is th a t th e pos itio n you are  taki ng  
wil l pu t us in a posit ion  where  th e choice will be only  one an d th at  
wi ll be a coun tervalue  nuc lea r force. T hat  is, t he  po sit ion  we are going

> to  ge t ourselves int o is th at , if  we are faced wi th  a conf lict wi th the
Sovie t Un ion , the only rea l resp onse avail able to us wil l be a massive  
nucle ar war  in which u rb an  pop ulati on s will be th e tar ge ts.

I  beli eve t h a t t hat  is  the q ues tion  by Mr. N itze in h is ar tic le  in  “Fo r-
» eign Po lic y” a few mo nth s ago,  cal led  Deter rin g Ou r De ter ren ts.

My concern  is th at yo ur  posit ion , essent ial ly,  wi th  res pect to  con
ventional wea pons ha s been th at there is no such  th in g as a con ven
tio na l war  any  m ore ; th a t you would  r ely  o n tact ica l nucle ar weapons 
to  fig ht w ha t used to be a con ven tional  w a r; t ha t t he re  is no such t hi ng  
as a lim ite d nucle ar w ar ; th at the Sovie t Un ion may ge t them selves  
in  a posit ion  of  ha ving  t he  ab ili ty  on a fir st str ike wi th  coun ter for ce  
nucle ar weapo ns to  take  ou t ou r IC BM ’s and  ou r bo mbers; an d th at 
the only th in g then  ava ilable  to  us in a rea cti on  to, say , n uc lea r black
ma il on the part  of  th e Sov iet  Un ion , in  essence, would  be th a t the  
Uni ted St ates  wou ld be faced with  a posit ion  in whi ch its  o nly  str ike 
ag ains t th e Sovie t Un ion wou ld be coun ter value d ag ains t th e civ ilia n 
po pu lat ion so th at th ei r re ta lia tio n would  be a mu ch gr ea te r str ike
ag ains t ou r civ ilian  popu lat ion .

That  is my pr im ar y concern  wi th  yo ur  posit ion  as I un de rs tand  
it. And  maybe  I  ha ve  to ta lly  mi sch ara cte riz ed  it,  bu t I  wou ld like 
you to  addre ss yo urse lf to  it.

Mr.  W arn ke. Le t me say,  Se na tor Dan fo rth,  th at  if  th a t were my 
positi on,  y ou would  have  e very  reason  fo r concern. Th ere  is vi rtu al ly  
no subs tan tia l element of  th at  sta temen t th at rep res en ts my pos ition.

I  am so rry  th at  I  hav e ap pa re nt ly  lai d my sel f open  to misu nd er
sta nd ing .

In  the  fi rst  place, I  do n ot  th in k th at any good  st ra tegi c arm s agre e- 
/  me nt wou ld pu t you in a posit ion  where th at  sor t of  countervalue  n u

cle ar str ike  wou ld be yo ur  only option. I th ink th at  would be a dis
tin ct  setback  to our  secur ity  and to  stra tegi c s tab ili ty .

I  th ink,  ins tea d of  t ha t,  wha t you ough t to hav e is a str ateg ic  arm s 
* con tro l agree me nt which  dim inishe s the chances of  th ei r be ing  any

kind  of nuc lea r war.
Now, as f ar as my  feeli ng  abou t conve ntio nal  forc e is concerned, con

tr ary  to  be lievin g t hat  we o ug ht  to  rely on tac tical nucle ar wea pons, I  
believe we ou gh t to stu dy  ou r con ven tion al fig hti ng  ca pa bi lit y fa r 
more closely th an  we hav e in the  past. Tha t is why  I  hav e supp or ted 
consi stently the ma intenance of  a subs tan tia l con ven tion al mili ta ry  
forc e in E urop e.

I f  I  believed  only in n uc lea r weapons. I  cer ta in ly  would not feel th at  
ha ving  300.000 Am erican s in Eu ro pe  was  a sensible  expend itu re of 
Am erican  funds.

I  th in k th a t wh at we ought to  have is the  ab ili tv  to respond com
mensu rate with  the na tu re  of the att ack. Ac cor din gly , I  th in k we
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sho uld  h ave the quick rea ction  ca pabi lity in  Eu ro pe  to  dea l wi th  the  
lea st unlikely  mili ta ry  con ting ency whi ch wou ld be an aggre sso r's 
at tack  perhap s of  a lim ited natur e f or  a limi ted  objective .

I  am  n ot  sure  t hat  we hav e our forces best  pr ep ar ed  fo r th at at  the  
presen t t ime . Th at , to me, i s a wa r which  c ould very well occur under 
some c ircumstance s a nd  w hich wou ld, in fac t, rem ain  conv ent ional.

W ha t I  have  suggeste d is th at  i f you  ha d a pr ot racted  c onventional 
wa r, the chances of  kee ping th at  convent ion al would  be ver y, very 
sma ll because  o ver a per iod  o f time  t he  c ha ng ing  t ide s of ba ttle would 
pu t one side  or the oth er in a posit ion  in which  it  fe lt it  was losing 
and i t would not  be pre pa red to  lose a convent ion al w ar.

Now, t hat  to me is a less like ly sc ena rio t ha n the  more l im ite d conven
tio na l wa r th at  would, in fac t, rem ain  con ven tion al. I,  therefore,  feel 
th at  our con ven tional  pow er has  to  be maxim ized to dea l wi th  the  
least unlike ly m ili ta ry  cont ingency.

I  th in k th at  fo r us to have no con ven tional  resp onse would  be just 
a se rious dere lic tion of ou r defen se responsibil itie s. An d as I  say , wi th 
resp ect  to t ry in g to  end up  w ith  a s itu at ion in whi ch any  use  o f n uclea r 
weapons  wou ld be the  ul tim ate use of  nucle ar wae pons, again , th at  
wou ld be a setback  to ou r na tio na l securi ty.  We  shou ld make every 
effo rt to hav e th e k ind  o f r egim e in wh ich  we wou ld hav e some chance 
at  kee pin g a nuclea r wa r lim ited .

Now, Pr es iden t Car te r h as the view th at th at  w ould be a very,  very 
difficult th ing.  I  agree  w ith  h im. Bu t ce rta inly , fro m the  s tand po in t o f 
any str ate gic arm s agreem ent , we ou gh t to  see to it  th at th e chances 
of  kee ping it  lim ite d wou ld be maxim ized ra th er  th an  eliminated .

I  don’t know wh eth er th a t ans wers yo ur  concern , bu t I hav e been 
tryi ng  to  e xpress  my differen ce wi th your  sta tem ent of wh at you pe r
ceive to  be my p osit ion.

Se na tor D anforth. Tha nk  you.
Se na tor H umphr ey . Sena tor H atch  ?
Se na tor H atch . Tha nk  you,  Mr. Ch air ma n.
Are you  fa m ili ar  wi th Pu bl ic Law 92-448 , the Jackson amend

ment?

JA C K SO N  A M EN D M EN T CO N CER NIN G EQUALIT Y IN  IN TE R C O N TIN EN TA L  
BA LLIS TIC  DE LIVE RY  SY ST EM S

Mr. W arn ke. Tha t is the Jackson amend ment wi th  resp ect  to 
equa lity  in int erc on tin en tal  ba lli sti c de livery  systems?  Yes.

Se na tor  H atch. Yes. In  othe r words , the  recognit ion  by Congres s 
th at  we w ant to  main ta in  some sort of  pa ri ty  wi th ou r enem y forces.

W ha t is yo ur  und ersta nd ing o f thi s public  law and how do you pla n 
to meet the  conditions  of t hi s law in the nego tia tions  th at  you will  try 
to cond uct?

Mr. W arnke. T thi nk  r ea lly  that  pr inc iple was par t of  the  s tim ulus 
fo r the  V lad ivo sto k Accords  which do embody the  pr inc iple of  e qua l
ity . Obviously , in negotia tions,  T will abide by  the  law  of the Un ite d 
Sta tes .

Se na tor  H atch . Do you agree wi th th at  law  and its  purposes?
Mr. W arn ke. T do; in ter ms of a perm anent agreem ent . T c ert ain ly 

do. That,  is the  difference  T t rie d to expla in  to  Se na tor  Griffin  ear lie r.



It. is the difference between an interim agreement for a limited per iod 
of time where we have a very substantial lead in nuclear warheads, 
and a lasting  agreement which hopefully is going to continue over a 
substantial period of time.

I think  a lasting agreement should embody the principle of equality. 

POSITION OF MIN IM UM  DETERRENCE

Senator Hatch. OK. You have spoken many times about the need 
to reach a position of minimum deterrence; in o ther words you want 
the United  States and the Soviet Union to have the lowest possible 
nuclear arsenal. W hat size arsenal would you consider to be minimally 
appropriate?

Mr. Warnke. I  don’t recall any comment I  have ever made with re
gard  to try ing  to reach a position of  minimum deterrence.

Senator  H atch. D o you have any position with regard to minimum 
deterrence ?

Mr. W arnke. Minimum deterrence to me means jus t the ability  to 
strike back and kill a lot of Russians. I  don’t think th at is an adequate 
deterrent.

I think we should have, as I have said before, not only the  assured 
retal iatory capability but also have apparent, perceived equality of 
nuclear forces, as well as the ab ility to utilize them on less than an all- 
out basis. So I don’t accept the doctrine of minimum deterrence.

Now, I  gather t ha t another implication of  your question is how far  
down could we and the Soviets reduce our forces without  render ing 
ourselves vulnerable to some third country. Well, I would like to have 
tha t problem, Senator Hatch. I  would like to have it first.

I would like to be in a situat ion in which the forces had been cut 
back to a point where tha t became a problem. I don’t see that really 
in the foreseeable fu ture.

Senator H atch. Would you cut back on our forces without a corres
ponding cutback by them-----

Mr. Warnke. Of  course not; no.
Senator  Hatch [continuing]. Othe r than  your program of cutting 

back for maybe 3 to 6 months and seeing if they follow suit?
Mr. W arnke. I say tha t if you could initiate, in the absence of ne

gotiations, a process of reciprocal restr aint , that might be some sort of 
substitute for agreements.

My objective at the present time would be to  reach an agreement 
and have nothing but  agreed-upon reductions.

PROBLEM of verification

Senator Hatch. Turn ing to th e problem of verification, how far  can 
we trust, the  Soviets and how f ar  would you rely on th eir goodwill? 
And in what precise areas do you think verification of Soviet anu s 
limitat ion is possible and what areas are impossible? That is a lot 
of questions, I  know.

Mr. Warnke. Well, you cannot really consider verification except in 
terms of  a specific agreement, and since I don’t know as yet the terms 
of the sort of agreement tha t we could work out, I don’t know what 
verification procedures would be necessary.
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But I have answered previously the question as to whether  o r no t I  would take an agreement to the Congress, or p resent an agreement for the approval of the President of tiie United States tha t relied on just  trust in the Soviet Union.
Senator  Hatch. W hat verification procedures would you insist on as a negotia tor ?
Mr. Warnke. I  think you would have to have verification procedures tha t would assure you tha t they were not violating the terms of the agreement and tha t would require, of course, such tilings as noninterference with national  means of detections.
Tha t is why I would be very concerned about any efforts to inte rfere wi th our satellites.
In  addition , I would think tha t some measures of onsite inspection will become necessary when you reach the point of gett ing genuine arms control.
Now, 1 think  tha t the Soviet Union would have to recognize that there would have to be what they would regard as more intrusive  methods than they were prepared to accept in the past. Now, whether or not they will accept those kinds of measures, 1 don’t know; but tha t would be par t, it seems to me, of the precondition of having any kind of effective arms control regime.
Senator Hatch. Will you conclude any agreements without some sort of effective verification procedures ?
Mr. Warnke. 1 would not recommend any such agreement. I  would not.
Senator Hatch. In  other words, you wrould walk away wi thout any good verification/
Mr. Warnke. I think,  Senator Hatch, than  an agreement which is not verifiable is worse than  no agreement. It  is a source o f instability rather tha n stability .
Senator Hatch. Thank you.

MAKIN G OF ULTIMATE AND  FINA L DECISIONS

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Warnke , you have been very patien t. We had a bit of an exercise here today in the processes of Government.
As much as I admire you, I have to te ll you, you are no t Pres ident. Yet questions have been placed to you as if you were the Commander in Chief. The Pres ident of  the U nited States, who is designated by the Constitution as being the Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the United Sta tes and who is the  chief spokesman of th is Nation in matters of foreign policy and national security, will make the ultimate and final decisions tha t you will have to carry out.
Mr. Warnke. That is correct, of course, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Humphrey. Y ou are but his agent and you will carry  out decisions made as a resul t of consultation by members of the  National Security Council, the Secretary  of Defense, the Secretary of State, the Directo r of the Centra l Intelligence Agency, the Joint Chiefs— not just the cha irma n; the National Security Adviser.
All of these instruments  of the Government and all of these members of Government will be working with the President to work out what is our negotiating  posture and strategy.  You will be involved, but
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as much as I  admi re you, you will  not  be ca lling  all of the shots. I 
th in k tha t need s to be c lea r for  thi s re cord.

You  will be the  instru me nt of  the agree d-u pon poli cy of  the  G overn 
ment. of  the Un ite d Sta tes . You will  hav e op po rtun ity  to make your  
inpu t. A ll o f th at  is in th e law.

Mr. AVarnke. Th at  is correct.
Se na tor  H umphr ey . It  is in the Ann s Control and Di sarm am en t 

Agency  A ct. Indeed, I th ink th at  m any  of  the  q uestions h ave been di
rec ted  as tho ugh somehow or  o ther  you  were go ing  to  make all  of these 
decisions on y ou r own.

I can  tr us t you, m ay I say, and I want to  make  it  cle ar, th at  I  w ould  
have  no difficulty, as one Sena tor , in trust in g you to make the righ t 
decisions. But  ha ving  served  in the execut ive  b ran ch, I th in k you  are  
going  to find out , as you did  when  you served in the executive branch , 
th at  there  wil l be decisions made where  you  don’t alw ays  ge ts your  
way. I  can not  recall  ev er g et tin g mine. [Genera l la ug hter .]

I  wasn’t sup posed  t o;  I was only a Vice  Pr es iden t. They don’t have 
anv a u th ori ty : they  just have re spo nsibil ity .

Ge rard  S mith , who was a fine man and nego tia ted  o ur  SA LT  I  was 
fro m the  A tom ic En er gy  Commission . l ie  had  a lit tle sti nt  in  th e State 
D ep ar tm en t; th en  he  w as the  pub lishe r o f a  maga zine. He  d id n’t m ake  
all  the  decisions on SA LT I.  I know Hen ry  Ki ss ing er  wou ld nev er 
want, me to  say  th at , and  ne ith er  wou ld Air. Nixon.  The Pr es id en t of  
the Un ite d State s, wi th  h is adv isers, mad e those decis ions, and Ge rard  
Sm ith  ca rri ed  them  ou t and  di d a good job.

Bil l Fo ster  cam e out of  p riv ate  indu str y.  I  worked very closely wi th 
Bill  Fo ster  on the  Nu cle ar Non prol ife ra tio n Tr ea ty . I  helped  him  
wi th th at  mat ter . He di dn ’t mak e the decis ions.  In  fac t. I  was  sent t o 
Eu rope  to  tel l him  some of  t he  deci sions th at  had alr eady  been made 
fo r him . I  know tha t, and I  admi re h im grea tly .

Dr . Ik le  came fro m RA ND  and wh ate ver inpu t he had in to  any of 
these negoti ations, he d id n’t m ake those d ecisions;  he carr ied  them  out. 
In  his ins tance,  he was  an  adv isor ; he was no t the  negoti ato r, o bviously .

I  wa nt it  clear because sometimes as the record  is developed we begin 
to th ink the  witness before  us is the  alp ha  and the  omega of  all th at  
is g oin g to tak e plac e when, in fac t, vou undertook  th is res ponsibi lity 

t  at  the  enc ourage ment of  the  Pres iden t know ing  full well th at you
wou ld wor k un de r his  ins tru cti on s and wi thin the  fra me wo rk of  his  
polic y.

Yo ur  role is signific ant , b ut I  su bmit th at  it is only pa rt  of  th e proc - 
« ess, w hich  you cle arly un de rst an d.  I  th in k every mem ber of  th is  com

mittee  sho uld  un de rst an d th at .

COM M EN DATI ON OF  M R. W A R N K E

I  th an k you f or  yo ur  f ra nk  and  resp ons ive  a nsw ers  to day . You  have 
been a r em ark able witness and have h ad  im mense pat ience. We  l et  you 
go now and  wish you Godspeed.

We mav hav e to, or  will want to call vou back, but  I  ha ve n’t the 
sligh tes t doubt th at  you hav e favo rably imp ress ed eve ry member th at  
has  been he re today.

Air. Warn ke. Than k vou v ery  much, S en ato r H um phrey .
Se na tor  H um phr ey . Th an k yo u, sir .
Is  Con gressm an Str at to n here  ?
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COMM ITT EE PROCEDURE

Would you mind coming back tomorrow, or would you prefe r to testify  tonigh t?
Mr. Stratton. Well, if I could be the first witness on tomorrow.Senator H umphrey. You could if you were in the House, but Senator McClure will be No. 1 tomorrow. That  will be out of senatorial courtesy.
Mr. Stratton. Well, why don’t I go on tonight, then? T have been waiting for 4 hours.
Senator  Humphrey. I know ju st what you mean. I have had two ‘meetings I have missed th is afternoon, but frankly, I think the ones that I missed weren’t ha lf as im portan t as the one I attended.If  you want to  testify , how much time do you need because I have a choice between you and my wife ? *Mr. Stratton. About 15 minutes, Mr. Chairman.
Senator H umphrey. Mrs. Humphrey  will tolerate  that.Mr. Stratton. I have the same problem.
Senator H umphrey. Thank God for married men.Mr. Warnke. Am I excused, sir ?
Senator H umphrey. You are indeed.
We will take a brief recess, 
f A brief recess was taken.]
Senator Humphrey. Congressman Stra tton, you are, without a doubt, one of the most patient men that has ever graced the Halls of Congress. Tha t has been demonstrated beyond human capacity this afternoon.
So with those introductory remarks welcoming you, would you please proceed with your testimony.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. SAMU EL STRATTON, A U.S. RE PR ES EN TA TIVE  
IN  CONGRESS FROM TH E STATE OF NE W YORK

Mr. Stratton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Actually , I am not know for my patience, but having  prepared carefully  for my testimony, I felt duty bound to  present it. My only concern is tha t I may be injecting a somewhat jar ring note into what has been an otherwise pret ty harmonious hearing, considering that it 1

is tak ing place in the U.S. Senate.
Rut I am here, Mr. Chairman, as one who has spent 18 years as a member of the House Armed Services Committee concentrat ing on *national  security and foreign policy matters , and I am here to oppose most emphat ically the nomination of Mr. Warnke as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and as the chief negotiator in the forthcoming SALT IT negotiations.'
My opposition is based on Mr. Warnke’s published views on national security issues which, incidentally , don’t jibe completely with what has been stated today; his views on the nature  of the Soviet threat and on the handling of SALT negotiations. Mr. Warnke, as chief S ALT negotiator, would in my judgment, be the wrong man in the wrong job at the wrong time.
Of course, the power to confirm executive nominations resides exclusively in the Senate. But in today’s strateg ic environment, the selec-
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tion of  a  ch ief SA LT n eg ot ia tor mu st be a m at te r o f g rav e concern  as 
muc h to ev ery  Member  of  th e Hou se as to every  M ember o f the  S ena te. 
Ind eed , if  pre vio us pra cti ces are  adhered  to, any  agr eem ent  res ul tin g 
fro m these ne go tia tio ns  mu9t be ap prov ed  by both the House  and the 
Sen ate.  Since th e o utlook of  th e ch ief  neg ot ia tor will obv iously have a 
majo r im pact on t he  sh ape of  w ha tev er agree me nt emerges fro m these 
negotia tions,  as  Se na tor Dan fo rth po int ed  out ea rli er  t hi s aft ern oon, 
all of  us in th e Congress  mu st exercise  e xtreme cau tion  in the  per son  
whom  we ap prov e to  exerc ise tha t res ponsibi lity .

UN ITED  STATES-SOVIET STRATEGIC SIT UA TIO N OVER I’A ST FEW YEARS

To ap prec ia te  th e di stur bing  im plications  of  the  W arnk e nom ina-  
* tion, let  me r eview br ief ly t he  str ateg ic  sit ua tio n between ourselves and

the Sov iets  as i t h as been  d evelopin g over  the  past  few years. W ith  th e 
end  of  the  Vietn am  wa r, a str on g an tim il itar y bias set in her e in the 
Con gress, as a  re su lt o f wh ich  su bs tan tia l cu ts were made  in the  defense 
bu dg et ove r a pe riod of  4 or  5 yea rs, cu lm inat ing with  a w ho pp ing $9 
bil lion cut  in  fiscal  1976. I n  th e process, Am eri ca ’s de fense ca pabil itie s, 
sh ips  at  sea, men un de r arm s, and vit al research and develop ment 
effort  all wen t in to  a ste ady decline.

Meanw hile , the  Sovie t Un ion was conti nu ing  its  pol icy  of  rapi d 
mili ta ry  deve lopment on every fron t, fielding d ur in g th at  same per iod  
a numb er of  adv anced des ign weapons, planes , tan ks , missiles, and 
nucle ar mis sile  sub marine s. Ma ny m ili ta ry  experts  conclud ed th at  
wi th Am erican  pow er ste ad ily  declinin g and  Soviet m ili ta ry  pow er 
ste ad ily  advancing , the Sov iets  ha d ei ther  alr eady  ach ieve d mili ta ry  
su pe rio rit y ove r us o r were  on t he  verge of  a tta in in g such supe rio rity.

An d then  las t year,  fo r reasons th at  are  not en tir ely cle ar sti ll,  the  
Con gress unexpec ted ly made a 180° tu rn  an d appro ved a defense 
budget fo r fiscal 1977 alm ost  as s ub sta nt ial  as the  one subm itte d to us 
by th e F or d admi nistr at ion.

Tha t act ion  wa s a  legis lat ive  l an dm ark,  because af te r 6 or 7 years of 
steady decl ine,  A me rica’s m ili ta ry  s tre ng th  ha d fina lly begun to move 
up wa rd  again . Con gress ha d been warne d th at  if  we h ad  any int ere st 
in t ry in g to k eep  up w ith  th e feveri sh pace  of  Soviet m ili ta ry  adva nce , 

4 to preven t the m fro m ga in ing su pe rio rit y,  defe nse  spendin g would
have to  increase  b etween 2 a nd  4 p ercent  each year,  disco un tin g inf la
tion . Even at  th at , we wou ld not be mo vin g towa rd  supe rio rit y,  only  
tow ard  m aintaining  wha t Se creta ry  Ru ms feld ha d cal led  rou gh 
equivalence w ith  the Soviets.

WHE RE  n o  WE  GO FROM HE RE ?

So the que stio n before  us and the co un try  in Fe br ua ry  1977 is th is : 
Where do we go from here? Do we con tinue the tre nd  set in motion  
las t year?  O r do we go bac k to the  old  ha bi t of  hack ing  away at  
defense in t he  be lie f t hat it is a lre ady too big , and th at  the  m oney  in it 
wou ld be be tte r spen t on social and w elfare  prog rams ?

At the  very tim e when Am eric a has repu diated  its  ea rli er  poli cy 
of  rep eat ed defense cu ts and mad e the conscious decis ion no t to  let  
the Soviets  g et ahe ad of  us, it  m akes no sense at  all fo r us to  n ame as 
our pr incipa l represen tat ive in the most sen sitive an d fa r- reac hing

83-8 72  0  -  77 - 7
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negotiations of all, a man who, regardless of what hard-l ined views 
he may now be giving to this committee and has, in fact, been present
ing them this afternoon, has at each step of the way over the last 8 
years, when you look at the record, repeatedly and consistently opposed 
every new weapon or improved military capability  tha t we have 
undertaken.

MR. W AR NK E’s  OPPOS ITIO N TO COMPONENTS OF U. S.  NUCLE AR DETERRE NT

In  1972, as the head of the McGovern Panel on National Security 
and a top defense advisor to Presidential candidate McGovern, Paul 
Wam ke joined in opposing—not questioning, by the way, as was 
mentioned earlier, but opposing the MIRVing of our ballistic missiles, 
opposing Minuteman II I,  favoring dismant ling of all Titan ICBM ’s, 
favoring  a stop to the conversion of Polaris submarines to Poseidons, 
opposing the  B-l,  opposing the ABM, and favoring a 50-percent cut 
in the Army’s air defense missiles. A later  report of the same Mc
Govern Panel also opposed improvements in missile accuracy, opposed 
development of a hard-target capability, opposed the cruise missile, 
opposed the ABM, opposed bomber defense, opposed the AWAC’s 
(airborne warning  and control system), opposed MIRV ing our 
Polar is/Poseidon missiles, and opposed development of the Trident 
submarine.

In fact, as has already been pointed out by Senator Nunn and others, 
over the years, whatever Mr. W arlike may be saying now as he moves 
from one Senate office to another, Mr. Warnke has opposed develop
ment o f v irtua lly all of the curren t components of our nuclear deter
rent, which will in fact be the key issue in the forthcoming SALT 
negotiations, weapons whose destructive  power, incidentally,  have been 
primarily  responsible for bringing the Soviets to the negotiating  table 
in the first place.

In 1974, 2 years later, Mr. Warnke was still on the  same track.  In 
testimony before the Senate Appropria tions Committee, he opposed 
the B-l.  He didn ’t question i t; he opposed it. He opposed the  F-14, 
opposed the Navy’s base a t Diego Garcia, favored a 200,000 man cut 
in our milit ary personnel, favored—incidentally, contra ry to what he 
said this afternoon—a cut in our NATO troops.

Senator  H umphrey. I wish you could document tha t because, as one 
of the leaders of the fight to maintain milita ry troops in NATO, I 
vigorously opposed the Mansfield amendment. I  remember talking  to 
Paul  Warnke and asking him, and he told me. no way cut those troops.

Mr. Stratton. I  reviewed the testimony, Mr. Chairman, before I 
made the statement and I  would be glad to supply it to the committee. 
My recollection was that it  was a 30,000 figure.

[The information refe rred to fol lows :]
Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate, 93rd Congress, 2d Session, on H.R. 16243 
NATO FORCE REDUCTION

Chairman McClellan. Let  us st art  with  tha t. Overseas how many would you 
take  away from NATO?

Mr. Warnke. I  probably would make a m inor cu t in NATO force.
Cha irman McClellan. Wha t is a  minor cu t?
Mr. Warnke. Something l ike 30,000.



Chai rman  McClellan. 30,000 from NATO. Would you demobilize these?Mr. Wabnke. I  would.
Mr. McClellan. You would tak e them out of the service? Th at would be par t of your cut?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct. In our report we propose that  what we ough t to take a look a t are  the  supp ort forces of NATO and actually make a 15-percent cut  in tota l support forces.
Chairman McClellan. What do you mean by support forces?Mr. Warnke. Those oth er than those who are dire ctly  or indi rect ly engaged in combat.
Chai rman  McClellan. You would leave most of the  combat forces the re?Mr. Warnke. Yes ; fo r the time being.
Cha irman McClellan. You believe th at  in tak ing  a  15-percent cut  in the suppor t forces this would leave the combat forces with  adequa te support?Mr. Warnke. Yes.

KOREA N FORCE REDUCT ION

Chairman  McClellan. Now let  us go to Korea. How many forces would you take out of Korea?
Mr. Warnke. I would remove a ll the division from Korea.Chai rman  McClellan. Remove al l from Korea?Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.
Cha irman McClellan. And demobilize them?Mr. Warnke. And demobilize them.

SO UTH EA ST  A SI A  FORCE REDUCT ION

Chai rman  McClellan. Southea st Asia, what would you take from here?Mr. Warnke. I would cer tainly  elim inate those forces that  are being maintaine d in Tha ilan d for the  possibility of rein tervention in Vietnam.Chairm an McClellan. And demobilize them?
Mr. Warnke. Yes. I believe, Mr. Chai rman, unless you demobilize those forces you bring  home, you don’t real ly realize much in the way of budgetary  savings .Chairm an McClellan. Where else now? I mentioned NATO, Korea , and  Southeast Asia. Do we have  forces a nywhere  else?
Mr. Warnke. I thin k at  the present time  we have someth ing like 520,000 troops overseas.  W hat  I am talk ing  about  is a reduction -----Chairman McClellan. Most of those ar e in NATO, of course?Mr. Warnke. About 300,000 in NATO, the others elsewhere . I believe something like 180,000 are in Asia. As our  report suggests,  we think that  the  ma jor  reductions should come from the  Asian forces. I thin k we have learned again , as we have learned  in the  past , that  it  is not really des irab le for the  United Sta tes to equip i tse lf for ground wars in Asia. I doub t th at  a contingency exis ts and  I doubt that , if it  did occur, use of our  armed forces would be the  way to respond to it.
I thin k also we ought to be looking toward more sub stantial reduction s in the NATO forces over  a pe riod of time.
Chai rman  McCleltan. I am talking about thi s year.  The fac t is th at  I fully agree wi th you. I would take out  more than the 30,000.Mr. Warnke. As I say, th at  would be as fa r as I was concerned the  first  wi thdrawal. I thin k th at  timing is very important, Mr. Chai rman , in this regard.Chai rman  McClellan. I agree  with you about tak ing  them out of NATO. I am not cer tain  that  would be well to demobilize them, I don’t know. I feel that  we have  done our  slmre rn d more over the re for  a long, long time. Anyway, I am ju st  r ett ing  t his  in form ation in general terms. I thin k you have substantially answ ered  these questions.
Mr. Stratton. He opposed the Triden t submarine, opposed improving the accuracy and yield of our nuclear missiles, favored a slowdown in the development of nuclear attack submarines, and opposed the SAM -D missile.
Last  year, in 1976, it was once again the same consistent story of negativism on defense. Te stify ing before the Senate Budget Committee, Mr. Warnke opposed the B -l  bomber, and the Tr ident  submarine, two of the very few efforts we have made over t he past  decade to up-
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grade and modernize our own nuclear deterrent force to offset all of 
the myriad improvements which the Soviets made over the same 
period.

REPORT OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF PROJECT ON BUDGET PRIORITIES

One of the organizations on which Mr. Warnke has been active—he 
was its Chairman—was the Advisory Committee of the Project on 
Budget Priorities. In  1974, tha t group issued a pamphlet en titled, “A 
Report to Congress: Military Policies and Budget Priorities, fiscal 
year 1975.” The letter  transmit ting this repo rt was signed by Mr. 
Warnke, and the pamphlet lists him as convenor of the report ing 
committee.

The repo rt states as follows:
The eff ort  to ga in congressio nal  contr ol of the  defens e budget in  fiscal  ye ar  

1975 s hou ld, fir st of all,  acc ept  the view  sup ported in thi s repo rt  th a t the world 
si tu at io n will no t req uire, fo r the  fores eeable fu tu re , co ns tan t do lla r incr eases.

Congress,  however, sho uld  go beyond merely holdin g the  bud get  co ns tan t and 
should  begin  to requ ire  the  Pe nta go n to squeeze the  fa t out. Th is efficiency pro 
gram  co uld  be imp lem ented by a  3- percen t reduc tion in ap prop ria tio ns , in co ns tan t 
dollar s, fo r ea ch of th e n ex t 5 ye ars.

In  other words, while the Nation’s top defense officials were telling 
us tha t we must increase the defense budget by at least 2 percent a year 
in constant dollars if we are to mainta in even rough equivalence with 
an expanding Soviet military  posture, Mr. Warnke was proposing to 
decrease th at budget by 3 percent a year over a 5-year period. I f tha t 
part icular Warnke plan had been adopted in 1974—fortunately, it 
wasn’t—our defense budget today would be $28.8 billion below the 
one submitted to us in J anuary by the Ford  administ ration; in other 
words, a cut of $28.8 billion, contrasted with a cut of only $2.8 billion 
which is now under  consideration by the Carter administ ration.

MR. WARNKE OUTSIDE MAINSTREAM OF CURRENT U.S. DEFENSE THINKING

Mr. Chairman, on the basis of these consistent and repeatedly 
espoused views, the nominee reveals himself to be clearly outside the  
mainstream of current American defense thin king,  both in the Con
gress and in the country. Last  December, “Opinion Research” reported 
tha t 71 percent of the American people believed our defense budget 
was adequate or should be increased. Only 16 percent favored cutting  
it. A Gal lup poll taken about the same time showed 63 percent either in 
favor  of the present budget o r wanting a la rger one, compared to only 
27 percent favor ing cuts.

The sweeping cuts which Mr. Warnke has been espousing, year afte r 
year, regardless of what was takin g place in other areas of the world, 
prove him manifestly unqualified for the special responsibility for 
which he has been nominated. This kind of cut defense think ing was 
highly fashionable 4 or 5 years ago. Today, it  is dangerously obsolete. 
Oh, of course, Mr. W arnke will be assuring you tha t he espouses an 
adequate defense, and he has gone beyond that today. But how odd that 
over the years, whenever the chips were down, he has always managed 
to come down, year  afte r year, in opposition to virtually every new 
military development and improvement tliis country has pu t forward.
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MR. WARNKE’s  ABILITY TO DEFEND MAINTENAN CE OF WEAPONS 
QUESTIONED

How could such a person possibly defend, with a stra igh t face, 
across the table from all those tough, unsmiling, hardnosed, implacable 
Soviet negotiators that always surface at every disarmament nego
tiation, the maintenance of all these weapons which he has so con
sistently opposed, and which today, despite his opposition over the 
years, comprise the real strength of our nuclear arsenal which in vir 
tually every other category is numerically infer ior to the Soviets?

He just  couldn’t do it. The Russians would quote his own words 
righ t back to him, and the American position, at least as fa r as our own 
point man was concerned, would be devastated.

I might say parenthet ically at this point, Mr. Chairman, tha t much 
has been made of the point tha t the top SALT negot iator is, after 
all, only going to be following the position of the President, but 
the fact of the matter is, he is the negotiator. He is the man who 
sits across the table from the Russians and certainly  he is the one 
who is going to have to make the arguments and make the defense.

Senator  Humphrey. But you would agree, would you not, Congress
man, th at  he can only make the arguments which he is authorized to 
make? You don’t have tha t flexibility. We have it in Congress. We 
can run all over the lot here, playing roly-poly, but you can’t do 
tha t when you are over in the executive branch.

When you get those instructions, you are going to follow those 
instructions.

Mr. Stratton. I am sure th at the bargaining committee in a labor- 
management negotiat ion only does what the membership wants it  to 
do, but obviously, they are not there every minute of the day and 
every minute of the discussion and our chief negotia tor is the man 
who has to sound convincing, who has to know when to push and 
when to back up;  and I just don’t believe tha t a person who has 
had this consistent history, not just  in the last couple of days, but  
over at  least the last 8 years, could do th at job.
MR. WAR NKE ’s ABILITY TO NEGOTIATE PRECISE AGREEMENT QUESTIONED

Certainly all of us recognize, Mr. Chairman, the importance of 
the upcoming SALT II  negotiations and all of us—and that  includes 
me—are hopeful tha t they will succeed. Obviously, there is no point 
in escalating the level of nuclear deterrence, so long as we can be 
sure of main taining a genuine balance in our capabilities, and so 
long, as I have already said, as the agreement tha t spells out tha t 
balance is unambiguous, verifiable, and self-enforcing.

We may have a start in achieving such a mutual balance in the 
SALT I agreement, a document widely hailed at the time, but in 
subsequent years we have come to realize tha t there were so many 
ambiguities in SALT I tha t we can no longer be certain it actually 
represents a real balance today. One of the first requirements of a 
SALT II  agreement is that it end those ambiguities and loopholes 
in SALT I. The only way to provide such certainty is with a precise 
document obviously, carefully spelled out, with all the t ’s crossed and 
all the i’s dotted.
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But here again, the record, contrary  to what we have heard today, 
shows tha t Paul  Warnke is emphatically in no position to preside 
over the kind of negotiations that lead to a precise writ ten agreement.

He gave us a very reevealing insight into his view on this particular 
question in an article in the spring of  1975 issue o f “Foreign Policy” 
entitled, “Two Apes on a Treadm ill.” Here are Mr. Warnke’s precise 
proposals for conducting nuclear negotiations. Now, he backed com
pletely away from these statements before this committee in the 
3 hours tha t I sat here, Mr. Chairman,  but I suggest tha t they still 
represent his views because he had them reprinted this morning on 
the Op-Ed  page of the New York Times.

From the questioning of this  committee, I  am sure th at every mem
ber has read the document and I will only touch on p art  of the por
tions tha t I have included in my statement, but I think tha t we ought 
to remember tha t this nominee said these things:

“The ongoing process seems to aggravate the problem.” He is ta lk
ing about arms negotiations. “Rather than  creating a climate in 
which resr taint can be practiced, the existence of the negotiations 
themselves has been an occasion for acceleration of strategic arms 
development.”

Senator  H umphrey. Of course, t ha t is true . Tha t happened at the 
time of the negotiation of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty . The Soviet 
Union made more explosions in 30 days than they had in the previous
5 years.

Mr. Stratton. Well, if vou will bear with me, Mr. Chairman, the 
following statement says th is :

The question inescapably arises whether, under our curre nt defense policies, 
we can afford to negotiate abou t arm s control. If  we mus t accept the insistence 
th at  the  momentum of our  stra teg ic weapons programs must be maintained in 
order to bargain effectively, the  talk s have  become too expensive a luxury. Inso
fa r as formal agreements are  concerned, we may have gone as fa r as we can 
now go.

Then he comes, of course, to his proposal tha t there shouldn’t be any 
agreement at all;  we should simply agree to a moratorium, for ex
ample, on MIRV ing our missiles, announce th at we are not going to 
do anything more on the Trident submarine and the B -l  bomber for
6 months, and then, i f the Russians have demonstrated some reciproc
ity—and he doesn’t spell out how you tell whether tha t takes  place or 
not—then we would—except by elimina ting some of thei r older, 
missile-carrying submarines and a freeze on the development of the 
new family of ICBM’s.

Then he would reduce our nuclear arsenal in Europe. “ The chances 
are good, moreover,” he concludes,

That highly adve rtised restr aint  on our  pa rt will be reciprocated. The steps 
we can tak e in try ing  to st ar t a process  of reciprocal restr aint  are  not dras tic. 
They would cr eate no ri sk in our na tional  security.

Well, now, Mr. Chairman, these may be noble sentiments-----

REDUCTION IN U.S. TACTICAL WEAPONS IN EUROPE

Senator Humphrey. D idn’t we jus t reduce the number of our tac
tical weapons in Europe  ?

Mr. Stratton. I beg your pardon ?
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Senator  Humphrey. D idn't we jus t reduce the  number of our tac
tical weapons in Europe?

Mr. Stratton. The  number  he lists in his article is over 7,000.
Senator Humphrey. Rut that  is not the point. Didn’t we just  reduce 

them? That is what, I asked.
Mr. Stratton. I  don’t believe so. Th at was a subject, Mr. Chairman, 

which we offered to the Soviets in the MBFR (mutual and balanced 
force reduction) discussions going on in Vienna, as part, of a deal, 
and the Soviets have still not accepted that, or any other par t of it.

Senator Humphrey. But we feel tha t we ca nd o so without any 
danger.

Mr. Stratton. I  am not sure tha t we feel we can make any, or should 
make any reduction until we get something in return for it on the 
other side. What is the point of  conducting negotiations in Vienna for 
mutual and balanced force reductions if we are going to go ahead and 
reduce anvway?

Senator  H umphrey. I think  you are doing Mr. Warnke an injustice 
and tha t why I inte rrup t. He didn’t say that  we should do this on a 
permanent  basis. He said he is opposed to unilateral disarmament. He 
said he would do th is on the basis of what Eisenhower did, of what 
Kennedv did.

If  there  is a response, then we will continue. If  not, then we go on.
I feel tha t the record has to be accurate.

MR. WA RNKF?S STAT EM EN T ON HO W NEGOTIA TIONS SHOULD  BE CONDUCTED

Mr. Stratton. Mr. Chairman, I have spent a good deal of time 
going over the statements  of Mr. Warnke on the record. He certainly 
didn't say tha t today. That  is the thin g tha t surprises me, but this is 
his statement on how negotiations should be conducted. He is the man 
who is going to go to SALT.

Is this the kind of thin g tha t we reallv want to be car ried out at 
SALT?

Senator Humphrey. What he said was that it might be a risk well 
taken, to take some initiat ive on a unilateral basis now, pending the 
agreement of the opposite side. Dwight Eisenhower said that . John  
Kennedv said that.  And both of those were pre tty good men.

Mr. Stratton. Well, I have some comments on Mr. Kennedy in a 
moment, Mr. Chairman.

It  seems to me tha t what we have here is an essay in a learned 
journal. Mavbe it wasn’t even intended to be taken seriously, but  as I  
say, Mr. Warnke has put it in the  New York Times this morning, so 
he must still subscribe to it.

I submit to you tha t these proposals cannot possibly be taken as 
serious proposals for the conduct of our upcoming SAL T negotia
tions. This is not a prescrip tion for a t reaty . This is a choreography 
for a minuet, a delightful fantasy, perhaps, but certain ly not a for 
mula for responsible sta tesmanship in a dangerous world.

How, for instance, under this plan do we eliminate the ambiguities 
that, plagued us in SALT I  if we are not going to have any treaty  but 
just mutual restraint for 6 months and see what happens?

If  matching rest rain t is the only guideline, what happens to the 
weapons totals already agreed to at Vladivostok, for example? And
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finally—and this is the most important of all—how can yon possibly 
get any verification if all you have is some informal agreement that  
everybody is going to be mutually restrained for  6 months?

Under the Warnke plan, it would be impossible to know whether 
the agreement had ever been violated.

PROPOSED HA LT  OF PROGRESS ON B - l  AND  TRIDEN T

Not only tha t but, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Warnke is seriously propos
ing th at while all of thi s is going on—and this is a very serious omis
sion in his testimony—we unilate rally halt  all fur ther progress on 
the tw’o vital nuclear deterren t improvements tha t we have underway 
now, the B -l  and the Trident submarine, for a period of 6 months; 
and we do tha t without  anything in writ ing, with no commitment from 
the Soviets and no quid pro quo.

Senator Humphrey. Forty-s ix Senators thought we ought never to 
start.  I  want to put it  on the record. The  Tr iden t submarine was hotly 
debated. It was either 43 or 46.

Mr. Stratton. Tha t is righ t, but we do by majorities.
Senator Humphrey. I  know, but I want to point out that  43 Sena

tors were not necessarily willing to give the Soviet Union the world. 
We weren’t contemplating that at all.

We did think  tha t we could put  the  Trident  missile on the Poseidon 
submarine.

Mr. Stratton. I have always tho ught,  of  course, that the  House is 
a little  bit more responsible in these matters than the  Senate. [General 
laughter .]

Senator Humphrey. I have always thought they were a little  bit 
more afra id of election time. [General laughter.]

Mr. Stratton. I  have discussed these matters  with Admiral Rick- 
over and I don’t think you could put very many o f those missiles on 
the old submarine. They are bigger missiles. The size of the submarine, 
afte r all, is not really a very important factor  in antisubmarine war
fare. I t is the quietness and other things.

The thing that, dis turbs me is that the essence of these negotiations 
are going to have to be some sort o f bargaining, some sort o f quid pro 
quo and you can’t do tha t w ith this  procedure whatsoever.

RISK  TO NA TIO NA L SECURITY

Who savs, by the  wav, th at such an action would create no risk to 
our national  security? Have the Jo int  Chiefs of  Staff acreed that  no 
risk would be entailed? How could we entrust our vital SALT negotia
tions to someone who would deal so flinpantlv and cavalierlv  with our 
national  security until his name is submitted for confirmation to the 
U.S. Senate, p articu larlv at a time when the precise decree of our rela 
tive nuclear balance with the Soviets is such a burn ing issue.

Cert.ainlv there was no mandate in the last election for  such Alice- 
in-Wonderland treatment of our vital nuclear deterrent .

WORLD HA S NOT CHANGED

Mr. Chairman, I  can appreciate the desire for a fresh, new approach 
in a new administration. The re have been many defense critics around
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Washington, going a ll the way back to Henry Wallace, who have felt 
tha t all our national security problems stein from the fact  that we 
Americans have been too beastly to the Russians.

Mr. Warnke is only one of the more recent, and certainly one of  
the more poetic, of tha t breed. B ut though we have a new Congress 
and a new administra tion, the world i tself has not really changed.

Mr. Warnke is not the fi rst to thin k th at all th at is needed to achieve 
peace and security is a pure heart and infinite rest raint.  Ha rry  Truman 
went to Potsdam talking  about good old Joe  Sta lin and ended up with 
the Truman Doctrine and Korea. Joh n Kennedy wanted a test ban 
treaty, but afte r he met Khrushchev personally in Vienna, lie came 
back and predicted it would be a long, cold winter as indeed i t proved 
to be, both in Cuba and Vietnam.

Lyndon Johnson tried  the same thing at Glassboro, with sweet rea
sonableness and the impressive, as we all know, persuasiveness of Bob 
McNamara. But the Russians refused to budge for an ABM trea ty 
unti l we finally started  building an ABM of our own. We have already 
tried  tha t approach and it doesn’t work.

The history  of the last 32 years has amply demonstrated tha t in 
dealing with the Soviets, the path to peace and stabil ity lies only 
through firmness and strength. Negotiator afte r negotia tor has come 
back with tha t same story, and if you don’t believe it,  ask Pau l Nitze.

I have been interested in the desire to bring  Mr. Nitze before this 
committee.

Senator  H umphrey. Paul Nitze was a pa rt of th at Truman admin 
istration . Le t me make it clear that I think the  world of Paul.  I think 
he is a fine, wonderfully competent man. He is an old f riend  of mine.

But Paul Nitze was involved in all of these things you are talking 
about.

Mr. Stratton. Well, Paul Nitze has been also involved in these 
negotiations.

Senator  Humphrey. That is right.
Mr. Stratton. And he knows—he has expanded at some leng th be

fore the Senate Budget  Committee-----
Senator H umphrey. I mean, all of the so-called sellouts tha t you 

are talk ing about here, Paul was around in all of them except, I think,  
the first.

Mr. Stratton. I  am not suggesting any sellouts; I am suggesting 
tha t we have found that you cannot be sweet with the Russians. Mr. 
McNamara could not convince them at Glassboro—and he has a 
pret ty formidable IQ—until we began to build our own ABM and 
then they said, OK, we quit.

SIGNAL OF IN TEN T TO MAIN TA IN  MI LITA RY  BALANCE SUGGESTED

In  my judgment, Mr. Chairman, the most important thin g tha t 
Congress could do to insure world peace and stab ility would be to give 
the Soviets and the rest of the  world  a clear and unmistakable signal 
tha t we intend to continue to do everything tha t is necessary to main
tain  our rough mili tary  balance with them and tha t any agreements 
entered into with them, either for limit ing or reducing tha t strength, 
must be mutual, unambiguous, verifiable, and self-enforcing.
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The confirmation of Paul  Warnke as chief nuclear arms l imita tion 
negotia tor would send out the wrong signal and could well set back 
our progress toward a stable nuclear balance by several years.

REJECTING NOMINEE URGED

George Santayana once wrote th at “those who refuse to le arn from 
history are condemned to repeat it.” By rejecting  this nominee, the 
committee will spare us the prospect of having  to repeat all of the 
many bitte r lessons of the past 32 years.

I urge the committee to  reject Mr. W arnke ’s nomination and urge 
the Senate to do likewise.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, since the point has been bro ught  up in 
the questioning, t hat  i f you have two nominations, I think that most 
emphatically, the SALT negotia tor nomination should be rejected. 
Perhaps as Director of the Arms Control Agency, Mr. Warnke might 
be suitable but my impression was tha t these were going together and 
I think, for the reasons I  have indicated, he would be a very unfo r
tunate  nominee for the SALT negotiator because the Russians will 
have read his words, just as we have.

Thank you very much.
[Representative Str atto n’s prepared statement follows:]

Prepared Statement of Representative Samuel S. Stratton, 
(Democrat of New York)

Mr. Chairman , I a ppear here, as one who h as spen t 18 years  as  a  member of the 
House Armed Services Commit tee concentrat ing on nat ional secu rity  a nd foreign  
policy questions, to oppose mos t em phat ically the  nomina tion of Mr. Paul Warn ke 
as Director of Arms Contro l and Disarm ane nt Agency and chief nego tiator 
in th e for thcoming SALT II  negotia tions.

My opposition is based on Mr. Wa rnke’s published views on nat ional secur ity 
issues, on the na tur e of the Soviet thr ea t, and on the handling of SALT negotia
tions. Mr. W arnk e as chief SALT negotia tor would in my judgmen t be th e wrong man in the  wrong  job a t the wrong time.

Of course the  power to confirm executive nominations resides exclusively in the 
Senate. Bu t in today’s s tra teg ic environment the  selection of a chie f SALT nego
tia to r m ust  be a ma tte r of g rave  concern as much to every member of the  House 
as to every member of the Senate.  Indeed,  if previous prac tices  are adhered  to, 
any agreement resu lting from these negotiat ions  must be approved by both the 
House and  the  Senate. Since the outlook of the  chief negotia tor will obviously 
have  a ma jor  impact on the  shape of whatev er agreemen t emerges from these 
negotiations, a ll of us in the  Congress must exercise  extreme caution  in  the person whom we approve to exercise  that  responsibility .

To app rec iate  the disturbing implications of the Warnke nomination, let  me 
review briefly the  stra teg ic situ atio n between  ourselves  and the Soviets as if 
has  been developing over the  p ast  few years. With the  end of the  Viet Nam war  
a strong an ti-mi 'ita ry bias set in here in the  Congress, as a res ult  of which 
sub stantial cuts  were made in the defense budget over a period of four or five 
years, culm inat ing with a whopping $9 billion cut  in fiscal year 1976. In  the 
process America’s defense capab ilities, ships at  sea, men under arms, and vital 
research  and development effo rt all  went  into  a steady  decline.

Meanwhile  the Soviet Union was continuing it s policy of rapid  m ilit ary  develop
ment on every fron t, fielding during th at  same period a number of advanced  
design weapons—planes, tanks, missiles, and nuc lear  missile submarines. Many 
mil itary exp erts  concluded th at  with  American power stea dily  declin ing and 
Soviet m ilit ary  power steadi ly increasing,  th e Soviets had either al rea dy achieved 
mil itar y superio rity  over us or were on the  verge of att ain ing  such superiori ty.

And then  la«t y< ar,  for reasons that  are  stil l not ent irely clear , the  Congress 
unexpectedly  made a 180 degree turn  and  approved a defense budge t for  fiscal 
1977 almos t as  su bstant ial  as  th e one s ubmitted  to us by the  F ord Adm inist ration.
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That  action was a legislative landmark, because after six or seven years of 
steady decline America’s militar y strength had finally begun to move upwards 
again. Congress has been warned tha t if we had any intere st in trying  to keep 
up with the feverish pace of Soviet military advance, defense spending would 
have to increase between 2 to 4 percent each year, discounting inflation. Even 
at tha t we would not be moving toward superiority, only towards maintain ing 
what Secretary Rumsfeld had called “rough equivalence” with the Soviets.

So the question before Congress and the country in February  1977 is, Where 
do we go from here? Do we continue the trend set in motion last year? Or do 
we go back to the old habit of hacking away at defense in the belief tha t it ’s 
already too big, and the money in it would be better  spent on social and welfare 

. programs?
At the very time when America has repudiated its earlie r policy of repeated 

defense cuts and made the conscious decision not to let the Soviets get ahead of 
us, it makes no sense at all for us to name as our principal representative in the 
most sensitive and far-reaching negotiations of all, a man who, regardless of

• what hard-line views he may now be giving to this committee, has at each s tep 
of the way over the last  8 years repeatedly and consistently opposed every 
new weapon or improved m ilitary  capability we have undertaken.

In 1972, as the head of the McGovern Panel on National Security and a top 
defense adviser to Presid ential candidate McGovern, Paul Warnke joined in 
opposing the MIRVing of our ballistic missiles, opposing Minuteman III , favor
ing dismantling of all Tita n ICBMs, favoring a stop to the conversion of Polaris 
submarines to Poseidons, opposing the B- l, opposing the safeguard ABM, and 
favoring a 50 percent cut in th e Army’s a ir defense missiles. A la ter report of the 
same McGovern Panel on National Security also opposed improvements in missile 
accuracy, opposed development of a hard-targe t capability, opposed the cruise 
missile, opposed the ABM, opposed bomber defense, opposed the AWACs, op
posed MIRVing our Polaris/P oseidon missiles, and opposed development of the 
Trident  submarine.

In fact, as has already been pointed out by Senator Nunn and others, over the 
years—whatever he may be saying now as he moves from one Senate office 
to another—Mr. Warnke has opposed development of virtually all the current 
components of our nuclear deterrent, which will be the key issue in the forth
coming SALT negotiations—weapons whose destructive power, ironically, have 
been primarily  responsible for bringing the Soviets to the negotiating table in 
the first place.

Two years later, in 1974, Mr. Warnke was still on the same track. In test i
mony before the Senate Appropriations Committee he opposed the B- l. opposed 
the F-14, opposed the Navy’s base at Diego Garcia, favored a 200,000 man cut 
in our militar y personnel, favored a cut in our NATO troops, opposed the 
Trident submarine, opposed improving the accuracy and yield of our nuclear 
missiles, favored a slow down in the development of nuclear attac k submarines, 
and opposed the SAM-D missile.

Last year, in 1976, it was once again the same consistent story of negativism
* on defense. Testifying before the Senate Budget Committee, Mr. Warnke op

posed the B -l  bomber, and opposed the Triden t submarine, two of the very 
few efforts we have made over the past decade in upgrading and modernizing 
our nuclear deterrent force to offset all of the myriad improvements which 
the Soviets made over the same period.

One of the organizations on which Mr. Warnke has been active—he was its 
chairman—was the Advisory Committee of the Project on Budget Prioritie s. 
In 1974 t hat  group issued a pamphlet entitled “A Report to Congress: Military 
Policies and Budget Priorit ies, fiscal year 1975.” The lette r trans mitti ng this 
report was signed by Mr. Warnke, and the pamphlet lists him as ‘convenor’ 
of the reporting committee. The report states  the following :

“The effort to gain Congressional control of the defense budget in fiscal year 
1975 should, first of all, accept the view supported in this report tha t the world 
situation will not require, for the forseeable future, constant dollar increases . . .

“Congress however should go beyond merely holding the budget constant  and 
should begin to require the Pentagon to squeeze the fat out . . . This efficiency 
program could be implemented by a 3 percent reduction in appropriations, in 
constant dollars, for each of the next 5 years.”

In other words, while the nation’s top defense officials were telling us we must 
increase the defense budget by at  least 2 percent a year in constant dollars if we
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are to ma intain  even “rough equiva lence” with  an expa ndin g Soviet mil itar y 
posture, Mr. War nke was proposing to decre ase th at  budget by 3 percent a yea r 
over a 5-yea r period. If  th at  iwirticul ar Wa rnke plan had been adop ted in 1974— 
for tun ate ly it  wasn ’t—our defense budget today would be $2 8.8 billion below the 
one subm itted  by the Ford  Adm inist ratio n. A cut of $28.8 billion, in oth er words, 
constrasted  with  a cut of only $2.8 billion now being consid ered by the  Carter  
Adm inist ratio n.

Mr. Chai rman , on the  basis  of thes e c onsi sten t and repeatedly espoused views, 
the  nominee revea ls himse lf to be clear ly outside the  mai nstream of curre nt 
American defense thinking, both in the  C ongress and in the  country . Las t Decem
ber Opinion Research reported th at  71 percent of the  American people believed 
our defense budget was ade qua te o r should be increased. Only 16 p erce nt favored 
reducing it. A Gallup Poll take n about the same ti me showed 63 perc ent either in 
favor of the present budget or wan ting a lar ger one, compared  to only 27 percent 
favoring  cuts.

The sweeping  cuts  which Mr. Wa rnke has  been espousing, year af te r year, 
rega rdless of wh at was tak ing  place in oth er are as of the  world, prove him mani
festly unqualified for the special responsib ility for  which he has been nomina ted. 
This  kind of cut-defense thin kin g was highly  fashi onab le fou r or five y ears ago. 
Today it  is dange rously  obsolete. Oh, of course. Mr. Wa rnke will be assurin g 
you th at  he espouses an “adeq uate  defense.” But  how odd th at  ove r the  years, 
whenever the  chips were down, he has  always manage d to come down, ye ar af ter  
year,  in opposition  to vir tua lly  e very new mil itary development and improvement 
this coun try has pu t f orwar d.

How could such a person possibly defend, with  a str aig ht face, acros s the  ta ble 
from all those  tough, unsmiling, hard-no sed, impla cable  Soviet neg otia tors  th at  
alwa ys surface at  every disarm ame nt negot iation, the  main tenance of all these 
weapons which he has  so consis tently opposed, a nd which today, despite his per
sis tent opposition over the  years,  comprise the  rea l streng th of our  nuclear  
arsenal which in virt ual ly every  oth er catego ry is num erica lly inf erior to the 
Sovie ts?

He ju st  coul dn’t do it. The  Rus sian s would quote his own words rig ht back to 
him—and the  American position, at  lea st as fa r as our own poin t man was con
cerned. would be  devastated.

Mr. Chai rman , all of us recognize the  impo rtance of the  upcoming SALT IT 
negotiation s, and  all of us are  hopeful they will succeed. Obviously the re is no 
real  point in esca lating the  level of nuc lear deter ren t so long as  we can be sure 
of mainta inin g a genuine ba lanc e in our  capab ilitie s, and so long, as  I have  said , 
the  agreemen t th at  spells out  th at  balan ce is unambiguous, verifiable,  and self- 
enforcing.

We m ade a st ar t in achieving such a mutual  ba lance in the  SALT I agreem ent, 
a documen t widely haile d at  the  time. But in subseq uent years we have come t o 
realize th at  the re were so m any ambigui ties in SALT I th at  we can no longer  be 
cer tain  it actual ly repr esen ts a real balance today. One of the first requirements 
of a SALT II agreement  is th at  it end those ambig uities and loopholes in SALT 
I. The only way to provide such cer tainty  is with a very precise document , care
fully spelled out. with  all the  t ’s crossed and all the i’s dotte d.

But  here again,  the record shows th at  Pau l Wa rnke is emphatic ally in no 
positio n to pres ide over the  kind of neg otiat ions  th at  lead to a prec ise written 
agreem ent.

He gave us a very revealing  insight into  his  view on this pa rti cu lar question 
in an ar tic le  in the Spring  1975 issue of Foreign Policy, entit led. “Two Apes on a 
Treadm ill.” Here are  Mr. Wa rnk e’s precise proposals for conducting  nuclear  
negot iations, and I suggest they be tak en seriously, since Mr. Wa rnke has  just 
rep rint ed them this mornin g on the  Op-Ed page of The New York Times:

“In try ing  to end this irr ati on al arm s competit ion, tot al reliance is now placed 
on negotia tion s looking tow ard formal agreement.  . . . But the  ongoing process 
seems to agg rav ate  the problem. . . . Ra the r tha n creatin g a clim ate in which 
restr ain t can be pract iced,  the  existence of the  negotiatio ns themse lves has been 
an occasion f or accel eratio n of s tra teg ic ar ms development. . . .

“The questio n inescapably arises  whet her, under our cu rre nt defense  policies, 
we can afford to neg otiat e abou t arm s control. . . . Tf we must accep t the  ins ist
ence th at  the  momentum of our  str ate gic  weapons programs mus t be maintain ed 
in orde r to barg ain effectively, the  talks have become too expensive a lux 
ury  . . . Insof ar as formal agree ments  are  concerned, we may have gone as fa r as 
we can now g o. . . .
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“As a sta rt,  we might inform the Soviet Union both priv ately and publicly that  we have placed a morator ium on fu rthe r MIRVing of our  land- and  sea-based missiles. We should also announce th at  a hold has been placed on development of the  Tride nt subm arine and the  B -l  strategic  bomber. We should advise the Soviet Union th at  this pause will be reviewed in six months  in  the light of what actio n the Soviet Union takes  during  th at  period. . . .
“If  the Soviet Union responds  by some signif icant  slowing of its own stra tegic arms build-up, we can at  the  end of the  first six months announce add itional  moves. . . .  If  reciprocal action is taken by the Soviet Union, such as the  elimina tion of some of i ts older miss ile-ca rrying subm arines and a freeze  on t he development of the new family  of ICBM’s, other low-risk  ini tia tives are  avai lable to us. We can and should, for  example, sub stantially  reduce the  numbers of tact ical  nuclear  weapons now deployed in Europe.  The number—over 7,000—is many times in excess of that  usefu l in any remote ly conceivable contingency.
“The chances are good, moreover, that  highly adv erti sed  restr aint  on o ur pa rt will be recip rocated. . . . The steps we can tak e in trying  to star t a process of reciprocal  re str aint  are  not dra stic . They would create  no risk in our  nat ional secu rity .”
These may be noble sent iments for an essay  in a learned  journa l, Mr. Cha irman. but I subm it to you that  they  cannot possibly be taken as serious proposals for the  conduc t of  our upcoming SALT negotiations. This  is  not a prescription for a treaty . This  is a choreography for a minuet . A delightfu l and erudite fantasy , perhaps, but cer tainly  not a form ula for  responsible  sta tesm anship  in a dange rous world. How. for  instance, under thi s plan  do we elim inate the  ambiguities that  plagued us in SALT I? If  matching restr ain t is the  only guideline, what hap pens to the weapons totals  alre ady  agreed to at  Vladivostok?  And how do we get any verification  at  all?  Under the  Warnke plan  it  would be impossible to know whether the agreement had ever been viola ted.
Not ony th at  but, you realize , Mr. Chai rman, Mr. Warnke  is seriously proposing that  we unila terally ha lt all fu rth er  progress on two vita l nuc lear  deterren t improvements, the  B -l  and the Tride nt submarine , for a period  of six months—with nothing in wri ting, no commitment  from the  Soviets, no quid pro quo at  all.
Who says th at  such an action would create  no risk  to our  nat ional secu rity? Have  the Joint  Chiefs of Staff agreed this would entail  no risk? Mr. Chai rman , how can be en tru st our vit al SALT nego tiatio ns to someone who would deal so flippan tly and cava lier ly with  our  nat ional secur ity, partic ula rly  at  a time  when the  precise degree of our relativ e n uclear balance with  the Soviets is such a burning iss ue ! Certainly  the re was no mandate in the  las t election for such Alice-in- Wonderland tre atm ent of our v ita l nucle ar de terr ent .
Mr. Chai rman , I can app rec iate  the desi re for  a  fresh new approach in a new Administ ration. There have been many defense  cr itics a round W ashington—going all the way back to Hen ry Wallace—who have fel t that  all  our nat ional secu rity problems stem from the fact  th at  we Americans  have  been too beas tly to the Russians. Mr. Warnke is only one of the  more recent, and cer tain ly one of the  more poetic, of th at  breed. Bu t though we have a new Congress and a new Administ rat ion  in W ashington, the  world itse lf ha s not  really  changed.
Mr. Warnke is not the  first  to thin k th at  all that  is needed to achieve peace and secur ity is a pure he ar t and infini te res tra int . Ha rry  Truman went  to Potsdam talk ing  about “good old Joe ” Stalin, and ended up with  the Truman Doctrin e and Korea.  John Kennedy wanted a tes t ban treaty , but  af te r he met Khrushchev persona lly in Vienna he came home and  predic ted it would be “a  long cold winte r”—as indeed it proved to be, both in Cuba and Viet Nam. Lyndon Johnson trie d the  same thing at  Glassboro, with  sweet reasonableness and  the persuasiveness of Bob McNamara. But the Russians refused to budge for  an ABM t rea ty until we f inally sta rte d build ing an ABM of our  own. We’ve al read y trie d t ha t approach. It  doesn’t work.
The history of the  las t 32 years has amply dem onst rated that  in dealing with  the  Soviets the path to peace and sta bil ity  lies only through firmness and strength . Negotiator af te r negotia tor has  come back with  the same story . Ask Pau l Nitze.
In my judgmen t the most imp ortant  thing th at  Congress could do today  to insu re world peace and stabil ity  would be to give the Soviets and the res t of the world a clear  an d unm istakable signal th at  we intend  to continue to do w hate ver is necessary to maintain  our  rough mil itar y balance wi th th em ; and th at  any
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agreements entered into with them either for limiting or reducing tha t strength 
must be mutual, unambiguous, verifiable, and self-enforcing.

The confirmation of Paul Warnke as chief nuclear arms limitation negotiator 
would send out the wrong signal and could well set our progress towards a stable nuclear balance back several years.

George Santayana once wrote tha t “those who refuse to learn from history 
are condemned to repeat it.” Mr. Chairman, by rejecting this nominee the com
mittee will spare us the prospect of having to repeat all the many bitt er lessons of the past 32 years.

I urge the committee to reject Mr. Warnke’s nomination, and urge the Senate to do likewise.
Senator H umphrey. Senator Danforth  ?

REPRE SEN TATIV E STRA TTON’S VIEW OF NO MIN AT IO N BASED ON TODAY’S 
TE ST IM ON Y

Senator  Danforth. Y ou were sit ting  here, Congressman Strat ton, 
for 4 hours during the testimony of Mr. Warnke. Based on tha t testi
mony alone, in isolation, would his nomination pose any problems 
for you ?

Mr. Stratton. Well, Mr. Warnke has, in some cases, qualified his 
views very substantially to what  they appear in his writings and I 
think  in some cases, it would be necessary to have the record in front 
of me, but I don’t believe tha t a man can make this kind of major 
change so rapidly.

Certainly, he played down all of the points tha t I have made. He 
said, for  example, that he questioned whether we ought to have a B-l  
bomber. He didn’t question i t ; he opposed it. He opposed the Trident 
and all of these other things,  and tha t has been the consistent pa ttern.

Over the years, Mr. Warnke has been known as one who has cer
tainly been associated with these various groups. Admiral  Be Roche 
and others, which somehow say th at they are in favor of an adequate 
defense, but  somehow always come down against  whatever it is you 
are tryi ng to develop at the time.

DIF FERENC E IN  TONE OF MR. WAR NK e ’s  TE ST IM ON Y

Senator Danforth. Is it your view th at the tone of Mr. Warn ke’s 
testimony today was substantia lly different from the tone of his writ
ings?

Mr. Stratton. Absolutely.
Senator H umphrey. I  want to thank  you. I  will give you one li ttle 

caveat t ha t has always been helpful to me. Where a man stands fre
quently depends on where he sits. It  is one thing  to be a write r of 
articles in the academic communitv and in the intellectual community; 
it is another thing to be in a position of responsibility and power.

I would hate to th ink tha t every professor  who came to Washington  
and taug ht a course in government was to be indeed by what he said 
in that classroom or in any part icular lecture, because once you are in 
a position where you have all the responsibilities, you obviously th ink 
slight ly differently.

I go back to what I said earlier. W ithout  disagreeing with the  sta te
ments you have made about your views of Mr. Warnke , Mr. Warnke 
will be working as a member of a team, a very importan t member of a
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team, to be sure, but he will be taking  instructions. li e will be follow
ing those instructions.

His President is Mr. Carte r, who happens  to think tha t Admiral  
Rickover is quite a man. So it seems to me tha t Paul  W arnke will be 
a very useful member of a team tha t needs a variety  of opinions be
cause arms control is a very complex and sensitive matter.

I think  th at what this article by Paul Warnke  says is arms control 
before time runs out. He is advocat ing arms control. He has some 
doubts as to the process tha t has taken place in the protrac ted negotia-  

» tions because the protracted  negotiations  lend themselves to what
everybody knows has been happening, which we have been reading 
about all the tim e; namely, tha t the Soviets have been building u p ; 
namely, that  we have been building  up.

■ We have been MIRV ’ing and we have been tryin g to find out some of
the things they have been MIRV’ing. We are experimenting in esoteric 
types of weaponry all of the time, while we are looking forward to 
hopefully getting an agreement.

What Mr. Warnke has been t rying to say is tha t there may have 
to be some o ther approaches, but he has made it clear here for this 
record t ha t he is unalterably opposed to unila teral  disarmament. He 
believes in a strong nationa l defense.

PR O LIF ERA TIO N  OF  U .S . M IL IT A R Y  EST A B L IS H M EN T

When it  comes to cutt ing the budget, I see tha t a study released 
just last week from the Air  Force itself says tha t we pay $400 million 
annually  to airc raft  m anufacturers, more than  we need, ju st to main
tain  a work force th at isn’t  even needed—$400 million. The whole ap
propriations  request for this agency is $13 million.

That  is one of hundreds of examples you can d ig out of the  Defense 
Department.

How many bases do we have overseas th at are about as useless as 
an extra flea on a dog? There are all kinds of little  bases around.

I passed an amendment in the Senate tha t called for a reduction in 
the Armed Forces, but none of them out of Europe , and none of them 
to be out of our s trategic forces. Where were those 200.000 men to be 

« found outside of Vietnam ? Scattered all over. Every island you could
find, or palm tree, and tha t is a fact.

Since World Wa r I I  and Korea  and Vietnam, we have prolife rated 
our Military  Establishment, and I really believe the arguments  many 

* jjeople made against cutting the defense budget. I vote for these de
fense budgets. I voted for an airc raft  carri er which now they all ad
mit we really shouldn’t have.

A year ago we were being told we had to have these big aircra ft 
carriers. Now, the word comes out that  we are really out of date, 
tha t we really ought to get smaller ones. Now we are saying the Soviets 
were smarter. They were building smaller ships and we were build ing 
bigffer ones.

We have more tonnage in ships than  they have, bu t they have more 
ships. They have larger megatonnage than  we have, in terms of the 
great  big bombs, but ours a re more accurate.
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I think there is waste and I  don’t th ink it should be stated that just 
because you believe tha t there might  be a little less in tha t defense 
budget you are against adequate defense, any more than when you 
run a police department and have half of your police force sitting 
around doing clerical work when they ought to be out on the beat.
You come in and say, “Look, we are going to  cut down on the  number 
of blue coats we have around here, we are going to put  some civilians 
in here to do the clerical work.” I had to do that  once.

I didn ’t cut my police department. I put  it to work being a police 
force. Then I went out and hired some clerks to keep track of the •
traffic tickets, but we used to have sergeants  and lieutenants  and cap
tains sitting around. We have more adm irals and generals right now 
by two to one than we had in World  War I I.  And who are we fighting 
now ? We have all kinds of them. *

MR. WARN KE SUPPORTED

This is what Paul Wam ke has been ta lking about. I  don’t neces
sarily want to subscribe to every word he said, but I  will say this 
about Paul Warnke. As Senator  Culver said, he added to the debate 
on national security policy and national  defense policy. He is not a 
unilateral disarmament man. He  understands the process o f negotia
tion. If  he didn’t, he wouldn't be the lawyer he is, hired by some of 
the bet ter firms around the country tha t needed somebody to represent 
their  interests because lawyers negotiate most of the  time, rather than 
litigate. He was h ired by some of the biggest firms to  negotiate for 
them.

I am of the mind tha t he will follow his instructions. If  I  have any 
perception of President  Carter,  he may speak sof tly but he is tough.
I think he knows what he wants  and I think he understands national  
defense and national security.

Here  is H arold Brown. He was the man who wanted the B -l . Isn ’t 
tha t righ t ? Secretary of the Air Force ?

Mr. Stratton. That is right.
Senator  Humphrey. He was the man recommended for the CIA,  

the man responsible for the southern flank of NATO. We are not 
running around here sending out pacifists to take care of our needs, aCongressman Stratton .

This is a man who has demonstrated in this record today and in 
by his  background—I knew him when he was Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, and I will tell you tha t he was a good man and a solid man. *
Tha t he happens to think possibly tha t the B -l  bomber will be out 
of date before they build it may prove tha t he is a prophet. I t may 
very well prove tha t the cruise missile may make it all look absolutely 
ridiculous because the cruise missile can carry  every bit as much 
weaponry as the B-l bomber and it can fly righ t close to the earth. It  
has all the rad ar equipment tha t will take it over the mountains and 
zip-zip around the country. All of tha t, it will deliver on ta rget.

Maybe we don’t need the B -l  bomber. That is all t hat  Pa ul Warnke  
has been saying. He has been saying, stop, look, and listen because 
when they came up here and sold us the package of the Trid ent sub
marine, it  was $800 million. Do you know what i t is now? You are on 
the Armed Services Committee. W hat is the latest estimate?
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Mr. Stratton. It is a billion-plus.
Senator Humphrey. Oh, t ha t was a couple of years ago. Come on, 

Sam. What  is the latest estimate ? I t is about $1.8 billion.
Mr. Stratton. Well, it is $1.2 billion or $1.3 billion.
Senator  Humphrey. Tha t was last year. It  has gone up.
He was merely raising the question of whether we need it now. 

Let’s take a look at the B- l. The B-52s are good until the 1980’s. 
With  the cruise missile attached  to them, they might be good for 
another 10 years.

Mr. Stratton. Could I  make just a couple of responses to you, Mr. 
Chairman? .

Senator Humphrey. Yes. I want to put the whole article  m the 
record th at you quoted in part by Paul Warnke. I think it is good to 
have the whole text.

PO SSIBILI TY  OF SOVIET SUPER IOR ITY

Mr. Stratton. Fir st of all, we have had a lot of discussion in 
the last few days about whether the Russians are superior to us or 
whether we are superio r to them. I don’t think that, anybody can 
estimate or answer tha t question accurately. But one thin g on which 
every responsible expert agrees, including the Chairman of the  Join t 
Chiefs of Staff, is tha t if the Soviets continue their intensive effort 
to expand the ir capabilities as they have been doing and we continue 
as we have in the past, with the exception of last year, reducing our 
defense forces, for whatever reason it may be, they will end up 
superior to us.

And it may happen before we are aware of it.
I think we have a very heavy responsibility here in this Congress, 

and on tha t I am sure tha t you cannot get any real opposition from 
experts.

IMPORTAN CE OF KIN D OF SALT AGREE MENT WE GET

The other t hing  th at concerns me, Mr. Chairman, is tha t the SALT 
negotiations are going to be perhaps the most important tha t we will 
ever be engaged in. I cer tair ly would want them to succeed. But if we 
go into the SALT negotiations with the idea that  we want an agree
ment without caring  about what kind of agreement it is, we are going 
to be in trouble.

Senator Humphrey. The President of the United  States, Jimmy 
Carter,  would never do tha t. The Senate will never permit it, and we 
must not even contemplate that.

Mr. Stratton. I am not testi fying  on Mr. Car ter’s qualifications.
Senator Humphrey. But  he is the Commander in Chief.
Mr. Stratton. I supported him, and I supported him in my district .
The point a lot of people are wondering about is why we haven’t 

been able to get the SALT negotiations  settled. The reason is tha t 
under the present arrangem ent, we cannot be certain tha t we have a 
balance until we decide what we are going to do with the Backfire 
and the cruise miss’le, and that  is not something tha t jus t goodwill 
is going to accomplish. I t is going to take a lot of hard negotiating .

83-8 72  0  -  77  - 8
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MR. WAR NK E’s  AB ILITY TO CONDUCT NEG OTIATIONS QUEST ION ED

I just don’t think t ha t Paul Wamke , with his background, is going to be able to conduct those negotiations.
Now, if he has to run out to  the Western Union office and find out what the latest instruction is from the White House, th at is not the 

way to conduct those negotiations. We ought to have somebody tha t 
understands the situation and can handle it  on a day-to-day basis with the Soviet negotiators on the other side of the table.

Senator H umphrey. You are not looking at a Senator who believes in Soviet goodwill. What I believe in is our good sense. I don’t be
lieve we are going to have negotiators  who will knowingly or un
wittingly sell out the national security of the United  States  and I don’t think Paul W amke  would.

Yes, Senator Danforth.

ARE WE  CO NF IRMING  NEGOTIATOR OR POLIC Y THRUST ?

Senator Danforth. It  may be tha t all we are doing is inte rviewing 
in Mr. Wamke a negotiator who will do nothing more than be the 
spokesman for  the admin istrat ion’s policy. We are h iring  him for his negot iating skills, so to speak. That may be the case.

If  tha t is the case. I  hope the  administration will make t ha t clear and make tha t clear very quickly.
What I  am concerned about is th at we are doing more than  confirming a negotiator, that  we are confirming a  policv thrust for the United 

States in arms negotiations. I think  i f th at is the case, if  Mr. Wamke 
is going to purp ort to speak for the administration , in terms of his prio r writings, we should know tha t in advance.

It  is true tha t the Senate has to rati fy treaties. I think  the worst thing that  could happen would be for Mr. Warnke to negotiate a 
trea ty and then have that trea ty defeated by the Senate. So I really 
believe tha t if he is speaking the policy of the administration , we 
should know tha t and we should have a good debate before his confirmation as to the policy alternatives.

For th at reason, and for the thi rd time, I  renew my request th at the 
committee invite Mr. Nitze to come before us to state  his views on Mr. Wam ke’s nomination.

Senator Humphrey. Tha t request, by the way, I have asked the staff director, Mr. Norvill .Tones, to forward  to the chairman. I am 
only serving here in place of Chairman Sparkman. I am sure tha t re quest will be given the most serious consideration.

May I say also very respectfully  tha t this committee has always 
been consulted and so has the Armed Services Committee during the process of negotiations that relate to our defense structure.
. I thin k you are right.  T believe Mr. Warnke should be more than just a negotiator. He will have a p art in the  overall strategy . He will be one of a team.

I wouldn’t want to have my views about Mr. Warnke be interpreted as i f we are hiring a lawyer, so to speak, as our negotiator. My only 
point is that, once the position of the administ ration  is taken, once the 
outlines of the negotia ting posture and position are taken, then the 
entire team—it isn’t just one man, as you know. You have been at these 
negotiations. I sat around the negotiations for the mutual  balanced
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force reduction. It  isn’t just Stanley Resor tha t is there. You have 
many people there. You have a whole roomful of  people there, and you 
have one person who is your chief spokesman. You are going to have 
your milit ary people there and you are  going to  have your State De
partment people there.

You are going to have your Central Intelligence Agency people 
there. You are going to have the best brains, hopefully, tha t th is coun
try  can bring there.

But we have some differences of opinion. I might say, the SALT
• delegation includes the  chairman,  a representat ive of the Jo int  Chiefs, 

a representative  of the Defense Secretary, a representative of State, a 
representative of ACDA, plus a CIA adviser. In  this instance, I would 
not be a bit surprised, because of the high priority,  that the Presiden t

• will place himself in a very unique position, namely, watching it with 
great care.

I think we ough t to quit, Sam. You are a good man.
Mr. Stratton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Th ank you for 

your patience.
Senator Humphrey. Yes, sir. You a re a good man, you are a good 

arguer.
[Whereupon, at 6 :55 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene on 

Wednesdav, February  9.1977, at 2 p.m."|
[Mr. Warnke’s responses to additional questions for the record 

follow:]
Mb. Waenke’s R espo nses  To Additional Quest ions for th e Record

Question 1. Mr. Warnke,  you would be holding two jobs, which, in the  las t 
adm inistra tion, were both full-tim e, director of the  Arms Contro l and  Disarma
ment  Agency (ACDA), and  negotia tor for the Strategic  Arms Lim itat ion  Talks 
(SALT) . How would you arrang e these  dut ies so th at  you could do jus tice to 
both?

Answer. I would have strong capab le deputies  in both Wash ington and Geneva 
fully prepared to lead  the  Agency or the  Delegation  in my absence.

Question 2. What responsibilit ies would you expect  to give your  depu ty direc
tor? What kind of person are  you looking for to  fill th at  pa rt?

Answer. The  Deputy Directo r of ACDA would have to be fully capable of head
ing the  Agency while I am in Geneva. He would, of course, have  considerable 
responsib ilitie s even dur ing  my presence in Wash ington . He mus t be a good 

< adminis tra tor  knowledgeable in the  major cu rre nt arm s contro l areas, such as
SALT, MBFR, non-prol ifera tion, tes t ban and  conventional arms transfers . In 
addit ion, he should  be experienced and competent in working with other in te r
ested  agencies.

Question  3. What can you tell  us of your  plans and  priori ties in regard  to
• ACDA?

Answer. It  will require considerable more info rma tion  and study before  I can 
develop plans and priori ties of any precise na ture. I hope to make the  Agency 
as efficient and effective as possible in car rying out  its  sta tut ory mandate .

Question  4- What role do you envision  for yoursel f and for ACDA with in the  
executive bran ch?

Answer. The ACDA Directo r is by statut e an adviser  to the  Nation al Security 
Council and the principa l adv iser  to the  President  on arm s contro l and dis arm a
ment policy. ACDA and its  Director must tak e the  lead in formulating and  de
veloping arm s control possibiliti es to resolve  problems of nationa l security.

Question 5. Do you believe th at  ACDA should take a more activ e role in 
inform ing the  public on arm s control is sues?

Answer. The ACDA statute provides th at  one of the fou r principa l func tions 
of ACDA is to disseminate  and coordina te public information concerning arm s 
contro l and disa rmamen t. In view of thi s sta tut ory mandate  the  Agency must 
take as activ e a role as possible in informing the  public on arms c ontrol ma tter s.
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Question 6. Takin g all fac tors  in to consideration, do you believe th at  the Soviet 
Union is trying  to achieve some s ort  of mean ingfu l stra teg ic sup erio rity  over the 
United  State s? Do you thin k such an effort could ever succeed, and, if so, under 
wh at circums tanc es?

Answer. Jud gments  of Soviet stra teg ic objectives are  nece ssari ly subjective 
and fra ug ht with  considerable unc erta inty . There may also be diffe rences of view 
with in the  Soviet leaders hip. The Soviets have made a maj or effort to bring 
themselves from a position of clea r inferio rity  to the pres ent rough equality in 
stra teg ic arms . The continuing Soviet stra teg ic arm s prog rams probably reflect 
at  leas t a determ inat ion not to fal l behind the U.S., a d esire  to ca tch up in cer tain  
are as where  the  U.S. still  leads, a response to the ir perception of U.S. stra tegi c 
programs, their tra dit ion al mili tary  doctr ines, as well as int ern al polit ical and 
ins titu tional  facto rs. The possibi lity mus t be fa ced th at  in addition  at  least some *
elements of the  Soviet leade rship  are  seeking a measurable degree of supe rior ity 
over the U.S. despite the nar row er Soviet economic and technological base.

I do not believe the Soviets can achieve supe rior ity over the  U.S. a s long as we 
are  determined to deny them this objective. The U.S. m ust tak e wh at actio ns are 
necessary to preclude any rea l or perceived Soviet milita ry adv anta ge in stra teg ic ’
arms.

Question  7. How would oth er members of the  SALT delegation  be chosen?
Would you expec t th at  the delega tion would include people with  diverse back
groun ds and  viewp oints?

Answer. It  is my und erst and ing th at  the other members of the  SALT Delega
tion would be selected by the  vari ous  na tio nal  secu rity agencies involved in the 
SALT process, such as the Office of the  Sec reta ry of Defense and the  J oi nt  Chiefs 
of Staff. I would certainl y both hope and  expect th at  the  Delegation  would 
include people with divers e backgrounds  an d viewpoints.

Question 8. As you know, the re cont inue  to be deep differences on our side 
as to the  th re at  posed by the  Soviet Backf ire bomber and as to whe ther  and 
how the Backfire might be hand led und er SALT. Do you believe thes e questio ns 
can be resolved in a way accep table to both  the  American and Soviet side s?

Answer. The Soviet Backfire bomber is in a “gra y-a rea ” between clear ly 
stra teg ic and clear ly tac tical systems. It  therefo re poses difficult problems for 
SALT. Neverth eless, I believe th at  given a serious effort on both sides to resolve 
thi s problem a mutually  acceptable solutio n can be w orked out.

Question 9. Should stra tegic arms lim itat ion s nego tiatio ns be con tinue d beyond 
any SALT I I agre ements?  If  so, wh at kind s of f ur ther  con trols  upon the  s trategic  
arm s race do you consider i mp ort ant?

Answer. Once a SALT II  agreemen t is completed, I expect th at  the  U.S. 
and the Soviet Union will contin ue negotiat ions  furth er  to limit stra teg ic arms.
One objective of thes e follow-on nego tiatio ns would be to reduce the  ceilings on 
the  numbe r of stra teg ic offensive arm s to levels well below thos e established 
in the SALT II  agreeme nt. Anothe r objective would be to place add ition al 
qua lita tive lim itat ion s on stra teg ic forces, including furth er  lim its on throw- 
weight and  MIRVs, and possibly other qua lita tive measures. We could also seek 
add ition al lim its on stra tegi c defenses, including civil defense  efforts. A SALT 
TWO agre ement would be a maj or adva nce beyond the Int erim Agreement, but 
sti ll more comprehensive lim itat ion s will  be necess ary to ha lt and reverse the 
competit ion in stra teg ic arms.

Question 10. In an inter view  in the New York Times of Ja nu ar y 1, Major 
General George J. Keegan, Jr.,  who had  ju st reti red  from his position of Air *
Force chief  of  inte lligence, made some ver y dist urb ing  changes. According to Gen
era l Keegan. “Today, because of the  civil defense measures in the  U.S.S.R., I 
believe the  Unite d Stat es is incapable of car ryin g out its  assigned  wartim e re
tal iat ory  tas ks of crippling the Soviet ind us trial economy, the essent ial civilian- 
mil itary leadership, nuclear  stockpiles and the  basic fighting cap acit y of the 
U.S.S.R.

(a ) Do you agree  that  the United  Sta tes is incap able of car rying out its 
assigned wartim e ret aliato ry task s?  If you do not agree, do you believe th at  the 
United Sta tes  ca pabi lity to re tal iat e is  th rea ten ed?

(b ) Wh at do you believe the  Soviet Union is trying  to achieve wit h its  civil 
defense effo rts?  Wh at are  the  impl icatio ns of th at  effort in term s of our own 
abi lity  to de ter?

Answer. I have seen no evidence th at  the  Soviets now have a prog ram  for  civil 
defense which is capable of denying our  abil ity to re tal iat e with  dev asta ting  
effect a gai nst  th e m ilita ry and economic resources  of th e Soviet Union.
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I am not cer tain wh at the  objectives ae for the  Soviet civil defense effort. 
They could include an attem pt to reduce  the  damage to the ir society should  
some level of nuc lear  conflict occur with  NATO or China, and an attem pt to 
increase the chances th at  the  pol itica l and milita ry leadersh ip would survive a 
nuclear  conflict.

A Soviet civil defense  on a scale which caused  us, or the  Soviet leade rs, to 
question  t h e effectiveness of our  re tal iat ory capa bili ty would be inconsistent 
with the  objectives of the  ABM Treaty and inconsistent with  our  nat ional secu
rity . The refo re I believe that  we should  monitor care fully  all Soviet civil de
fense efforts  and tak e any needed measures to counter  them, by agre ement or 
otherwise.

Question 11. Is  it  your objective to seek a ban on nuc lear  tes ting alone or to 
seek a ban on all  nu clea r explosions?

Answer. The re is no tru e dist inct ion between  nuc lear  weapons tes ts and nu 
clea r explosions p urporte d to be fo r peace ful purposes. There fore, a complete ban 
on all  nuc lear explosions , not one limited to weapons test s alone, would be my 
objective.

Question 11. Wh at would the United  Sta tes and  the Soviet Union gain from 
such a comprehens ive ban? Would a comprehensive  ban be in the nat ional 
secu rity i nte res ts of the  United Sta tes?

Wh at concre te result s would you expec t a comprehensive ban to have  upon 
the presently  non-nuclea r nations? What response would you expect  from the 
nuclear  natio ns other tha n the United States and the  Soviet Union?

Answer. Both the  United Sta tes and the  Soviet Union would s tan d to  gain from 
a comprehensive ban, in my opinion. Both would benefit from the enhancement 
of the nucle ar non-proli fera tion regime which would flow from the  comprehensive 
ban ; it is widely recognized th at  such a ban would be the  single most effective 
measure of rein forc ing the Non-Pro liferation  Treaty.

Both the  US and USSR would benefit from the enhanced pol itica l cred ibil ity 
which would be produced by such an agreement,  since each has pledged in the 
1963 Limited Tes t Ban T rea ty and in the 1968 Non-Pro liferation  Trea ty to pu rsue 
a comprehens ive ban.

Moreover, in view of our awesome c urr ent stockpile,  I  ag ree with the  Pres ide nt 
that  the time  h as come to  end nuc lear tests . So long as we and the  Soviet Union 
continue to test, we encourage  other governments , such as Fra nce  and  China,  
to do the  same. Terminat ing  our program pu rsu an t to a verified int ern ational 
agreemen t is clearly in the nat ional interest.

In  addition, I believe that  a  f ur ther  pos itive benefit would be the  wide en dorse 
ment  such a comprehensive agreement would receive from many non-nuclear 
weapon State s, including some not presently Pa rti es  to the  NPT  i tself . Because 
such an agreement would be nondiscriminatory, inherently  so if it banned all  
nuclear explosions, many s tat es which have not adhered  to the NPT because  they 
perceived th at  t rea ty to be di scr iminatory  would be expected to p arti cipate .

My expectations with regard  to responses from nuclear  nat ions other tha n 
the  US and  USSR are varied . I would expect the UK to join  with  us in a tot al 
ban. I would not expect the  People’s Republ ic of China to join us immediate ly, 
in view of its  announced policies on t his  subject.

I would hope however tha t, once our good fa ith  was dem onstrated on this 
issue through adhe rence to a nondisc riminato ry agreement , it  migh t recons ider, 
The Government of France  is, as you know, no longer conducting atmo spheric 
explosions and conducts only unde rground explosions—as have we up to the  
prese nt time. The French  have now by the ir practice  adhered to the  princ iples  
of the  Limited Test Ban Treaty.  I believe th at  they may do the  same with  
rega rd to a nondiscriminacory,  comprehensive ban, preferab ly by eventua l ad
herence  to a comprehensive ban. In addition to these nuclear-weapon States,  it  
seems likely that  Ind ia would feel gre at pressure from world opinion to join  
a tota l ban.

Question 12. Will the  new adm inistration take the ini tia tive by proposing 
a comprehensive ban on nuc lear  explosions? Should the  United Sta tes make 
such a proposal to the  Soviet Union alone or to all nations?  Fina lly, do you 
expect to propose a morator ium unt il final agreement  can be achieved?

Answer. While I obviously canno t commit the new adm inistration on thi s 
point, I do expect  that  the United Sta tes Government will be actively discus
sing a comprehensive ban with  many other governments during the  nex t seve ral 
months, with a view to proposing such an agreem ent. While circumstances may 
influence us to discuss such a proposal with  the  Soviet Union inti ally , I would



expect that,  as the President has already stated, the final agreement would be negotiated and opened for signature on a multilateral  basis .
I would expect that  the new administration  will carefully consider the pos

sibility of a multi-national moratorium prior to the entry into force of an international agreement.
Question 13. As you know, this Committee has before it two treaties  on nuclear 

matters—the proposed Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the proposed Treaty on 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions. What is your view on these two treat ies, par ticularly in regard to their relationship to any comprehensive ban proposal? 
Secondly, what is your recommendation in regard to Senate action on these two treat ies?

Answer. In view of the administrat ion’s intention to pursue a complete ban, 
some may feel that these two treaties have been overtaken by events. Nevertheless, 
they do set some limits on nuclear explosions by the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 
Therefore, I believe that these two bilateral agreements should be ratified by the 
United States  at an appropriate time, making it clear tha t such ratification is 
not to stand in the way of prompt efforts toward achieving a total, multil ateral  ban.

Question 14. What effect do you believe ratification of these two trea ties would 
have upon other nations? Would ratification have an effect in regard to nuclear proliferation?

Answer. If perceived by other nations  as part  of our effort to achieve a total 
ban, I believe such ratification W’ould be seen as consistent with our non
prolifera tion efforts. But, so long as the non-nuclear-weapon States believe tha t prolifera tion of U.S. and Soviet nuc lear weapons is not effectively restrained, our 
efforts to strengthen the regime agains t horizontal proliferation will be correspondingly difficult. Therefore, it is impor tant tha t in going forward  at an 
appropriate time with ratification we make clear our commitment to a total ban. 
Of course, ratification of these two treat ies could not be expected to enhance 
significantly the prospects tha t France or China will phase out their  nuclear explosion programs.

Question 15. As you know, the United States and six o ther nuclear suppliers 
reached limited agreement on the control of nuclear exports in late 1975 and were to review their  efforts l ast year. Do you intend tha t the United S tates play 
a leading role in furth er negotations with other suppliers? If  so, what would be your objectives?

Answer. I would expect tha t the United States Government will continue to 
play an active leadership role in the deliberation of the now expanded nuclear 
suppliers group. Our objectives, I believe, should be the same as those envisaged 
when these discussions commenced, th -t  is the enhancement of the non
prolifera tion regime through the adoption of mutual re stra ints  on nuclear exports 
by each of the supplier governments involved. Through this forum, I hope tha t 
commercial rivalries can be made subservient to preserving and expanding the 
integrity  of the non-proliferation regime.

Question 16. Dr. Fred C. Ikle, former director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, told the Arms Control Subcommittee last year tha t futu re 
agreements for cooperation with other countries would include a specific ban on 
use of the provided supplies and mater ials for any explosive purpose. Will th is 
also be your policy? Do you believe tha t the United States should automatically 
stop nuclear cooperation with any nation which explodes a nuclear device for any purpose?

Answer. I will certainly seek to reta in a requirement tha t all of our futu re agreements for cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy include a spe
cific ban on using any supplied materials, equipment, or technology to further  
any nuclear explosive purpose. Moreover, I believe tha t our present agreements 
for cooperation should be conformed to this and other established international 
export guidelines.

With regard to sanctions against  non-nuclear weapon States which hereafter 
explode a nuclear device, I agree t hat we should ha lt all nuclear exports to th at nation and avail ourselves of all appropr iate treaty remedies.

Question 17. Do you intend to retain the present policy under which the United 
States will not export enrichment and reprocessing equipment, materia ls and technology to any non-nuclear weapons state?

Answer. Yes. I support President Ford’s call of l ast October upon all nations 
to join with us in exercising “maximum res trai nt” in the export of this  sensitive 
technologj’ and facilities by avoiding such exports or commitments for a period 
of at least 3 years.



WAR NKE NOMINAT ION
WE DN ES DA Y, FE BR UA RY  9, 1977

U nited  States Senate,
Committee on F oreign R elations,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursu ant to notice, at  2:15 p.m., in room 4221, 

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joh n Sparkm an (chairman of 
the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Sparkman, Pell, Matsunaga, Jav its, Percy, Gr if
fin, and Danfor th.

Also present: Senator  Culver.
The Chairman. The committee will come to order, please.
Some of the members of the committee have indicated they would be 

present. I understand at leas t two of them are chair ing two other com
mittees a t the time being so I  don’t know how soon they will be com
ing in. Usually I like to  wait u ntil we have someone on the minor ity 
side here. Senator Case ordina rily is, but he is one of those tied up in 
another committee hearing  and he cannot get away from i t r igh t now.

I th ink we better get started  in order to complete the hearing . I hope 
we can complete it today.

OPEN ING STATEMENT

Of course, as a ll o f you know, th is afternoon  session is called of the  
committee for the purposes of continuing its consideration of the 
nomination of Paul Wamke to  be an ambassador to serve as chairman 
of the U.S. delegation at the Strategic Arms Limitation  Talks—the 
so-called SALT talks and to be ACDA Director.

Yesterday afternoon the committee met more tha n 4 hours  on this 
matter. Mr. Wam ke testified and was questioned by membevs o f the 
Foreign Relations Committee, the Armed Services Committee and 
other Senators who were interested in the nomination. The  questioning 
was quite extensive. In addition , the  committee heard f rom Congress
man Sam Stra tton  of New York who opposed the nomination.

Todav we will be hearing  from Sena tor James  A. McClure of Idah o; 
Mr. Richard Cohen, U.S. Labor Par ty ; Mr. Mark Lockman, L iberty  
Lobby; and Mr. P aul Nitze. Coalition for a Democratic M ajority, ac
companied by Mr. Penn Kemble.

It  is the intention of the committee to fullv air  the  views of people 
for and people against the nomination in question.

Milit ary might, nuclear weapons and thei r delivery systems, the 
monev spent to build and defend against  them, and th e role of weap
onry in o ur foreign policy are vi tal questions, so vital that the surviva l 
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of  c ivi lization  as we know it  m ay be dep endent on how the na tio ns  of 
the world  deal  w ith  those ques tions .

We  shall  st art  now. Our  fir st witness is ou r fr iend  and colleague , 
Se na tor M cClure from Idaho.

Se na tor McClu re, you hav e a  st ate me nt.  P resent  th at  as  you see fi t— 
rea d it,  d iscu ss it, sum marize  i t, how ever you wish. Th e s tat em en t w ill 
be pr in ted in tot o in the record  reg ard les s o f how you do it.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. JAM ES A. McCLTJRE, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
IDAHO

Se na tor McClure. Tha nk  you very much, Mr . Ch air ma n.
I  a pp reciate y ou r goin g ahead with ou t w ai tin g f urt her  fo r the  oth er 

mem bers  o f the  com mittee. I  would  sh are  your  des ire  th at  the  m inor ity  
pa rty be rep res ented  or dina ri ly  bu t the pre ss of  th ei r schedules and 
yours  an d min e do make it  con ven ient th at we go ahead  at  th is  t ime.  
I  ap prec iat e you r wi llin gness  to do  that .

Mr.  Ch air ma n, las t week some Mem bers  of  th e Sena te exp ressed 
gra ve  concern  abo ut the then  im pend ing  choice  of  Pau l W am ke  as 
Di rec tor of  th e Arms  C ontro l an d Di sarm am en t A gency. Rat he r t ha n 
ack nowledg ing  these  conce rns and  rec onsid ering  the  nom ina tion, Pr es i
dent Car te r has  un fo rtu na te ly  dec ided  no t only to  proc eed  wi th thi s 
unwdse decision bu t also  to co mpoun d th e e rror  by simu ltaneously  pick
ing  him to  be chief  nego tia tor in the str ate gic arm s lim ita tio n tal ks  
wi th th e Sovie t U nion. Th us , i f confirmed, he will  acc om pan yin g Sec
re ta ry  o f St ate Vance to  Moscow fo r arm s d iscussions on Marc h 28.

N O M IN A T IO N  OPPOSED

In ste ad  of  t oughening  the  b arga in in g positi on of  th e Uni ted Sta tes  
wi th  th e Sov iets , as Pr es iden t Car te r pro mised  in his  cam paign , I  
belie ve that , the addit ion  of  Air. W am ke  to the ne go tia tin g team  can 
only underm ine  any  credib le Am erican  pos ture. Th e numerou s poli cy 
pro nouncem ent s of  Mr . W am ke  ove r the past several  ye ars ind ica te 
to  me th at  he is sin gu larly  unqual ified to serve in eit he r of  the  cap ac
ities  desig na ted  for him  bv Pr es iden t Ca rte r. Th us  I sha ll oppose his 
no m inat io n; I  only hope t ha t the  e nt ire  Senat e sha ll prevail  upo n the  
Pres iden t t o make anoth er  select ion.

Tn most  of  the  appo int me nts th at  an inco min g Pr es iden t makes I  
believe t hat  he sh ould be allow’ed th e w ides t po ssible lat itu de  of  act ion. 
However , in the  case of  Pa ul  W arnk e we have quite unusua l ci r
cum stan ces in th at  t he  Pres iden t has designated  him bo th as head of  
an agency  and also a ch ief  nego tia tor . Thus,  the nomi nation much  
more  di rect ly  concerns  the  business of  th e Am erican  peo ple  and th ei r 
rep res en tat ive s in the Sen ate . Sin ce any  trea ty  th at  ma y be agreed  
upo n with  the  Soviet Un ion  will  come before  t hi s bod y fo r appro va l, 
we have a solem n obligation  here  and  now to contr ibu te to  th e process 
of  the  nego tia tion by inf luencing the  selec tion of  the person nel  in 
volved. Mr.  W arnk e him self sho uld  ce rta inly  agree wi th th is  gen era l 
pri nc ipl e. Dur in g the  war  in Indo ch ina, he fre qu en tly  alluded  to  the  
vi tal  role, th at  the Congress must play  in for eig n policy  decis ions 
invo lvi ng  the  mili ta ry  forces. W ha t he said in 1970 in  su pp or t of  th e
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McGovern /Hatfield  amendment should apply equally to critical arms 
negotiations with the Soviet Un ion :

The President’s powers, however, do not extend to the basic policy question 
of when our national objectives shall be pursued by military means.—Congres
sional Record, Aug. 31,1970, p. 30491.

We clear ly have not only the right but the obligation to raise here 
in the  Senate basic policy issues involving the capacity of the  United 
States to maintain  her  own security in any agreement with the Soviet 
Union. From the views consistently expressed by Mr. Warnke, I  have

• no assurance tha t we should rely upon his judgments on any of the 
important stra tegic questions of our day.

MISCONCEPTION OF STRATEGIC BALANCE
•

At the central core of Mr. Wamk e’s disqualification for a key nego
tiat ing position is his general misconception of  strategic balance; he 
quite simply does not believe in such a concept. He has consistently 
reiterated his fundamental erroneous belief in strateg ic superior ity. 
In  a debate with Senator  Buckley in 1971, Mr. Warnke noted quite 
simply that  “when both sides have assembled thousands of warheads, 
the numbers game is not worth playing.” [Strategic  Sufficiency, p. 21.] 
If  he believes that the numbers game is not worth playing then how 
can he conscientiously participate in the SALT negotiations  which 
involve very important numbers and not the kind of abstract con
ceptualizat ions tha t pervade Mr. Wamke’s thinking.

Not believing tha t superiority matters,  how can he then be expected 
to extract concessions from the Soviet Union in order to maintain a 
relative balance of forces between the two superpowers ?

ITow much force does the United States need to deter the Soviet 
Union? According to Mr. Warnke , we need virtually none at  all. To 
quote again from the  Buckley debate:

The former British defense minister, Denis Healey, has given his opinion tha t 
Bri tain ’s relatively small strateg ic forces in fact constitute an adequate ret ali a
tory capacity against the Soviet Union because they include ballistic missile 
submarines. On reflection, I believe that  he is right. [Strategic Sufflciency, p. 28.]

Apparently  as far  as Mr. Warnke is concerned, we ourselves could 
« reduce our armaments  to the level of the Brit ish and not suffer any

adverse consequences.
Consistent with this  belief, Mr. Warnke believes tha t any kind of 

lead in the arms race becomes useless. In his sta tement opposing both 
* MIR V’s and the development of an American ABM system in 1971,

he expresses his sympathy with the following point of view :
There appears  to be a considerable agreement tha t nuclear superiority  has 

become a meaningless and irrelevan t criterion in designing strateg ic forces. 
[Congressional Record, July 20,1971, p. 26294.]

In the Buckley debate he e laborated fur ther on this notion by as
serting th a t:

Even substantial  nuclear superiority, short of nuclear monopoly, could not be 
a decisive factor in any political confrontation between the United States  and 
the Soviet Union. [Page 46.]

Unfortunately  the general world view held bv Mr. Warnke has 
little  correlation  with reality. He makes the consistent mistake of 
transposing his own values and objectives to those of the Soviet Union.
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But  wh eth er Mr . W arnk e or  any othe r Am erican s belie ve in  the irrelevance  of  su pe rio rity its elf  becomes irr elev an t if  the  lea ders in the Kr em lin  believe in the  c oncept of  su perio rity. In  a ll of  h is various wr itings, Mr.  W arnk e ra th er  conspicuously ign ores the  whole Sovie t perce ption  of  wha t mili ta ry  pow er means. By igno rin g hal f of  the  equation, one inv ari ab ly  comes up wi th the  wr ong soluti on  to  the  prob lem.
Th roug ho ut  Sov iet lit er atur e an d poli cy sta tem ents ru ns  the consis ten t theme th at  the  fu tu re  belongs to the Socia lis t world  and th at  the  ter ms  are  lar ge ly dicta ted  by the chan gin g m ili ta ry  bala nce . In  October, S oviet  P ar ty  Leader L eon id Brezh nev  noted  th a t :
Whoever comes to power in Wash ington af te r the elections,  it seems th at  the  United  Sta tes  will have to consider the  real  correlation of forces in the world, which prompted American ruling circles, by a sober ana lysis of the  situation^ in recen t years to commence a search for accords with  the Socia list world. [As quoted in Soviet World Outlook, Nov. 15,1976, p. 2.]
Th e Sov iets  tak e the  role  of m ili ta ry  pow er quite  serious ly. Th is pa st sum mer t he  official S oviet  jou rnal  U SA  asse rted th at “chang es in the  co rre lat ion  of forces  in the world  aren a” comes as a result  of “changes in the mili ta ry  bala nce  betw een the  big ges t sta tes belonging  to  th e two  systems—the U.S .S.R.  and the U. S.” [Quoted  i n Sov iet World  Outlook,  Aug. 1,1976, p. 7.]

UN ITED  STATES AND SOVIET DEFEN SE EFFORTS

By taking  ser iously the po ten tia l po lit ica l advanta ges to be rea ped by str ate gic supe rio rit y,  the Sov iet Un ion  has  eng aged in a mass ive bu ild up  in near ly  all  aspects  of th ei r m ili ta ry  power. Somehow  th is 
mass ive Sovie t investm ent  in m ili ta ry  hardw are general ly has escaped the  notice of  Mr. W arnk e;  thus  one must ser iously  question wh eth er he will  hav e the cap aci ty to prevail  upo n the  Kr em lin  to  lim it th ei r 
act ivit ies . Mr. W arnk e has  con tinued  to  th ink in terms  of the mid- 1960’s and thus  re ma ined obl ivious to d eve lopments of  th e pa st decade .The only factua l da ta  t hat Mr. W arnk e has  m ars ha led  fo r the positions  he has tak en in recent  yea rs dea l alm ost  exc lusi vely wi th the 
number of  wa rhe ads the  Un ite d St ates  and the  U.S.S .R. possess and  the  am oun t o f money we sp end  on de fense each  year.

By sim ply  ass ert ing  th at  t he  Un ite d State s now ha s twice as many wa rhe ads  as do the  Soviets,  he feels th at  he effec tively dism isses all othe r consider ations of str ate gic develop men ts. In  othe r words,  it 
matt ers no t at all to him th at whi le the Un ite d St ates  has frozen  he r K BM forc e at  1,054 and  SL BM  forc e at  656 s ince 1967, the Sov iets  have exp anded th ei r own force s fro m 460 ICBM ’s a nd  125 SL BM ’s in  
1967 to 1,603 and  725, respect ive ly as of  Fe br ua ry  1976.

Obsession wi th the  wa rhead figures and the Am erican  M IR Vin g 
of IC BM 's an d SL MB’s effec tively obscures  the fact  th at  the  Soviet lead in delivery vehic les inclu des  a lea d of 613 to 54 in heavy (or l arg e scale ) IC BM ’s which mea ns th at  they  can ca rry  a much la rg er  and, hence,  de va sta tin g warhead.  (F ig ur es  fro m Lib ra ry  of Congres s 
Stud y on “T he  Un ite d St at es /S ov ie t M ili tary  Ba lan ce,” Fe br ua ry  1976.) J

. Th roug h a conscientious prog ram o f h arde ning  of silos, dis persa l o f indu str y,  develop men t an d dep loy me nt of  mobile missile  launch ers ,

4
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new ABM technology and a massive civil defense program, the Soviet 
Union clearly moves in the direction of being able to sustain an Ameri
can attack  with our low-yield warheads. Precisely, these kinds of 
issues must be exhaustively addressed in any fo rthcoming SALT  nego
tiations. Yet Mr. W arnke has never even demonstrated an awareness 
of the  problems; hence, he can hardly be expected to formulate mean
ingful  solutions to them.

Mr. Warnke’s real concern with the American s trategic  effort, since 
his departure from Government in 1969, has been how to unilate rally

• end the arms race. Note t hat  I  am not accusing Mr. Warnke of favor
ing unilateral disarmament , but instead of urging the United States 
to abstain from the arms race with the Soviet Union. Believing tha t 
strategic  superiority is meaningless, natu rally  Mr. Warnke has op-

• posed nearly  every new program tha t has been proposed in the past 
decade. He has par ticipa ted on panels that have recommended against  
the development of the B-l bomber, the Trid ent submarine, the MX 
missile, the  cruise missile, and the MIRVing of ex isting weapons. In 
short, he has already opposed the development and deployment of 
nearly every system of defense th at could have any meaningful ba r
gaining power with the Soviet Union in the SALT negotiations. Also 
he has curiously charged tha t any new American program would de
stabilize the arms balance. Yet at the same time he ironically claims 
tha t the strategic balance is irrelevant.

He has advocated this unilate ral cessation of our military program 
on the basis tha t the weapons are both unnecessary and would only 
lead to a new round of weapons development by the Soviet Union. 
But the simple fact of the matte r is we have not developed any new 
ICBM ’s in over a decade; the B-52’s date back to the early 1950’s ; 
and the Trid ent is the natu ral replacement for the Poseidon and 
Polar is submarines.

U.S.  POLICY OF RESTRAINT

Given the fact of near stagna tion in the American strategic weapons 
program in the past  decade, Mr. Warnke reveals an incredible view 
of the world when he contends tha t the current Soviet buildup de
rives from our ini tiatives. Tn his art icle in Foreign Policy last  spr ing 

« he argues tha t:
What is needed most urgently  now is not a conceptual brea kthrough of the  

stab ility  of the  present strategic  balance. It ’s futile to buy things we don’t need 
in the  hope th at  this will make  the  Soviet Union more amenable . The Soviets

•  are  far more apt to emu late  tha n to capitulate.  We should, instead , try  a 
policy of res tra int , while  calling for matching restr aint  from the Soviet Union. 
(Fore ign Policy, p. 28)

We have, in fact, followed just  such a policy of restra int for nearly 
the past decade now, and we have absolutely no evidence of any emu
latin g reciprocity on the side of the Soviet Union. The evidence 
against his assumption in nonstrategic fields is just as great. While 
we reduced assistance to Vietnam, the Soviet bolstered the irs;  while 
the Congress terminated  assistance to Angola, the Soviets sent the ir 
Cuban gendarmes; while we refused to interfere in political  proc
esses in Portugal , the Soviets gave massive aid to their  Communist 
allies. In neither  the strategic nor diplomatic fields have the Soviets 
shown any evidence of following our  examples of restrained activities.



120

Despite the complete absence of any factual substantiation, Mr. Warkne,  nonetheless, concludes his Foreign Policy article  by baldly arguing th at:
The chances are  good, moreover, th at  highly adverti sed re str aint  on our  pa rt will be reciprocated. The Soviet Union, it  may be said again,  has  only one superpower model to follow. (Foreign  Policy, p. 29)

REASON FOR MR. W AR NK E’S CON CERN ABOUT DEFENSE SPEN DIN G

The reason that  Mr. Warnke  has always been so concerned about the na ture and amount of U.S. defense spending appears to  be tha t he has other purposes in mind for the money tha t would allegedly be saved. Immediately afte r leaving Government service in 1969, Mr. Warnke contributed an article to the October issue o f Washington Monthly enti tled “National Sec urit y: Are We Asking the Right Questions?” In this article, he seriously asks ivhether the then defense budget of $80 billion could possibly be reduced to only $50 billion.
We need the  furth er polit ical judg men t of whe ther  the $30 bi’lion thus freed  can be spen t on problems of gre ate r risk  to our nat ional security and in are as of greater  benefit to the over-al l qua lity  of American life. (Quoted in Congressional Record, October 28,1969, p. 31988)
Similarly in his position on the “Truth  in Budgeting Task Force,” the following year, he again took the position that the defense budget could be drastically cut. He claimed th a t:

A reduc tion of an add itional  $5 in thi s huge defense  budge t would produce a fund  . which could sub stan tial ly con tribute  to meeting our  existing commitments  in educa tion, housing, crime control and environmental improvement. (Quoted from Congressional Record, Feb rua ry 26, 1970, p. 5000.)
Warnke simply ignores the fact tha t defense spending has fallen from over one-half of all Government spending in 1960 to less than 30 percent this year. And even within the defense budget, spending has only increased for personnel costs, or what might be termed the welfare por tion of the budget. In  order  to avoid this unpleasant truth, Mr. Warnke frames his discussion of defense spending in terms of so- called discretionary outlays of the Federa l Government. Thus, in his Foreign  Policy article, he re fers to 0M B—Office of Management and Budget—calculations tha t “for the 1975 fiscal year, the defense area takes up $57.1 billion.” (Foreign Policy, p. 14.)
Later on in the same article he conjures up the seemingly impressive figure that the defense budget “consumes over 60 percent of disposable Federa l income. ’ (P. 25.) Through this kind of fiscal legerdemain Mr. Warnke reveals that  his only interes t is in substan tially reducing milit ary spending. Without even any prompting, Mr. Warnke has taken on an adversary role against the American military. So I  seriously ask whether such a position has any relationship to the kind of man we want to a ttempt to negotiate limits with the Soviet Union.Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank you very much, Senator McClure.
Senator McClure. I would be happy to respond to any questions if there are any.
The Chairman. Yes, sir.
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VALUE OF CONTINU ING SALT TALKS

How much value do you a ttribute to the continuation of the SALT 
talks ?

Senator McClure. How much what?
The Chairman. How much value.
Senator McClure. Mr. Chairman, I would hope-----
The C hairman. D o you consider them a virtual necessity ?
Senator McClure. Yes, I think the continuat ion of attempts to 

find ways to negotiate limits is an absolute necessity. I certainly do 
support tha t effort, bu t I  think those efforts have to be conducted in 
a realistic framework. Not only that, they must be conducted in a posi
tion and in a manner which will give them the credibility tha t is abso
lutely necessary i f the American people are to have confidence in their 
results.

two-headed position

The Chairman. You made reference several times to what you might 
call the two-headed position which Mr. Warnke is supposed to occupy.

Senator McClure. Yes.
The C hairman. Does that  go beyond what our previous official in 

this position did?
Senator  McClure. Mr. Chairman, I think tha t has varied from 

time to time and I  am not sure I could answer that. I have not traced 
tha t evolution.

The Chairman. Dr. Ikle was both negotiator and advocator, was 
he not?

Senator McClure. Yes, and I think the concern tha t we would 
have, tha t I would have, might  be severable, possibly. If  he were 
head only of the agency th at gives advice to the President, but  was 
not also in effect the leader of negotiating or at least a majo r par
ticip ant in the nego tiating team, tha t is a possibility, bu t I  th ink there 
is a danger  in view of having him as a principal in the negotiating 
team.

The Chairman. I  have listened during the time Dr. Ikle has occu
pied this position and I have always felt tha t he was both a spokes
man for us and a negotia tor at the same time.

Senator McClure. But he has not, on the other hand, exposed the 
ideas th at Mr. W arnke has exposed with  regard to what the ultimate 
disposition ought to be.

RANGE OF OPTIONS TO OPEN UP  NEGOTIATION

The Chairman. You do feel though, don’t you, tha t in try ing  to 
handle  this very difficult situation he is en titled to feel out different 
positions, make suggestions tha t might  open up some kind of a 
negotiation  ?

Senator McClure. Certainly. I thin k there ought to be a wide 
range of options.

The Chairman. Do vou think he has gone beyond that?
Senator McClure. I think Mr. Warnke has already indicated what 

his options are. He does not espouse the idea t ha t there should be a
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wide range of options. It  seems to me tha t he himself, by his past 
statements, has indicated a rather narrow range of options or, to  put 
it another way, to be prepared to indicate what the bottom line is 
before he gets to the top line of the negotiation.

Mr. Chairman, I  might jus t add that  the role of the negotiator must 
and as of necessity will be at  times conducted not in public view. Ne
gotiations of this nature must by nature at times be concealed from 
the view of the American public. The American public must have 
confidence in whatever is said in those periods of time are not going to 
make concessions unilaterally t ha t are unwarranted. I don’t think th at •
the American people could have th at confidence if Mr. Warnke is the 
negotiator.

The C hairman. I rather feel myself tha t we, the American people, 
ought not to force him to lay out his whole plan and give his whole *
play and not leave him room for real negotiation.

Senator McClure. Mr. Chairman, I  certainly agree with that. W ho
ever is the negotiato r has to have some lati tude  but I would hope that 
the position tha t he has taken over the period of the last decade would 
not foreclose him from having all of the options and I think Mr.
Warnke has already eliminated a number of options and done i t by 
his own action in advance of this nomination.

The Chairman. Senator Griffin.

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR m ’CLURE

Senator  Griffin . I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.
I want to commend Senator McClure for coming before the commit

tee and giving the committee the benefit of his views on this very, very 
impor tant nomination. I have not had an oppor tunity  to  be here and 
listen, but I  want to assure him that  I have a copy of his statement and 
I am going to read it.

Senator  McClure. Thank you very much.
The Chairman. Senator Matsunaga.
Senator  Matsunaga. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Did you by chance listen to Mr. W arnke ’s testimony yesterday be

fore this committee ?
Senator McClure. I was not here to listen to it. I  read the press re- «

ports on it. I watched the  Public Television broadcas t la st n ight, yes. 

POSSIBILITY OF MR. WARNKE CHANGING

Senator Matsunaga. His primary concern was the security of our 
Nation and all th at he intends to do if  confirmed. Do you believe tha t 
a man of his stature, having been out of Government service now for 
about 8 years, could change his position to one which would be accept
able to you ?

Senator  McClure. I  suspect it  is theoretical ly possible, but I  don’t 
want to take tha t chance. I would like to have somebody sitting at 
tha t negot iating table when I  am not there, not listening, not seeing, 
not pa rticipating—tha t I  have confidence does not have the views Mr.
Warnke  has expressed over a long period of time. Now maybe he has 
changed, and if he has I would applaud it.
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Senator Matsunaga. Don’t you agree that one of the prime requi
sites of a good negotiator is flexibility and tha t Mr. Warnke appears 
to fulfill th at qualification?

Senator McClure. No. I think he has denied himself some of the 
essential flexibility by positions he has already taken. He does not have 
the flexibility tha t other people would have in tha t position because 
he has already given away a part of the options.

Senator Matsunaga. May I  suggest tha t you read the test imony he 
presented yesterday along with the answers to questions which he 

» made yesterday and then-----
Senator McClure. I certainly will wi th a  great deal of interes t but  

again I am not sure tha t what he says when he is seeking confirmation 
bears as much weight as a decade of statements  tha t all have a con-

* sistent pa ttern .
MR. WARNKF.’s REJECTIO N OF OFFER

Senator Matsunaga. Of course you are aware he rejected the offer 
twice and i t was only upon the urging of the Members of the Congress 
as well as those sincerely and deeply interested in the security of th is 
Nation that he agreed to accept.

Senator McClure. I wish he had been more consistent in his re
fusal. [Laughter.]

Senator  Matsunaga. Pe rhaps  he might be convinced by you. Pe r
haps you ought to ta lk to him personally. Or else he might be of such 
negotia ting ability  tha t he m ight convince you, too, because I know 
some of the o ther members who were here l istening to him yesterday 
went out of this  room with changed views about Mr. Warnke.

Senator  McClure. Well, tha t is entirely  possible. I recognize tha t 
his performance  was very skillfu l yesterday. I don’t want to  assign 
motives to what he did, it is jus t tha t I cannot have confidence in 
what he said vesterdav is the attitude tha t he will take to the negoti
ating table in view of  all tha t he has said in the nast nor tha t even 
if what he said yesterday is exactly true  tha t the Russians will take 
him withou t considering all of the past statements tha t he has made. 

sending negotiator with confidence of opposite party

* Senator Matsunaga. Perhaps in sending a negotia tor we ought to 
send someone who has confidence of the opposite party , don’t you 
believe?

» Senator McClure. I  think  tha t is true . I think  they probably wel
come him with open arms because he is prepared to make concessions 
to them that  they would like  to have made.

Senator Matsunaga. Would they have the change then by send
ing•—

Senator McClure. It  depends on whether you pu t a high premium 
on the attainmen t of an agreement or the content of it.

Senator Matsunaga. I  can see th at Senator McClure has an inflex
ible nature .

Thank you.
Senator McClure. Thank you.
The Chairman. Senator Danfor th.
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CONSI ST ENCY OF MR.  W A R N K E ’s  TESTIM O N Y  AN D W R IT IN G S

Senator D anforth. Senator  McClure, in preparing  your comments 
for today I gathe r tha t you read very extensively the writings of 
Mr. Warnke. Is that correct?

Senator McClure. I have read quite a number of articles and 
excerpts, yes. I  would not presume to say I have read everyth ing that 
he has ever uttered or written.

Senator  Danforth. Did you in reading his articles form a con
clusion as to the general tone of his approach in dealing with dis
armament ?

Senator McClure. Yes.
Senator Danforth. You saw all or a part of his testimony yester

day. Is tha t right?
Senator  McClure. Yes; that  is correct. Again I read the press 

accounts and I saw what was on tha t 1-hour program last night  on 
public television.

Senator Danforth. From what you saw last night and what you 
read of the press accounts, were the views tha t he presented yesterday 
before this committee consistent with his writings?

Senator McClure. There are two ways to look at that . Fir st of all 
he has said all along, and I think  he believes, as he said yesterday, 
tha t his positions would have to be consistent with the security re
quirements of the  United States. Tha t is not the argument. The argu
ment is what  are the security requirements of the United States. I 
don’t see anything really tha t he said in his testimony yesterday that  
is inconsistent with the views that he stated before. Tha t is what 
worries me on tha t question of what  is necessary for the security of 
the United States.

Senator  Danforth. My notes say tha t he indicated yesterday that  
lie supports and has always supported a strong national defense.

Senator  McClure. But again what  is a strong national defense? 
That is the question. How strong is s trong enough ? And he I think 
ascribes to the Soviet Union view tha t he himself would ascribe to 
how strong  is strong enough but the ir actions don’t indicate that  they agree with him.

Senator Danforth. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Senator  McClure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HOW  STRO NG  IS  STRO NG  E N O U G H ?

The Chairman. I find it interes ting in your s tatement—how strong  
is strong enough ? I am sure you realize tha t we fuss about th at all the 
time in the  Senate.

Senator McClure. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. And also as between the Executive and the Con

gress of the United States.
Senator  McClure. That debate has raged fo r years.
The Chairman. I  think we are all working in the best in terests of 

the I nited States as we interpre t them, and so it will be a pre tty rugged 
battle, won’t it? Who can say who is righ t and who is wrong? Only 
each Senator for himself and each American for himself.

Senator McClure. That is right.
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The Chairman. So I don’t quite follow the argument that  because 
Mr. Wamke, for instance, defines an adequate defense in a way tha t 
docs not fully comply with my belief o r your Belief or someone else’s 
belief-----

Senator McClure. Don’t  mistake me, Mr. Chairman. T am not con
demning Mr. Warnke, I am iust saying I don't want him to be a 
negotiator. He is entitled to his viewpoint.

GIV ING  NEGOTIATOR ROOM TO NEGOTIA TE

The Chairman. W ithdraw the word “condemn” ; not willing to let  
h’m serve in a position where he would be free to express his own 
opinion.

Senator McClure. He is free to  express his own opinion. I certainly 
don’t question t ha t and he may be righ t—I don’t believe so, bu t he 
may be right . But  tha t is different than put ting  him in a position of 
responsibility  for negotiations.

The Chairman. By the  way, I  said something a while ago about the 
negotiating. T am informed that  Dr. Ikle did not negotiate, he did 
attend the sessions. I am also told  tha t Gerard  Smith, whom I  recall 
quite well, is the only one who was a SALT negotia tor.

Now I don’t know the exact date we star ted negot iating on the 
SALT. It  has been a good long time now. We have heard different 
people express different views on i t and we have heard in the Senate 
and throughout  the Congress and in the executive department differing 
views on what ought to be the subject of the negotiation in connection 
with the  SALT talks.

I think we all pretty well feel tha t we ought to continue to try  to 
work out some kind of an arrangement along the line of the SALT 
talks. I thin k tha t we will continue that , but I don’t see how we are 
going to have somebody to negotiate for us and tie  thei r hands. I  think 
we have to give them room to negotiate.

Senator McClure. Well, again I agree that there ought to be nego
tiations. I am fully in support of the idea t ha t we ought to have an 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and that  it ought to have an 
administra tor and that  there ought to be negotiat ions and that  there 
ought to be a negotiator, but I  can’t re iterate  too strongly tha t whom
ever we send as negot iator should not have already indicated how fa r 
he is willing to go unilaterally  in areas which ought to require some 
reciprocity. That  is not the way to atta in a proper kind of balance in 
the arms limi tations and I strongly, fervently hope tha t we can indeed 
reach an accommodation and an agreement th at can have our support 
that, will limit the proliferation of nuclear  arms in pa rticular  but also 
deal with the other questions of  relative  mi litary  strength between the 
superpowers.

The Chairman. I certainly would agree with you th at whoever is 
negotia ting for us ought not to show his entire hand before he begins.

Senator McClure. Well, if T were plaving poker I  would not want 
to show any of my cards until I was ready to show them all. T would 
not expect tha t i f I  were p laying  five-card draw with somebody tha t T 
would show him three  of my cards and hold two back while he had all 
five of his hidden.

83-8 72  0  -  77 - 9
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The Chairman. I must say th at I have never played poker and I 
know nothing about i t [laughter]  but you r wording sounds logical. In  
fact, I think  1 can remind you that  you and I  have worked pret ty close
ly together often on both sides of the aisle.

Senator McClure. Yes, and there  is no partisanship in this as fa r as 
I am concerned. I hope there is none.

The Chairman. I  appreciate your comment.
Any furth er questions of Senato r McClure?
Senator Griffin.
Senator  Griffin. No.
The Chairman. Senator Danforth .
Senator  Danforth. No.
Senator McClure. Thank you very much.
The Chairman. Thank  you very much. We apprecia te your being 

here.
Next we have Mr. Richard  Cohen of the U.S. Labor Party  of Wash

ington, D.C.
Come around, Mr. Cohen.
Do you have a prepared statement?

STATEMENT OF RICHARD COHEN, U.S. LABOR PARTY

Mr. Cohen. I submitted a s tatement; however, I  will deviate from 
tha t statement.

The Chairman. You may proceed as you see fit. Eit her  read it, sum
marize it, discuss it or just  give us your own views.

Mr. Cohen. All right.
The C hairman. We will p rin t your statement in the record.
Mr. Cotten. I would like to make two interre lated points which in 

some way would lead mvself and mv par ty to absolutely oppose the  
confirmation of Paul  C. Wamke to the two designated positions. F ur 
thermore, I hope t ha t these two interrelated points that I make will 
help to demonstrate that the debate on national security, on SALT and 
strategic, questions generally which have been presented thus f ar  is for 
the most part a charade—a charade being manipulated at this point 
bv the T rila tera l Commission for the purposes of the Trilater al Com
mission, the purposes which are indefensible and if allowed to be 
executed will most prohablv lead in short course to early thermonuclear 
war with  the Soviet Union.

CON TRADICT ION IN  MR. WAR NK E’s  POSIT ION

Now let me star t, Mr. Chairman, bv pointing out one extreme glaring 
contradiction . In  the position asserted bv Mr. Warnke yesterday this 
massive contradiction is bv no means the propertv of Mr. Wam ke 
alone, it is also shared bv manv of  his so-called adversaries and here I 
specifically refer  to the Committee on the Present Danger—Mr. Paul 
Nitze, Mr. James Schlesinger.

Now the central point to elaborate in getting at this contradiction 
was seen last week in Mr. Car ter’s fireside chat. Now Mr. Car ter is 
going to unfold an energv policv before the Senate. Congress and the 
American peoole which, let  alone its drastic  economic effects on the 
surface from a pure milit ary standpoint , will drastically curtail the 
capabili ty of thi s country to maintain its own national security.
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Now essential to tha t energy policy in Mr. Car ter’s statement  was 
the point tha t he made in the terms of "the energy conservation in which 
his program will allot for a drastic drop in energy consumption in this  
country by approximately 20 percent. Now tha t 20 percent will hi t the 
machine tool industry,  the electronics industry, the aerospace indus try, 
the very guts of U.S. industry and particular ly th at industry linked to 
cur military  capabilities.

Now this point contradic ts the central point made by the Chairman 
of the Jo int  Chiefs of Staff in his military posture statement, fiscal 
year 1978, in which he elaborates—and here again from the strict ob
jective m ilitary point of view—that the central capabili ty which the 
Soviet Union has developed principally from the period following 
the Cuban missile crisis is a massive milit ary indus try complex, a mas
sive mili tary indus trial complex which a t this point produces five en
gineers to every one engineer produced in the United States, a complex 
which outstr ips the United States 2 to 1 in the number of scientists and 
technicians produced.

Now what those scientists and technicians have been developing was 
elaborated from the U.S.  population bu t immediately classified after  it 
was elaborated by one of  the leading Soviet scientists, Mr. Rudicov. I t 
has been witnessed or at  least we would suggest tha t it might have been 
witnessed in terms of Soviet capabilities to blind satellites.

Now all of the matters  rela ting to the Rudicov disclosures, the bind
ing satellites, have to do with Soviet developments in areas related 
to the development of controlled thermonuclear power and it is 
exactly th at element of U.S. energy production and fission and poten
tial  fission which the Car ter administration has already stated it will 
keep out of its energy policy and devote itse lf to the nonsense o f the 
development of solar energy—a s traight  Naderite paragon.

Now Mr. Warnke yesterday said tha t he was a devotee. Suddenly 
he had changed his mind and is a devotee of military research and 
development. Now how could tha t possibly be the case when he is 
assumed to be a member of  the admin istration which is following a 
course that  will dismantle tha t capability? Similarly, members of the 
Committee on the Present  Danger  have systematically avoided tha t 
differential in Soviet and U.S. development, tha t part icular one. As 
a matte r of fact, Mr. Paul Nitze testi fying  before this committee a 
couple of weeks ago attacked the U.S. Labor  Pa rty  disto rting  our 
position to cover up tha t point and similarly with Mr. Warnke  
yesterday.

Whv ? What is hinted ? What is the policy ?
I  believe the secret unders tanding policy and the  obvious contradic

tion lies in the fact tha t Mr. Warnke himself is a member of the 
Trilatera l Commission. He is a board member of the Trilateral Com
mission. Seventy percent of Mr. C arte r’s Cabinet come from th e ranks  
of the Trilater al Commission which includes only 165 citizens of the 
United States.

TRILATERAL COMMISSION

New there has been a lot of talk  about tha t Commission. W hat is 
it ? What is it s policy ? Essential to its policy is the diversion of low
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income from reinvestment in plant and equipment and the develop
ment of plant  and equipment and diversion for maintaining the skilled 
labor force into the repayment of debt either directly or indirectly 
to bolster up the holdings, the power base of tha t force which or
ganized the Trila teral  Commission in the first place; namely, the 
Rockefeller family and princ ipally in this case David Rockefeller and 
his retinue.

W H A T IS  BE FO RE  US

That policy if  you extrapolate it out politically in terms of what it 
will mean for Western Europe to pay that debt, what it will mean for 
the Third World to pay that  debt, obviously brings  up the specter of 
drastic political changes not only in Western Europe, in the Thi rd 
World sector but within the United States  itself. Those political 
changes were openly rejected by the Governments of West Germany, 
Italy , France, and Great Brita in on Walter Mondale’s tour.

This brings up the central point of what Mr. Warlike will be used 
for in his two positions. Mr. W arnke is a softliner and he will shift 
his position according to the strategic situation. At this point the 
strategic situa tion is one in which Western Europe, the leading OPEC  
[Oil Producing and Exportin g Countr ies] countries—and princ ipally 
here I refer to the countries of Saudi Arabia  and a vast section of the 
Third World—are now moving in unison through the back door to 
organize an alternate monetary and economic system to that which has 
dominated large sectors of the advanced second and thir d world ever 
since the post world.

We have two monetary systems in conflict. Mr. W arnke’s purpose, 
for the edification of Mr. Brezhnev and others in the Soviet Union, 
will be to dangle the option of S ALT  before their  eyes, to hook them 
on the SA LT question, to paralyze them with the SALT option while 
under the cover other th ings are occurring. I just would like to br ing 
your attention to what in fact is really occurring from the hallowed 
halls of the Trilateral Commission which happens to be the ad
ministration at  this point.

The Carte r administrat ion is prepar ing a display of political muscle 
and, if necessary, military force to prevent the countries of Western 
Europe from establishing an independent relationship with the Arab 
oil producing states free of the interference of the U.S. controlled, 
largely Rockefeller controlled multinational oil companies such as 
Standard  Oil of New Jersey or Exxon and a number of others. A key 
par t of the administration  is to prevent at all costs the pending n a
tionalization of the giant  Aramco oil complex by the Saudi Arabian 
Government.

The command of this  operation has l>een placed under the National 
Security Council headed by Zbigniew Brzezinski and James Schles- 
inger, the energy czar of the Car ter regime. Brzezinski and Schles- 
inger are a ta sk force comprising the Departments of State, Treasury, 
and energy to inject a direct. U.S. Government presence into the nego
tiations with Aramco and Saudi Arabia. The purpose  of the National 
Security Council task force is to block by whatever means a take
over of Aramco by the Saudi regime by reinforcing the company’s 
position and so forth and so on. The  terms of the Saudi nationaliza-
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tion were regarded to have been settled December 1976 and drawn up 
by the oil ministers of Yamani and are now before K ing Khalid with 
the threat  of U.S. m ilitary intervention and/o r the other option being 
using the Shah as the club.

In  any event, if the Saudis do make a move to  nationalize if such 
military intervention is exercised, we are on the edge of World  War 
II I.  Now hopefully Mr. Warnke from the point of view of the T ril at 
eral Commission can simmer the Soviets down and say, here we have a 
nice SALT agreement and so fo rth and so on.

Tha t is what we have before us and tha t is why I would hope th at 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee would reject the nomination 
of Mr. Wamke.

[Mr. Cohen’s prepared  statement follows:]
P repared Sta te men t of R ichard Co h en , U.S. L abor P arty

Sin ce  J a n u a ry  20, th e T ri la te ra l Co mm iss ion  has  been in st al le d  in  nea rl y  ev ery 
im port an t po si tion  of  po wer  in  th e Exe cu tive  ar m  of th e U ni te d S ta te s go ve rn 
men t. The  P re si den t o f th e  U ni ted S ta te s,  th e Vic e P re si den t,  an d si gnif ic an t num 
be rs  of  C ab in et  mem be rs  in cl ud ing th e Sec re ta ry  of  S ta te  al l s it  on th a t su p ra 
nat io nal  pl an nin g b ody . Eur op e an d th e T hir d  W or ld  ha ve  univ er sa lly  resp on de d 
in  ho rr o r to  find th a t Dav id  Roc ke fe lle r has  se ized  th e re in s of  po wer  in  th e 
Uni ted S ta te s.

Now , fo r th e  ed if icat ion of  Mr.  Bre zh ne v an d th e  So viet Pol itbu ro , Pau l 
W ar nk e’s no m in at io n fo r d ir ec to r of  th e Arm s Con tro l and D is ar m am ent Agency 
(A CD A)  an d neg oti at or fo r SA LT, is by fa r  th e be st  stag e- m an ag ed  pe rf or m an ce  
pu t on by th e  T ri la te ra l Co mm iss ion . Mr . W ar nk e has  be en  clea ne d up  an d pre 
se nt ed  as  a “s oft -l in er ” wh o will  pr es s fo r arm s re du ct io ns  an d pr om ot e det en te  
ov er  a nd  ab ov e th e  o pp os iti on  coming  from  th e  Com m itt ee  o n th e P re se n t D an ge r 
an d o th er “h aw ks .”

Once th is  d is pl ay  i s ov er , th e So vie t le ad ers hip  is su pp os ed  to  b e im pr es se d w ith  
Mr. W ar nke’s cre denti a ls  a s a fr ie nd  of  d et en te , an d to  ta ke  th is  as  fu r th e r pr oo f 
th a t Ave re ll H arr im an  is ke ep ing hi s pr om ise m ad e to  Bre zh ne v se ve ra l mon th s 
ago th a t th e  A dm in is tr at io n  wou ld k ee p w ar haw ks ou t of  th e go ve rnmen t.

Th e ca st  a nd  th e  p lo t fo r th is  fa rc e goes as  fo llo ws : Sco op Ja ck so n is sc he du led 
to te st if y  be fo re  th e rigg ed  Sen at e For ei gn  R el at io ns  Co mmitt ee  an d ch ar ge th a t 
W ar nk e is  u nre li ab le  b ec au se  he  i s p re pare d  to  d ec la re  un il a te ra l arm s re du ct io ns  
to  t he detr im en t of  U .S. m il it ary  st re ng th . Ja ck so n i s to  be fo llo we d by Sam Nu nn  
(D -G a.)  an d Re p. Sa mue l S tr a tt o n  (D -N Y)  wh o will  de no un ce  W ar nke as a per 
son  wh o “m ig ht  giv e aw ay  th e st o re ” in  th e SA LT  ta lk s.  A fter  th is  ex hi bi tion  of  
divi sion  w ith in  t he D em oc ra tic P art y , co ns er va tive s wh o were be ing bra in w as hed  
by Bu ck ley and th e Com m itt ee  on th e  P re se n t D an ge r in  se m in ar s la s t week,  a re  
ex pe cted  to be  rope d in  an d re peat th e  ch ar ge s.

MR. WARNKE’S ASSOCIATION

W ar nk e,  like al m os t ev ery o th er Cab in et  lev el ap po in te e in th is  A dm in is tr at io n  
is a mem be r of  t he  D av id  Roc ke fe ller ’s T r il a te ra l Co mm iss ion . He  si ts  on th e E x
ec ut iv e Boa rd , ne xt  to  th e  Exe cu tive  D irec to r Zb ign iew  Brz ez in sk i, wh o has  been 
ch osen  to  pl ay  “h ard  co p” a s  N at io na l Sec ur ity Co uncil  ch ief . On th e sa m e bo ar d 
is Cyrus  Vance, wh o w as  pr om oted  from  For ei gn  Affa irs  ed itori al  d ir ecto r of  th e 
New Yo rk Tim es  to  Sec re ta ry  of  Sta te . F u rt h e r do wn  th e T ri la te ra l li st  is Lan e 
K irkla nd and Dav id  Pac kard , bo th  of  th em  ex ec ut iv e mem be rs  of  th e  w ar haw k 
Co mmitt ee  on  t he P re se n t Dan ge r.

W ar nke  is  a  p ro tege  o f C la rk  C lif for d, hi s se ni or  la w  p a rt n e r in  th e W as hi ng to n-  
ba sed W al l S tr eet la w  firm  of  Cl ifford , W ar nk e,  Glas s, M cl lw ai n an d Fi nn ey . 
Cl iff ord is th e  per so n wh o w ro te  th e T ru m an  D oc tr in e wh ich  c om m itt ed  the U ni ted 
S ta te s to  a po lic y of  co loni al  in te rv en tions to  pr es er ve  th e “A mer ican  C entu ry ” 
do ct rine . He is  al so  au th o r of  th e N at io na l Sec ur ity Act which  cre at ed  th e  CIA,  
again st  th e  in it ia l op po si tio n of  P re si den t T ru m an . U nd er  Cl iff ord’s sp on so rs hi p 
W ar nke  was  b ro ugh t in to  t he D ep ar tm en t of  D efen se  in  1966 an d ro se  to  th e po si 
tion  of  c hi ef  of  In te rn a l Sec uri ty  Affa irs . U nd er  P au l Nitz e, W ar nke co ntr ib ute d
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to  th e im pl em en ta tion  of  th e co un te r- in su rg en cy  w arf are  do ct ri ne in V iet na m , to th e  bo mb ing  es ca la tion , an d to th e  ex te rm in at io n  policy  co de -nam ed  “O pe ra tio n Ph oe ni x. ”

In  1968,  W ar nk e w as  one  of  th e  W al l S tr eet em is sa ri es  th a t de live re d th e me ssa ge  to  Ly nd on  Jo hn so n th a t he  no t ru n fo r reelec tio n.  T his  W al l S tr ee t cou p al lo wed  th e  R oc ke fe ller  to co nt in ue  th e w ar fo r th e ne xt  se ve n yea rs , an d to  use  it  fo r de st ab il iz at io n  op er at io ns  ag ai nst  th e U ni te d S ta te s go ve rn m en t th ro ug h 
th e  cr ea ti on  of  a  pa cif ist , N ad er is t ‘‘le ft  o pp os iti on .”

W hile  st il l a t th e Pe nt ag on , W ar like  w as  inv olve d alon g w ith  Va nce, Ca lif an o,  Ra mse y C la rk , Cl ifford  an d o th ers  in O pe ra tion  G ar de n Pl ot , w hich  fo r th e fir st tim e in U.S . h is to ry  wo rk ed  ou t co nt in ge nc y sc en ar io s fo r a coup  d’et a t ag ai nst  th e  U ni te d S ta te s go ve rn men t.
As  an  af fi lia te  of  th e C en te r of  La w an d So cia l Po lic y sp ec ia lizi ng  in  in te rna ti ona l re la ti ons , W ar lik e ha s be en  invo lved  in th e sa bo ta gi ng  of  n u cl ea r fiss ion  in  or de r to  ke ep  co un tr ie s su ch  as  B ra zi l fro m obt ai ni ng  en er gy  in de pe nd en ce  from  th e Roc ke fe lle r oil  ca rt el s.  He wi ll us e his  new po st  as  Arm s C on tro l an d D ef en se  Ag enc y fo r ca rr yin g ou t th is  eco no mi c w arf are  po lic y und er  th e gu ise of no n- pr ol ifer at io n.

TH E MA N W IT HO UT  A SOUL

Th os e wh o kn ow  W ar lik e de sc ribe  h im  as  a  m an  w ith out a sou l. Some  ad dit io nal  fa cts  ab ou t hi s re ce nt  his to ry  confi rm  th is  an no un ce m en t as  va lid .
Up  to 19 76  W ar lik e wa s ho rr ifi ed  ov er  th e  pr os pe ct  of  co nfr onta ti on  w ith th e USS R,  an d up  to  th a t tim e ha d a re al is ti c ap p ra is al of  So viet re sp on se  to th e 

st ra te g y  th en  be ing  en un ci at ed  by Brz ez in sk i an d ot he rs . He is  aw are  of  th e fa ct  th a t th e pr es en t da ng er  o f w ar  co me s as  a  re su lt  of  th e det er m in at io n  of  ban kru pt lower  M an hat ta n  ba nk s to go fo r a sho w of  fo rc e in  or der  to  su bju gat e th e T hir d W or ld  a nd  Eu ro pe . Ho we ve r, as  a m em be r of  th is  cr um bl in g em pi re , in  his  ca pa city as  a hi gh ly  pa id  e rr an d  cl er k fo r D av id  Ro ck ef el le r, W ar lik e now es po us es  th e T ri la te ra l po lic ies  wh ich  he  k no ws are  l ea di ng  t o war .
In  hi s a rt ic le  “W e Do n’t Ne ed  a D ev il” in th e  la te st  is su e of  For ei gn  Affa irs  ma ga zine , W ar like  det ai ls  th e  u to pia n pe rc ep tion  wh ich  he  w ill  be oper at in g  from  as  he ad  o f AODA .
He pr oc ee ds  from  th e as su m pt io n th a t th e  U SS R is a seco nd  ra te  ix iw er  an d from  th a t v anta ge po in t re vi ew s th e gr ow in g dan ger  of  w ar em an ati ng  from  U.S. 

I>olicies to w ar ds th e  T hir d  W or ld , or  w h at he  ca lls “th e  th w art ed  bi lli on  in  As ia,  Afri ca , and  L ati n  Am er ic a.”
He tu rn s to  th e “suc ce ss ” of  th e R oc ke fe lle r-en gi ne er ed  su rr o g ate  w arf are  ag ain st  th e  T h ir d  W or ld  ca rr ie d  ou t in th e  Midd le E as t,  g lo at in g w ith  sa ti sf actio n th a t th e  U SS R ’s po li tica l an d econ om ic influ en ce  has  su ff er ed  a se ri es  of “s et ba ck s. ”
“T he  de cl in e of So vie t fo rt u n es in th e  are a  m ak es  it s pr es en ce  a t an y rec on ve ning  of  th e Ge neva  Co nf er en ce  . . . har dly  es se ntial .”
Th e U.S. m on eta ri st s ca n cl ai m  de bt  pa ym en t a t wi ll an d im po se  f asc is t regimes  in  th e  T hi rd  W orld . At  th e N or th -S ou th  ta lk s w he re  th e  T h ir d  W or ld  h as  p ut de bt  

m ora to ri a on  th e  ag en da , “w h at is re quir ed ,” ac co rd in g to  W ar lik e,  “. . . is U.S.  will in gn es s to  im pl em en t th e pr om ise of K is si nge r’s 19 75  sp ee ch ,” th a t is, no  de bt  m or at or iu m .
The  qu es tion  th a t pr ec ed es  th is  w is hf ul  th in kin g is  w het her  or  no t th e  So viets  wi ll be fo rc ed  in to  a th er m onu cl ea r w a r unde r th es e tr ip w ir e  co nd iti on s.  W ar lik e 

an sw er s no. He as su m es  th a t as  lon g as  th e  Sovie t A rb at ov s a re  al lo wed  to m ai nta in  a pe rc ep tion  th a t th e U.S.  is  w ill in g to  neg ot ia te  arm s li m it at io ns an d oth er  ne go tiat in g fo ru m , th us im pr es si ng  up on  th em  th a t th e  U.S.  w ill  ne ve r do  th e unt hi nk ab le , th en  no tr ip w ir e  c on di tion s sh ou ld  ev er  a ri se .
W ar lik e arg ues  th is  by pr es en ting  th e fo llo w in g bi t of  h is to ry :
“W ha te ve r th e re as on s, th e So viet re ac ti on  w as  cu riou sl y pa ll id  whe n in th e sp ri ng  of  19 72  th e Nixo n A dm in is tr at io n min ed  th e h ar bor of H ai ph on g an d st ep pe d up  th e  bo mb ing  of H an oi  ju s t be fo re  th e SA LT  I ag re em en ts  . . . wh ile  

So vie t sh ip pi ng  w as  tr ap ped  in  H ai ph on g ha rb or , Ni xo n w as  we lco me d to Mosc ow w he re  h e an d Bre zh ne v sig ne d th e tr e a ty  li m it in g an ti b all is ti c  m issi le  si te s as  w ell  as  th e  in te ri m  ag re em en t on co nt ro l of  of fens ive nu cl ea r a n u s .”
W ith  th es e cr ed en ti al s it  is st il l uncert a in  w het her  Co ng ress  w ill  en ga ge  in th e fa rc e of  c ert if y in g  W ar lik e as  a so ft -l in er , or  e xp os e him  as  th e so ft  cop of th e T ri la te ra l Co mm iss ion .
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OPERAT ION GARDEN PLOT

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Cohen.
I have been reading your  statement as you have discussed the matter. 

I find some things in there which it is hard for me to understand. At 
one point, for instance, you sa y:

Warnke was involved along with Vance, Califano, Ramsey Clark, Clifford, and 
othe rs in Operat ion Garden  Plot, which for  the  f irst  t ime in U.S. history worked 
out  contingency scenarios for a coup d 'et at again st the United  States government.

Now do you really believe to say that?
Mr. Cohen. Well, a lot was going on at th at point.
The Chairman. What?
Mr. Cohen. A lot was going on at  tha t point. Essentially  from my 

point of view, th at coup d ’etat was ultimately realized in the W ater
gate and President Nixon but at tha t time what was occurring was an 
attempt by those individuals named to reorganize the mili tary  intel
ligence toward its potential use and ultimate use within the domestic 
boundaries of the United  States , and one of the essential developments 
tha t prior to this tha t Mr. Vance was involved in and Mr. Warnke w’as 
Operation Garden Plot which was a scenario developed fo r potential 
military takeover of urban areas during the ghetto riots.

The Chairman. Senator Griffin.
Senator Griffin. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Matsunaga.
Senator Matsunaga. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

party’s opposition to president’s nominations

At the first hearing i t was announced by the spokesman of the U.S. 
Labor Party  tha t the U.S. Labor Party  intends to oppose each and 
every nomination of  the President. Is thi s still your policy ?

Mr. Cohen. No, I don’t th ink tha t accurately reflects the policy of 
the U.S. Labor Party .

Senator Matsunaga. Has the party  endorsed any nominee to date?
Mr. Cohen. No.
Senator Matsunaga. You are opposed to every one of them?
Mr. Cohen. Well, it is hard  to find one that we would support.
Senator  Matsunaga. 1,000 percent. [Laughter.]

description of warnke as man without soul

I find it interesting , if not enterta ining, to find a statement here 
which you make that “Those who know Warnke describe him as a man 
without a soul.” Can you name one of those who said tha t?

Mr. Cohen. Oh, I would not presume to do tha t, no. Apparently 
someone did hea r tha t and reported it to me, but I think that afte r 
yesterday’s demonstration others in the back of their mind would think 
tha t tha t is the case.

Senator  Matsunaga. Do you know anyone who knows him by tha t 
good name ?

Mr. Coiien. Personally?
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Senator Matsunaga. Yes.
Mr. Cohen. I  don’t know.
Senator Matsunaga. You are testifying before a Senate committee which has a major decision to make and you make statements such as this which I think  destroys your credibility.
Tha t is all, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Danforth.
Senator  Danforth. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank you very much. We appreciate your appearing.
Next is Mr. Mark Lockman, assistant legislative aide to the Liberty  Lobby, Washington, D.C.
Mr. Lockman, we are very glad to have you before us.
Did you present a prepared statement ?

STATEMENT OF MARK LOCKMAN, ASSISTANT LEGISLAT IVE AIDE,
LIBE RTY LOBBY

Mr. Lockman. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I  did. I have made some amendments to it.
The Chairman. I t will be printed in the record. You discuss i t as you see fit.
Mr. Lockman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman .
I am Mark Lockman, ass istant legislative aide for Liberty Lobby.I appreciate this opportuni ty appear today and present the views of Liberty Lobby's nearly 25,000 member board of policy, as well as the 

approximately quar ter of a million readers of our weekly newspaper, the Spotl ight.
Mr. Chairman, the confirmation of Paul Warnke as chief arms control negotiato r will seriously undermine the mili tary  st rength and 

defense structure of our  Nation. Although he has been highly recom
mended by Presiden t Cartel* for this  important position, the Senate should keep in mind tha t Mr. Car ter also highly recommended Theodore Sorensen to head the CIA —the most outrageous appointment 
since Caligula named his horse a counsel, and comparable in other ways.

I ’m certain the U.S. Senate would never confirm a peacenik to 4conduct arms control negotiations. If  it does, we can expect to see a rapid decline of U.S. strength around the world—both in terms of military defense as well as reputat ion.
As an American nationalis t insti tution . Liberty Lobby opposes war. AWe believe tha t the best way to maintain the peace is not to meddle in 

the affairs of the rest of  the  world and to be so st rong mili tarily that  the rest of the  world will only want to talk  with us. Recent polls show 
tha t Americans support this position taken by Liber ty Lobby. It, is the responsibility of our Government—the responsibil ity of Con
gress—to uphold the wishes of the voters and taxpayers o f th is coun
try . Had this country wanted a policy of disarmament, it would have elected George McGovern for President in 1972, and it would never 
have elected candidate  Car ter who campaigned for a s trong national defense—unlike many of the other contendere in his own party .

i<
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MR.  W A R N K E’S VI EW S OF  N ATIO N AL DEF EN SE

Significant controversy surrounds an unsigned memo about Mr. 
Wam ke’s qualifications. The distinguished Senator  from South Da
kota, Mr. McGovern, was quick to label the attacks  agains t Mr. 
Warnke  as “McCarthyite tactics.” To set the record st raight, Liberty 
Lobby is in full accord with the summary of the  unsigned memo and 
believes tha t the U.S. Senate should seriously consider its contents. 
The memo is nothing but a distilla tion of Mr. Warnke’s own views. It  
reads:

Simply stated, it  is hard to see how the American side in SALT can be effec
tively upheld by someone who advocates, as Warnke does, the  uni lat era l aban
donment by the  United  States of every weaixrn system which is suhpect to nego
tiat ion  a t SALT (as well as many others which are not under discussion).

We agree. Mr. Warnke’s irresponsible views of national defense are 
much more than  a commitment for arms control, as Senator  Ha rt 
wotdd have us believe. Instead, his idealistic perspective of  the arms 
race should make any intelligent American shudder. Should w’e d is
arm a t a time when the Soviets are engaged in the most massive build
up of arms in the  history of mankind? Mr. Warnke may say yes, but 
I can assure you that  the vast major ity of Americans will reply with 
a resounding no.

Mr. W arnke apparently believes that arms ta lks cannot protect the 
interests of the United States. He expressed it  clearly in a 1972 sta te
ment as follow s:

Even sub stantial nucle ar superiority, short of nuclear  monopoly, could not l>e 
a decisive fac tor  in any political confron tation between the  United Sta tes and 
the Soviet Union.

Since most Americans are dedicated to the pursuit  of peace, I wonder 
how they will react to an arms negotia tor who does not believe the 
Nation’s streng th can be used as a negotia ting tool. The only other 
purpose for arms is war. And if you don’t use arms as a tool in pre s
suring  adversary nations to arrive at peaceful solutions, the only 
alterna tive is war. But Mr. Warnke,  according to public statements, is 
dedicated to unila teral arms reduction.

This is based on the idea tha t if we reduce our armaments, maybe 
the trus ting  Russians will do likewise. If  we had an adequate inspec
tion program of the Soviet milita ry machine, this would be a plausi
ble, realistic and honorable goal. B ut we don't have such an inspection 
program, and to advocate a disarmament plan is sheer folly.

PR ES EN T ST AT US  OF  U .S . M IL IT A RY  PO ST UR E

And what is the present status of our military posture? Military  
experts offer these warnings:

We have no defense aga inst ball istic missiles—General Danie l James, Jr., 
Commander in Chief  of the  North  American A ir Defense Command.

The United Sta tes might lose as many as 100 million people in the  event of a 
Soviet at tack  . . . The Soviet Union, on the other hand, might lose less than we 
did in World War II —Dr. Leon Goure of the  Cente r for Int ern ational Studies 
of th e University  of Miami.

Today we face a Soviet th reat  fa r greater  than any other th reat  this Nation 
has ever faced in its  200 years of existence—J. William Middendorf, II, Secre
tar y of the Navy.
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“ a lter n a tiv e  d efen se  po st u re”

Mr. Warnke was a strong defender of the so-called “Alternative  
Defense Posture,” a campaign paper of Senator  McGovern's defense 
budget proposals, which, among other things advocated discontinua
tion of deployment o f MIRVs, Minuteman II I and other steps to up
grade U.S. intercontinental ballistic missiles; cessation of convert
ing Polaris  to Poseidon submarines; halting the production  o f a B-l 
prototype; cessation of deployment of the Safeguard system; and 
cutt ing by more than  half the Army’s surface-to-air missile capability 
and the A ir Force’s intercep ter force.

It  has never been suggested at the SALT talks that the Soviet 
Union take comparable steps toward disarmament. However. Mr. 
Warnke, as the  principal  na tional security adviser in 1972 to Mr. Mc
Govern, hear tily endorsed th e “Alternative Defense Posture ,” which 
can be called nothing less than  outr ight unilateral disarmament.

MR.  W A R N K E ’S PA ST  ST ATE M EN TS

If  Mr. Warnke doesn’t feel compelled to account for his statements 
of 5 years ago, I can give you an up-date—1974. As Chairman on the 
Projec t on Budget Prior ities  (now called the Council on National 
Priorities and Resources) Mr. Warnke was promoting a formula for 
fiscal disarmament  in a pamphlet published by the group, entitled “A 
Report to Congress: Military Policy and Budget Priorities, Fiscal 
Year 1975.” The report, which proposed a yearly 3 percent cut in 
milita ry expenditures over the next 5 years, would have reduced the 
military budget to about $29 billion less than what President Ford 
proposed for fiscal year 1978.

And again, in 1975, Mr. Warnke actual ly blames the arms race on 
the U nited States, and d idn’t challenge this fact when Senator Hatch 
confronted him with it yesterday. It  is only logical tha t if one blames 
the United  States for the arms race that  the United States  should 
take the first step in disarming. Mr. Warnke even stated yesterday 
tha t we should take the  first step and then take a wait and see attitude.

U. S.  PO LIC IE S W H IC H  FU E L  SO VIET WA R M A C H IN E
•

The price of preserving freedom is an expensive one, but one tha t 
has been made very difficult by policies of the U.S. Government that 
fuel the war machine o f the Soviet Union through  easy credit and 
technological assistance. In  fact, research scientist Antony Sutton *
estimated that nearly 90 percent of the Soviet technology has come 
from the United States and our own allies. The whole attitude of 
peaceful coexistence, detente and jo int space ventures with the Soviets 
only adds to thei r already enormous ability to produce arms and 
missiles th at are poised a t us this very minute. There is no such thin g 
as nonstra tegic aid. For all aid—be it wheat, milk, oil, money, or 
bullets—adds to the war producing ability  of a nation. Had our 
Nation not engaged in the policies of bailing out the Soviets every 
time they were in difficulty, we would not need to sit down and talk 
with them about anything.

In reali ty today, arms talks are necessary, but only if they can be 
used to insure the peace and security of the United States. To nomi-
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nate a man who opposes every weapons system tha t we have would 
be like choosing a boll weevil to head the Department of Agriculture.

Thank you again for this opportuni ty to appear today and present 
our views.

The Chairman. Thank you very much.
Senator Javits, I guess you want to read that .
Senator Griffin.
Senator Griffin . I  have no questions.
The Chairman. Senator  Danforth.
Senator Danforth. No questions.
Senator  J avits. No questions.
The Chairman. Th ank you very much. We are glad to have your 

paper; it will be print ed in full in the record as you presented it.
Mr. Lockman. T hank  you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Mr. Paul Nitze.
Mr. Nitze, we are glad to have you with us again.

STATEMENT OF PAUL NITZE

Mr. Nitze. Mr. Chairman, I thou ght if you permitted, I might 
begin by reading a let ter which I sent to you the day before yesterday.

The Chairman. Yes. I  was going to suggest if you did not have a 
statement tha t you had written a lette r to the committee.

Mr. Nitze. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. We are very glad to see you.
Proceed as you see fit.

TW O SC HO OL S OF  T H O U G H T  CO N CER NIN G FO RE IG N PO LI CY DIRECTOR

Mr. Nitze. Mr. Chairman, when, some 10 years ago, it  became in
creasingly clear tha t the United States  has become strategical ly and 
politically overcommitted in Vietnam, two schools o f thought began 
to emerge as to the proper future direction of our national  security 
policy.

In one view, U.S. foreign and defense problems would continue, in
deed might become more serious as a result of Vietnam, and could 
well call for even more emphasis and grea ter prudence than had been 
devoted to them in the past. In  the contrast ing view, the problems of 
the past had arisen la rgely from our own errors springing from over
emphasis on foreign policy, and part icula rly its defense aspects.

Those taking the lat ter  view believed our true strategic interests 
were limited to Western Europe,  Japa n and Is rael ; t ha t the  U.S.S.R. 
presented our only mili tary  threat and that tha t thre at could be de
terred  with forces less capable than  those t ha t had already been au
thorized. Therefore—so the argument ran—significant cuts could and 
should be made in a wide range of defense programs requested by the 
executive branch. It  was hoped tha t the Soviet Union would agree to 
make certain paralle l cuts or at least reciprocate by restrainin g the 
pace of its own programs.

There can lie no question tha t Mr. Pau l W amke , who has now been 
nominated to be both  Director of ACDA and head of the U.S. SALT 
delegation, has been one of the most active, vocal, and persistent ad
vocates of the second point of view.
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CO NTE XT FO R CO NSI DE RI NG  MR.  W A R N K E ’s  N O M IN A T IO N

In  the last year  or  so, an important, debate has ar isen over the  cu rrent state and future trends  of the defense situat ion of the United States and of those countries whose inte rests are important to us and generally para llel to our own. I believe there is now a wide consensus tha t the evidence indicates that the situat ion could become serious at some time in the future , given a  continuation of current trends. There are, however, difference of opinion as to how soon this may occur.
It  is in this context tha t I suggest the nomination of Mr. Warnke *be considered. I  believe that his testimony before  the Senate Committee on the Budget, given on March 9,1976, is relevant; par ticu larly  the last few pages thereof. He there makes it clear tha t he regards the principal deter rent protecting Europe, the Middle East, and J apan  to lie the probability tha t the U nited  S tates would ini tiate, if  necessary, the use of tactical nuclear weapons aga inst th e Soviet Union, with the fur the r probabi lity tha t th is would escalate to the  nuclear destruction of everything he considers w orth caring for and planning about in the United States.
He appears to advocate this policy concurrently with tak ing a highly  cavalier atti tude concerning significant cuts, not only in almost all elements of those U.S. conventional capabilities but also in those improved U.S. nuclear capabilities that might make such escalation less likely. In listening to his testimony at the time, I was reminded of Secretary John  Foster Dulles and his short-lived doctrine of massive nuclear reta liation; in 1953, however, there was the critical difference tha t we then still had a v irtua l nuclear monopoly.

MR.  W A R N K E ’S A B IL IT IE S

I am concerned tha t Mr. Warnke, who has spoken with such certain ty on ma tters of milita ry requirements, weapons capabilities, and strategy , may nevertheless not be a qualified student or competent 
judge of any of these matters. It  is claimed that he is a superb nego
tiator . I  am un familiar  with h is successes in thi s area. I recognize that he has certain abilities as an advocate, but  at least with  respect to defense matters,  these do not include clar ity or consistency of logic. I *doubt tha t such advocacy has much chance of success against the s tra t
egy and tactics of the highly  serious and competent Soviet negotiators.

It  is proper that  the Pres iden t’s nominations be supported unless there are s trong reasons f or not doing so. In this instance, however, I Acannot bring myself to believe that  the Senate would lie well advised to give its consent to Mr. Wamke’s appointment.

MR.  W A R N K E  S H O U IJ IN  T  BE  APP O IN TED  TO E IT H E R  PO SIT IO N

The lette r included another sentence which today I would like to withdraw and that  is : “his view is reinforced by the consideration that  if confirmed, Mr. Warnke would serve not only as D irector  of ACDA, 
but also as head of the  U.S. SAET delegation, charged wi th the basic and detailed negotiations with the Soviet SALT delegation at Geneva.”
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Then I went on to say tha t I  do not believe tha t, in  today’s circum
stances, it is wise to have one man doing both jobs.

The reason I  would like to withdraw those two sentences is that after 
listening to channel 26 yesterday and Mr. Warnke’s testimony before 
your committee yesterday I do not believe t ha t he ought to be ap
pointed to either position, even if he were to agree to serve in only one.

REASONS FOR MR. NIT ZE’s  POSITION

Let me explain why I take tha t position. I had thought up to tha t 
time he did in fa ct really believe in the various positions that  he took 
over the entire period from 1969 to 1976.1 believe tha t the summary of 
his views during tha t period was very fair ly summarized by Senator 
McClure earlier in this very session. I have gone over many of the 
things  th at he has writ ten in tha t period. A fter all I have known Mr. 
Wamke well. He served me for a period of 7 years in the Pentagon 
and I have seen him since, debated with him since.

I think I  understand what he said. I followed what he said. I  do not 
think tha t Senator  McClure’s summary of his position is in any way 
unfair. Neither do I thin k th at the  so-called anonymous summary tha t 
was circulated was unfai r—in certain respects I  don’t think it is pre
cise. I thin k Paul  Warlike could perfect ly well say tha t he did not 
advocate the  unilateral phasing out  of, for instance, any of the exist
ing nuclear weapons systems; tha t all he advocated was the  cut in 
almost every improvement in our nuclear capability .

I think  it is c lear tha t he was against any improvement in any of 
our nuclear weapons systems except for the Triden t I missile. I can’t 
think  of anything else he was for. The summaries, I think, do cor
rectly state what he has been saying for a period of 7 years.

Now, if  I  listened correctly to what channel 26 had to say about his  
testimony yesterday , it seemed to me there were things which were 
quite different tha n what  he has been saying in the past. If  I lis
tened correctly, I  thought he was saying th at today he does not believe 
that  it would be righ t for the United States  to concede eithe r the re
ality or the appearance of nuclear  super iority  to the Soviet Union. 
Maybe I  misunderstood it, but t ha t is what I think  he said yesterday.

* Senator  J avits. I  think you are right, I th ink th at is what he did say.
Mr. Nitze. Now, the question at issue is by what change of logic does 

he come to tha t? He certa inly didn’t  in any way suggest that he has any 
strange  and obscure definition of superiority. I think the ordinary 

t  English meaning of the word superiority is the opposite of infer iority
and different than  pari ty, equality, rough equivalence, words of tha t 
kind. In  fac t, if  I listened to him correctly, he was talking about rough
equivalence as being the thing he was for.

Now, has he really looked into what does constitute rough equiva
lence in any meaningful sense? I  believe he has not. I  don’t believe he 
understands  what the  word means. I  th ink he really has in the back of 
his mind a definition of superiority, Mr. Chairman,  which is similar  to 
the definition which was presented before this  committee the other day 
by Mr. Hrell and concurred in by Senator McGovern.

Now, tha t is a very odd definition of superiori ty. Th at is a definition 
under which you don’t have super iority unless you have the counter-
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force capability to almost entirely eliminate the retal iatory forces of the other side and you have ABM capabilities  sufficient to deal with any incoming strike. Goodness, we have not had tha t for years and years and years.
At the time of the Cuban missile crisis we had nothing like that.We knew perfect ly well tha t if there were a nuclear war this country would be severely damaged. However, we knew tha t our capabilty to destroy the Soviet military capability was much greater than th eirs to destroy ours. We knew that our abil ity to  do damage to the ir in dustry and possibly to the ir population was vastly greater than  theirs  to do *tha t to us because of  the  fact tha t we had meaningful super iority at tha t time, but not by this arb itra ry definition.
We then acted with confidence dur ing  the Cuban missile crisis because we were sure tha t the Russians would be outrageously stupid  *to initia te a nuclear war under those circumstances. They are not outrageously s tupid. These are very serious competent people. So then we could go forward.
Now, I  hope to goodness that we are serious and competent people, too. I  would hope to God we are and there fore it would seem to me that  there is some reason to look at this question of superiority not by some arbit rary  definition, but to look at it as to whether  or no t there is a possibility or a probabil ity tha t every reasonable standard of evaluation could turn negative, too, unless you did something about it.

MR. w a r n k e ’s r eco m m en d a tio n s  fo r  sa lt  a g r eem en t

Now, in that context I thin k it is impo rtan t to look a t and know what he is talk ing  about concerning the SAL T agreement. If  I correctly understood what he was recommending, I  think  he was recommending a trea ty designed a long the lines of the Vladivostok accord which would postpone the issues of cruise missdes and the Backfire, but which would be accompanied by a ban on mobile ICBM’s.Now, T have a very great difficulty in seeing how under such an agreement it  would ever be possible to deny the Soviets a war-winning  nuclear capability unless we were to adopt  a launch-on-warning doctrine for ICBM’s. Maybe we will have to do that at some point , bu t I  know that the Congress, and part icularly  the Senate, I think, correctly, *has been very leary of doing anything like that .
I do not believe tha t that is the stable relationship which Mr.Warnke also took a position in favor of yesterday. Now, I don’t believe he unders tands anyth ing about this, nor do I think he is being *honest or consisten t in saying what his views are. I believe his views— at least I hoped that  he was being honest when he gave his views dur ing those 7 years from 1969 to 1977—but certainly they are different than the views th at he seemed to be suggesting to his committee yesterday . And, therefore, I do not  believe he ought to be confirmed for either of these two jobs.

DIF FE REN CE IN  MR.  W A R N K E ’S VI EW S

Senator  Griffin. Mr. Nitze, could I ask a question ?The views he expressed here seem to be different from those as recently as March of  1976 before the Budget Committee of  the Senate.
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Mr. Nitze. I had tha t in mind. As you remember, Senator, I also 
testified before the Budget Committee on th at same day.

Senator Griffin . So it is not just  a mat ter of his views yesterday 
being dif ferent from views tha t he expressed 6 or 7 years ago, but  as 
recently as last year. That  was my conclusion, too.

Senator  Danfortii. Could you repeat what you said? I didn’t hear 
you.

Air. Nitze. I said tha t I agreed with Senator Griffin because I  also 
had been a witness before the same hearing tha t he was refe rring  
to which took place before the Senate Budget Committee, as I remem
ber it, on March 9, 1976, and at tha t hearing I  think  he certainly  con
veyed the  opinion to me—and I take it to Senator Griffin—tha t his 
views then were no different than  they had been during the entire 
period from 1969 up to that date.

I take it that the point tha t Senator Griffin was making was tha t 
what he appeared to be saying yesterday was different not only from 
what he had been saying in 1969. 1971. 1972. 1974, and so forth  and so 
on, but also different than  what he seemed to be saying in 1976, as 
recently as 1976, but did I correctly summarize the last point, Senator 
Griffin ?

The Chairman. Thank you again , Mr. Nitze, for coming and giving 
us this sort of discussion.

Senator  Pel l.
Senator  P ell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CAPA CIT Y IN  W H IC H  M R. N IT Z E  AP PE AR S

I understand tha t Mr. Kemble will be testi fying  afterward s in 
connection with the memorandums so we are not going into that.  As 
I unders tand it, you are here in your own capacity as a witness.

Mr. N itze. I am here in my own capac ity as an individual. I think 
I have paid my dues as a member of  the Committee for A Democratic 
Majority. I have had no active connection with the Committee.

Senator  Pell. I will d irect some questions to Air. Kemble on that .

PO SSIB IL IT Y  OF  NEGOTI ATIO NS IN CREA SIN G  AR MS RACE

I was interested  in one point tha t Air. Warnke  made yesterday and 
tha t was the thought tha t perhaps the negotiations themselves can 
increase the arms race because it gives an incentive to each side to 
increase thei r bargaining chips whereas if we had a period without 
negotiations, perhaps that would discourage the arms race because 
you would not have the tendency to go in there with one or more 
barga ining chip. We had the argument some years ago on the ques
tion of AlIRVing. I remember the differing views of one previous 
ACDA directo r and the one who was there recently ; who felt we 
should hold off on that  because the Soviets 6 or 8 years ago were doing 
the same thin g and then having another barga ining chip.

What is your thought  on that?
Air. Nitze. Well, I share the view of—I don’t know why we keep 

this confidential because he was perfectly frank about it at the time, 
but a t any rate, we will keep it confidential, but  I  shared his view.
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Now, to  create or for the United States  to build programs solely for the purpose of being bargaining chips I thought to be in error.I thought  the correct thin g was for us to go forward with those systems which we. would need in the event tha t we are unsuccessful in negotiat ing mutual restr aints  which would make those systems unnecessary but tha t it was wholly worthwhile to go forward with those systems that  we would need in the absence of mutual  limitations because, i f we d idn’t get the limitations, we would need the systems and. if we did eventually get them, it would be quite appropr iate  and quite proper  to dismantle and to abandon what we had already in- *vested in them because we would have then gotten a mutual limitation.That is in fact  the way in which we did get the ABM trea ty.T will swear tha t we would never have gotten an ABM trea ty if the Congress had not authorized our going forward with the Safe- *guard  system in 1969. The Congress authorized this with only one vote. If  we had failed on th at one vote, we would never have gotten the ABM treaty.
Now, you can say tha t the ABM deployments of the Safeguard System were, in a way, a bargainin g chip. T think they were, but I think  you need th at kind of a bargainin g chip. Tf you have nothing you are willing to give up, what is the point of this type of negotiation ?T would th ink tha t the ideal thing  would be if we were w illing to give up many of the systems tha t we now have provided we can get really comparable action on the par t of the Soviet Union.I have suggested on other occasions tha t the ideal thin g with respect to TCBMs would be if both sides scrapped all of their present ICBMs provided that both sides were authorized  to build 5,000 fixed ICBMs on both sides, no one of which had a throw weight greate r than 100 kilograms. You cannot MIRV 100 kilograms. Also, hundred  kilogram warheads are small, 5,000 of them would provide much less megatonnage than existing  forces. That is one gain for our side and theirs. This situation would in fact be stable.
Even perfec t accuracy would not enable one side to gain from s trik ing the other side. You cannot, possibly have perfect reliab ility, but even if you had perfect accuracy and perfect reliabili ty, it still would make no sense to attack the missiles of the other side. This would in fact l>e wholly stable from the Soviet side and from ours. *-*I have discussed it with the Russians; they won’t buy it. They have said tha t we are not, going to  give up the SS-18 ’s and so on and so for th. They are not going to do that.  But from mv standpoint we would be well advised to consider all of our existing  TCBM’s as bar- *gaining  chips providing we could get the Russians to agree to something tha t would real ly decrease potential instability.Therefore , T think all this  at tack tha t is made on barga ining  chips of which Paul Warnke is one of the leading proponents—he says we should not build anything tha t we would then later be prepared to scrap—is absolutely asinine. But  tha t is what he has said.Senator P ell. Returning  to my question, do you think i f there had been no S AI /I talks  at a ll, perhaps we would be in a simi lar condition and have spent maybe less?
Mi’. Nitze. T don’t think so. T believe that on the Soviet side they would have gone forward  with exactly the programs they have gone
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forward with. I think they migh t not have demobilized some of the 
soft ICBM launchers, some of these big, old obsolescent ICBM  and 
silo launchers. I think they tend to keep th ings even when they are 
obsolescent just to increase what they have. Under the tre aty they have 
had to destroy some of those launchers. T hat I don’t th ink they would 
have done except fo r the treaty.

Apart  from t hat , I really don't believe they would have done any
thing different from what they have done. I  really don’t believe so.

Now, on our side I know that my recommendation would have been 
tha t we do more. I think we have fallen behind the trend. I think the 
last 10 years has been adverse to us in the strategic nuclear field and 
I would strongly urge that we should have done more than we actually 
have done.

I think one of the reasons t hat  we have not done those things is 
the hope that we could really make progress in SALT beyond 
what we had been able to do. I devoted 5 years of  my life to try  and 
get these things done. It  is not tha t we have not tr ied—we have tr ied 
our best.

Senator  Pell. Thank you.
The Chairman. Mr. Griffin, anything further?

DOI) R E L A T IO N SH IP  OF  M R. W A R N K E AN D MR.  N IT ZE

Senator Griffin. Mr. Nitze, for the record would you outline the 
relationship of Mr. Warnke and you in terms of service in the De
fense Departmen t? You said he at  one time worked for you. Wh at is 
some of the chronology there , your  service and his service and the po
sitions you he ld ?

Mr. Nitze. I believe he became part of the Defense Department in 
1966, if my recollection is correct. At  that  time Mr. McNamara was 
Secretary  and Mr. Vance was Deputy Secretary and T was Secretary 
of the Navy.

But  as I remember it,  Mr. McNamara did talk  to  me about the  po
tential selection of Mr. Warnke  who was a par tne r in the firm of 
Covington and Bur ling  at which my friend Dean Acheson was the 
senior pa rtner and T came to the  conclusion tha t Paul Warnke  should 
be hired  for the position of General Counsel to the Pentagon. I t was 
not my suggestion. T think it was somebody else’s suggestion, but  I 
know that  I  was consulted about it and did concur in his appoin tment.

Then when John McNaughton, who was taken Assistant Secretary,  
TSA [Internatio nal Security Affairs 1 was killed in an unfortuna te a ir
plane accident the question arose as to  who should succeed McNaugh
ton. At that  time I had succeeded Cy Vance as Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, and I believe it was mv recommendation at that time that 
Paul Warnke be the person to succeed McNaughton.

I believe it  is correct to say that  after President Johnson had sug
gested to  Mr. McNamara tha t he wanted  him to become P resident of 
the World Bank and no longer l>e Secretary of Defense that McNa
mara ceased to work as hard  at being Secretary  of  Defense as he had 
in the oast and by and large he turned over to me the management of 
the Pentagon.

83 -872  0  -  77 -  10
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During tha t period obviously Mr. Wamke, I say, worked for me. I think he did in all essence an d durin g the  period then when Mr. Clark  Clifford became Secretary 1 think the detailed operation of the Pentagon continued to  res t in my hands because I  t hink  Mr. C lifford was properly  more concerned with the Vietnamese W ar and particularly the political aspects of it and the relations of the Pentagon to the White House.
So in a substantial sense I think Paul did continue to be my subordina te during tha t period as  well although—no, he was much more. I think toward the end of t he  period he became more and more responsive to Clark Clifford’s views than to mine. You ask the history. That, I th ink, is a correct statement of the history.
Senator  Griffin. Obviously over a long period of time you have worked closely with him and had an oppor tunity to observe him and to learn  a t close hand his  views on these and a wide varie ty of subjects.Mr. Nitze. I am not asserting tha t the  views tha t he expressed d uring the period 1969 to 1976 were the  views that he he ld up until  the spring of 1968.1 thin k at  tha t time his views changed radical ly.
Senator Griffin. I see. You have had two changes then.
Mr. Nitze. No, I  t hink they changed in the direction of the views he held from 1969 to 1971, while still in the Pentagon in 1968.

ARGUMENT THAT  POLICY MATTERS WOULD BE DETERMINED BY PRESIDENT

Senator Griffin. We heard over and over again yesterday at least several times tha t we didn’t real ly have to worry about Mr. Wam ke’s views or at least the argument was made to tha t effect because af ter  all the policy matters would be determined by the President .
I wonder how you react to that  argument? Does that  satisfy you and should you change your views and support Mr. W amke in ligh t of the fact that he is merely going to be a spokesman for the Presiden t ?Mr. Nitze. I don’t believe t ha t is the way the process works, Senator  Griffin. If  one looks back at the ABM t reaty , certainly the delegation  in Helsinki and Vienna worked entirely  under instructions from the President, and the instructions from Dr. Kissinger  after consulting with the President, but  I believe it to be a correct statement that everything tha t was of importance in actually arr ivin g at the ABM trea ty was in fact developed by us in the delegation and recommended to Washington before it was approved. I know of no ini tiative which was useful in the ABM trea ty which came from Washington. I think they all came from the delegation and then were ap proved by Washington.
So t ha t it  is not jus t a question of carrying  out your orders. Certain ly you carry out your orders, but it is a different thing than jus t carrying  out orders. Tha t is jus t simple, general lines of direction but really to trans late what is a general line into something tha t is specific and tha t the President  can then really consider as to whether he wants to approve it  or not, that  is a two-way street.
It  takes real work, real unders tanding, real imaginat ion from below, not just guidance from above. W hat is more, here in the role of the head of the ACDA T know the committee in part icular considers
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this position of being director of ACDA to be an importan t position, a 
position which should make an input to the councils of Government and 
should represent a somewhat different view, from a different viewpoint, 
than  the view tha t comes from the Join t Chiefs of Staff, the Pentagon 
or the Secretary of Defense’s Office, S tate Department and CIA and 
others.

To be really of assistance to the President I think it has to 
be responsible assistance. I t has to  look at the overall position of the 
United States. What it is one would really want the Pres iden t to  do

* when looked at from the arms control viewpoint but not from some 
screwball, arbitrary , fictitious k ind of viewpoint tha t is no t going to 
help the security of th is country.

* MR. WARNKE’s  PERFORMANCE IN  NEGOTIATING FIELD

Senator Griffin . In  your le tter you stated that  you knew of no im
por tant success of Mr. Wamke in the negot iating  field. I thin k that  
incomes an even more important statement, to me a least, rea lizing the  
long period o f association and knowledge you have with Mr. W amk e’s 
performance.

Did he serve as an internationa l negotiator  during the period with 
which you are  familiar?

Mr. Nitze. No. I mav have forgotten, but the things  that I may 
know of are  things tha t happened in the  60’s. This is why I  said I am 
unaware. I  maybe should have said I  can’t remember because they may 
exist, but I wanted to be precise. I am unaware of  any such instances 
in negotiation.

Certainly you all heard  him testi fy vesterdav. He certain ly has 
capabilities of advocacy but  are these the kinds of capabi lity of ad
vocacy tha t you want? Frankly, I would not respect them myself 
because I believe they do not reflect consistencies or logical points 
of view.

Senator Griffin . Tha nk vou. Mr. Chairman.
Senator P ell [P resid ing] . Mr. Danforth.
Senator Danforth. I  don 't know whether it  is your very quiet voice 

or the way th at the microphone system is working, but I am having
* difficulty hearing you, Mr. Nitze.

SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT REPRESENTED RY MR. NIT ZE AND MR. WARNKE

I  I would like at the outset to thank vou for being here, and plead
guilty to what could be the charge tha t I am the person who got you 
here because I t hink that it is very important during this  confirmation 
procedure to consider what I take to  be two alternative positions with 
respect to arms negotiation.

Is it fai r to sav th at, as vou have pointed out in your letter, there 
are two schools of thought basicallv in the fields of arms negotiation? 
Is it fai r to say that Mr. Warnke represents one of the two schools and 
you represent the other  ?

Mr. Nitze. I think it is more complex than that, but I think Mr. 
Wam ke’s position has been consistent with what I described as one 
school of thought and I think my position has been consistent with 
what I have described as another school of thought but if you t ry to
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do it in two sentences you cannot make it elaborate enough to be fully reflective of the  reality. I th ink there are all kinds of positions  between his position and mine and beyond his position and beyond mine.
Senator Danforth. Let me state  a proposition to you and ask you if you would give your reaction to it and then what the other school of thought has been.

NUCLEAR WAR AS UNTHINK ABLE

The statement is this. In the year 1977 nuclear war is unthinkable, *it is inconceivable that the  Soviet Union would consider the possibility of nuclear war. Nuclear war is not an aspect of the political think ing of either the Soviet Union or the United States.
Mr. Nitze. I would hope tha t nuclear war was unthinkable. I don’t «think it is. But I think the more important point is different.Tha t is I am sure the Soviet Union does not desire a nuclear war. I think  the possibility that  the Soviets would hit us by surprise  with a nuclear war is a very small probability or possibility indeed. I  think  if one looks at things in the strategic sense it is somewhat like a game of chess. You know, you don’t have to move your queen in order to have the queen support a bishop and have tha t bishop support a check or knight and have a combination of the bishop and a knight and a rook checkmate the  other side. You don’t have to take the king and queen. I f you get yourself in a position where you have the equivalent of still having a queen yourself and having the other side lose his queen, then I thin k tha t is comparable to being in a position of strategic nuclear superiori ty. Certa inly the Russians look at it tha t way.I am not sure that they have ever said it in these words, but I  think other things they have said put together do support the  evaluation of the Russian view as being tha t they consider the nuclear stra tegic relationship as being the fulcrum upon which all other levers of influence depend.
If  you don’t have at least equal strategic  power and strategic strength, you are inhibited from doing a lot of things you might otherwise do. You are reluctant to take risks, that you otherwise would not  be reluctant to take, and properly  so.
Now, you look a t the question of an attack on Europe. I have heard  *others tha t say that  the probability’ that  the Soviets would attack NATO in Europe is low. Certainly tha t is true. But if  the Soviets have superio r conventional military capabilities  vis-a-vis the NATO, this is again a position which is important in terms of strategy. This 4inhibi ts the Europeans  from permitting  us to use our forces in Europe, with resnect to any situation which might be dangerous such as the Middle East , and so forth  and so on.
So, if you look at the things  from the s trategic  standpoint it makes a lot of difference. I t is not ju st the question as to whether the Soviets want a nuclear war—of course, they don’t want a nuclear war. No aggressor wants war. He would prefe r to enter your country unopposed.
Senator Danforth. From your knowledge o f Mr. Warnke’s position stated over the years, do you differ with him in this respect ?Mr. Nitze. I do indeed from what he said. What he savs is to look at the question iust from the standpoint  of our only mili tary  threat being from the U.S.S.R. And tha t all tha t really is required is less
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in the way of defense capabilit ies than those we already have. This 
is cer tainly what he said in 1969, it is certa inly what he said in 1972, 
it is certa inly what he said in 1974. I think it is an implication o f what 
he said in 1976. Isn ’t that correct, Senator Griffin? I don't believe he 
understands these interconnections.

AN AL OG Y BETW EE N MR.  WAR NK e ’s  AND  MR.  DULLE S* PO SI TIO NS

Senator Danforth. You in your lette r draw an analogy between 
what you take to be Mr. Warnke’s position and the massive retaliation 
doctrine of John Foste r Dulles. Would you spell out that  analogy?

Mr. Nitze. Well, in a series of questions during tha t hearing on 
March 9, he was asked, what would you recommend doing in the event 
tha t the Soviets were to move milita ry force into the Middle East? 
And lie said that  he thought this was highly unlikely, th at he thought 
the main problems involved were political problems.

But then he was pressed to answer, well, supposing they did do 
this? After all in 1973 they wrote a very stern  note to  the President 
suggesting tha t they did intend to move their forces unila terally into 
the Middle Eas t so it is not an unth inkable kind of a thing.

He was asked, well, supposing they did, what do you think we should 
do? And he then replied, as I  remember it , tha t under  those circum
stances this would be action so egregious on the part  of the Soviet 
Union that we must resist it wi th mili tary force, otherwise there would 
be no limit to what they would do.

Then the question, as I  recollect it, was asked, “I am not sure we can 
usefully and effectively bring  military force to bear in the Middle 
East?” Warnke said, “Well, I would think one would have to look at it 
in a global sense rat her  than just in a local sense and maybe the more 
intelligent thin g to do about this would be to use military force in 
Europe ra ther than in the Middle Eas t.”

And then lie was furt her  pressed, “Well, supposing tha t use of mili
tary force in Europe was ineffective and did not bring negotiations 
about, the Russians just continue it, what would you do then ?” He said. 
“Under those circumstances I  th ink the probability would be that  the 
United States  would use tactical nuclear weapons if tha t were neces
sary. I  think  he though t it would be unlikely that  any such chain would 
go this  f ar  but he was pressed to look at what I would call the end of 
the toboggan. I don’t think  one ought to conduct policy without seeing 
what might be at the end of a course of action. Then he said, “Of 
course, the probability would be tha t this  would escalate to nuclear 
war.”

Then the question was asked, “W hat would happen then? Isn ’t it 
true tha t the Soviets are planning, if possible, to survive in such a 
war—have the ir leadership , thei r population  at least survive, do we 
have a sim ilar plan? T think his answer was that we don’t have similar 
plans, but he was not sure. He thought. there were some who were 
imaginative enough in the Soviet Union to have such plans but he 
didn’t think  tha t many would, but that in any case his residence was 
close to the Dis trict line and he thought that  he would not survive such 
a th ing and it was not well to plan for such a contingency.

Now, franklv, I take a different view than all this. I think  it is nec
essary to take seriously these things to  avoid the risks or minimize the 
risk of such escalation. I consider tha t the things that  Paul
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Warnke  in the past has recommended are measures which if they had been implemented at the time would make the risk today of escalation in such a scenario greater  than it is today. We have never heard him suggest anything which took this fully seriously. Maybe I have misunderstood something, but you asked me a question.
Senator Danforth. To simplify, is i t your view that his position has been one of placing all or most of his eggs in the massive reta liation basket?
Mr. Nitze. I would not put it that way. no. What I would sav is he does not think i t is going to come about. He does not think that  any of these other  things th at depend upon this relationship are really going to come about. He thinks that the domestic issues or at least what he said in the past is tha t the domestic issues are more impor tant than the strategic milit ary consideration. Otherwise he would not have recommended $14 million budget cuts in 1974 and the cancellation of lots of programs. So we would be in a much more difficult s ituation than we are today if all those cuts had gone forward. I don’t think he would have recommended all th at if he had taken these things very seriously.One other point and th at is when he talks  about his position in 1972 he opposed the SALT negotiations, the agreements tha t we had worked out by 1972 in no uncertain terms. He said at th at time we didn ’t need more, we were in good shape and so forth  and so on, and tha t the problems have only arisen now five years later. In this kind of business you really have to look forward five years into the future .
I think  somebody else before this committee has raised the question of lead time. If  you don’t look a t the problem beyond today’s problem, if you don’t look at it from the standpoint  of what  it is ap t to be five years from now, then the whole thing is ineffective. There is nothing much th at the Congress can do or the Executive Branch can do that will significantly affect strateg ic capabili ties in less than five years.
This is really what counts when one looks at whether somebody’s views five years earlier  look as though they make sense today. Therefore, I think it is pertinent to look a t what Paul recommended five years ago.
He said yesterday, for instance, t hat  he thinks it is quite improper  for somebody to suggest un ilatera l restra ints at a time when negotiations are going on. We were negotia ting at the time he was making opposite statements five years ago. Of  course, there were negotiations involved. T hat  did make a difference, on one of the problems th at he says he disapproves of, the unilateral statements. Why did we enter into those unilatera l statements? Because we could not get the Soviet negotiators  to agree to any clearer language with respect to these things. Why was it tha t we could not get them to agree to clear language? Pa rt of it was that the pace of Soviet deployments and of technical developments in the strategic field was much grea ter than our pace and therefore every month our relative situat ion got worse. Therefore we felt under pressure to make a deal as promptly as we could.
The Soviet Union was under no such time pressure. Public opinion in the United States and the Congress was breathing down our throats to make an agreement as fast as possible. Therefore, we did work one out. If  we had delayed i t from 1972 to 1973 it would have been even worse. How could you best handle things  where you could not get the
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Russians  to  agree to  the  specificity  you  wa nte d?  The only th in g you 
could do was to set ou t a series of un ila te ra l sta tem ents th a t gave ou r 
in te rp re ta tio n of the  ambigu itie s.

The  only th in g th at cou ld possibl y make them effective  was  act ion  
by the  Un ite d Sta tes , if  the y vio lated  t hem , to make th is unprofi tab le 
to the  Sov iet Un ion . We nev er did those th ing s. We n eve r did  th is,  i n 
pa rt , because Pa ul  W arnk e and those who were s im ila rly  or ien ted  were 
pre ssing  us  a ga ins t do ing  so, s ay ing  th is was al l nonsense. That  is why 
the  uni la tera l st ate me nts  were o f no effect.

“two apes of a treadmill”

Se na tor  Danfo rth . A re you fa m ili ar  wi th Mr.  W arnk e's  a rti cle on 
foreig n pol icy ent itl ed  “Two Ape s on a  Tre ad m ill ” ?

Mr.  Nitze. I have  read  it.
Se na tor  D anfo rth . W ou ld you s tat e your  views on t hat  on the  p os i

tion w hich he ta kes in  th at  ar tic le  ?
Mr. N itze . W ell , I  find it ha rd  to sum marize because it is kind  of  

an invo lved argu men t but if  I  were  to  t ry  to  su mm ariz e it  as  ne arl y as 
I can,  I  th in k the  m ain  p oint  of  i t is tha t it pro fits  nei ther  our  security 
no r the Sov iet Un ion  to have th is cont inuing  imp rov ement  in ou r 
rel ative  n uc lea r c apabili tie s. Th at  t his  i s th e tre ad mill  whi ch he is de 
scrib ing  an d th at  th e two  cou ntr ies  are  apes upon th is trea dm ill . A l
tho ug h he does not say it quite th at  cle arly, I th ink it is fa ir  to say 
th at  he t hink s th at  we a re the lea ding  ape, t he  ape th at  h as tak en  most 
of  the  in iti al  actio ns,  alt ho ug h n ot  all.

ITe mentio ns some where the  Sov iets  hav e been the  cause.  After  all 
the Sov iets  were the first  to dep loy AB Ms and  the n we respon ded  to 
that . Bu t I th in k it is fa ir  t o say  th at  he recommends th at  we be the  
firs t to  get off the tre ad mill  and th at we make  un ila te ra l cuts,  po stp one
ments, red uctions in, not necessarily the  forces we alr eady  hav e in 
being, bu t in the  impro vem ent s to, or  wi th the  rep lacement  and mo d
ern iza tio n of, those forces proposed by the  executive bra nch.

At  one po int—I  don’t know  wh eth er it is in th at  ar tic le  or some 
othe r a rti cle—he  sa ys t hat  unless we get  some reciprocal act ions w ith in 
6 mon ths we ou gh t to recons ider. Maybe he does in th at  art icle, my 

* mem ory is no t th at  good. I know in othe r places he said  th at  we co uld
afford to make these cu ts reg ard les s of  wh eth er the  Russians  recipro
cated. N ot i n th at  a rti cle  nec essa rily .

Se na tor Danforth. I  th in k in th is  ar tic le  he is ju st  sugg estin g a 
I ha lf  year mo rat ori um  and the n a review of the  s itu ati on  a nd  th e de te r

mination as to wh eth er or  not there is some rec iproca l act ion  and he 
uses the  w ord —at least he did  y es ter day—reciproca l in describ ing  th is  
pos ition .

Assum ing  he is ta ki ng  the  ha lf- ye ar  position,  wou ld you commen t 
on w hethe r o r not  that  is a sound po sit ion?

Mr. Nitze. Tt all dep end s on the  na ture  of  the  respec tive  cuts . I t is 
one th in g if it is m erely a c ut in the  numb er of  laun che rs. I  th in k th is  
commit tee and othe r com mit tees of  the Senate have reco mmended an 
agreed  cut in the  n um ber o f la unchers  f rom  2,400 and a cu t in t he  num 
ber of MTRVed m issiles fro m 1,320 to some lo wer figure. I f  th at  red uc 
tion in the  numb er of lau nchers goes beyond a ce rta in  po in t—th ere  
may be a red uction of  a few hu nd red,  or  o f a hu nd red or  so, t ha t you 
can  to lera te  wi thou t ha ving  any  par ticu la r effect—if  you  go beyond
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believe you increase the instabi lity, you make the situation more un
stable rath er than more stable. I don’t see tha t he mentions that  in 
any case where he talks about reductions.

Senator D anforth. Mr. Chairman, I know I am going longer than 
usual, but I hope you will bear with me.

Let me read you the punchline of this “Apes on a Treadm ill" 
article.

As a st ar t we might inform the Soviet Union both priv ate ly and  publicly that  
we have placed a mora torium on fu rth er  MIRVing of our land  and  sea-based 
missiles. We should also announce th at  a hold has  been placed on development 
of the Triden t submarine  and the  B -l  stra teg ic bomber. We should  advise  the 
Soviet Union that  this  pause will be reviewed in six months in the  ligh t of what 
action the Soviet Union takes d uring t ha t period.

If  the  Soviet Union responds by some significant slowing of its  own stra tegic 
arms build-up, we can at  the  end of the  first  six months announce  additional 
moves. We might, for example , scra p some of our elde r missi les and our  more 
aged B-52 stra teg ic bombers. If  recip rocal  action is taken by the  Soviet Union, 
such as  the  elimination of some of its  older miss ile-ca rrying subm arines and a 
freeze on the  development of the new fami ly of ICBMs, o ther low-risk init iatives  
are  ava ilab le to us. We can, and should, for example, sub stantially reduce the 
numbers of tac tica l nuclear  weapons now deployed in Europe. The  number—over 
7,000—is many times in excess of th at  usefu l in any remotely conceivable con
tingency. Employment of a frac tion  of th at  number would destroy the  ter rain 
they purpo rt to protec t. A qu ar ter  or less would serve  as well to bolster the 
de ter ren t efficacy of our conventional and stra tegic forces. And the  circum
stanc es of  their  deployment, in many cases, make them vulnerab le to cap ture  
or sabotage . A sizable cut  would improve  both our secu rity  and  the climate  
for reciprocal  Soviet action.

What is your view of tha t proposa l ?
Mr. N itze. Well, some of the  actions that  he proposes, for  instance 

the slowdown in the development of the Trident submarine, B-l 
bomber and so on and so forth,  those all have to do with lead time. 
Once you make these cuts in the development program, disband 
your staff on the B-l and so on and so fo rth, the time to crank up 
again, to rehire all those people, to get going again, is much longer 
than the period of the cut. If  you cut any of these development pro
grams for 6 months and then try to start it up again, you just have 
an awful time. I would think the loss in leadtime would be 2 years.

Now, I happen to believe, all the studies that I have made indi
cate, that  we have a real Problem with respect to getting our deter
rent factors  back to a position of s tability in time and tha t the Tr ident 
program is one of the things tha t we need to develop and tha t the B-l  
is another.

All he is suggesting tha t we get in respect to, in re turn  for th at, the 
way I  read it, is some slowdown in the rate of actual deployment of 
their  16’s, 17’s, 18’s, 19’s, and relevant submarine-based missiles. Tha t 
is what it seems to me.

Now, I don’t know whether that  slowdown in deployment would 
actually mean a slowdown in the rate of production. The production 
of missiles is not controlled under any of the SALT agreements. They 
keep on bu ilding 17’s. 18’s, 19’s, but just don’t deploy them. Is that a 
fair  trade? Is that going to help our security or not? I would be quite 
surprised  if it did.

Now, with respect to 7,000 tactical nuclear weapons I tend to share 
his view that  we don’t have adequate storage places today for their
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rapid  deployment. To get them out from under an attack we need to 
address ourselves to the question of the security of the people needed 
to deploy them and so forth and so on. Pu t if he thinks tha t there is 
no building up of a very serious, nonintercontinental, stra tegic nuclear 
threat to the European front , I don’t know what is going on.

I would certainly include the SS-20’s, and his school of thought 
believes that the Backfire is only for tact ical or theatre purposes. Also 
one should look at what they are doing with some of their SS—I l ’s. 
There is a tremendous nuclear nonintercontinental  strategic thre at 

k building up against Europe. Now, how do you maintain some degree
of deterrence of that  ? Maybe our present position is wrong, bu t even 
if so, T don’t see the advantage of th is cut without subst ituting some
thing else tha t can help deter a Soviet local attack, it would not be 

» wise.
Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman, I have more questions to ask 

but I don’t know whether you want to go on to others and then come 
back or-----

Senator  Pell. You just  completed your questions.
Senator Percy, do you have some questions ?
Senator P ercy. I do.
Senator Pell. Ten minute rule.
Senator Percy. All r ight .
First of all, I would like to than k you, Mr. Nitze, for being here. 

You are probably the most forceful voice in your position today.
I asked you on the telephone yesterday whether  you would be will

ing to accept an invita tion from this  committee to testify.  I know 
your own deep concern and no one questions your devotion to this 
country  or its objectives and purposes. We jus t have honorable men 
with a difference of opinion on how to approach the problem.

MR.  WAR NK E’s  PR ES EN T ATTIT UD E TOWARD ARMS CONTROL

Yesterday I read par ts of your lette r because it had been put  in 
the record by the chairman, but I really felt certain sections of it 
should be pu t on the  public record immediately so th at Mr. W amk e 
could have a chance to respond on the record.

I read certain sections of the le tter which was your characterizat ion 
of Mr. W arnke ’s att itude toward arms control. However, Mr. Warnke 
yesterday put on the record his statement of position and said tha t 
he was in favor o f keeping nuclear par ity with the Russians and not 

t  allowing them to gain in relative strategic strength. He indicated
agreement with President  C arte r t ha t the United  States should have 
a force second to none.

Now. does that record statement and representation th at Mr. Warnke 
made to this committee, in his confirmation hearing, ease your 
mind somewhat, about his attit ude  and clari fy his present position on 
that?

Mr. Nitze. Mr. Senator,  I  have already addressed myself to tha t 
point and the position I  took on th at was to the contrary because it 
seems to me those positions as s tated by you and which correspond, 
from what I understood from listening to the radio—those positions 
are so different tha n the sense tha t I have got ten of all the statements 
he has made from 1969 to 1976 tha t I am disturbed. In my lette r I
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had made a final comment saying that I was particularly disturbed 
because he was being suggested for two jobs concurrently. In the pres
ent circumstances T doubted if one should repeat an organiza tional 
procedure that worked well in the days of Gerard Smith. T don’t think 
it would work well today. T now withdraw the implied suggestion 
that the jobs be spli t. My current view is tha t I could be against his 
appointment to both jobs or to either job in isolation.

Q U A LIF IC A TIO N S FOR ACDA DIR ECTO R

Senator  Percy. I would like to ask you about the qualifications *
tha t you consider important  in this job. What should we be looking 
for and what should the President have been looking for?

For  instance, did you consider tha t Bill Foste r had the qualifica
tions and did he in fac t serve as an able admin istra tor of this agency?

Mr. Nitze. I was all for Bill Foster, supported him in the  begin
ning. At the end I began to have differences of view.

Senator  Percy. You what ?
Mr. Nitze. I began to have differences of view.
Senator  P ercy. Did you feel th at he was qualified for th at position ?
Mr. Nitze. I thought he was qualified for it.
Senator  Percy. I know you had differences of view.
Mr. Nitze. Sir, I  began to have serious difficulty.
Senator P ercy. How about Gerard  Smith ? Did  you feel tha t he was 

qualified and did you feel that he served ably and well in that capacity ?
Mr. Nitze. I did indeed.
Senator Percy. Both of them, I believe you know, enthusiastically 

support Mr. Warnke. In your le tter, you said that  Mr. Warnke “may 
nevertheless not be a qualified student or competent judge” of military 
requirements, weapon capability  and strategy. Could you give us some 
idea what crite ria you feel this  committee should have in mind as we 
assess a nominee’s qualifications for this post ?

Mr. Nitze. Well, I  would think it is important to find somebody— 
let me sta rt over again.

T am not sure tha t I would insist upon having somebody who is 
a careful student in his own right on weapons capabilities. What I 
really object to here is the statements that  lie has made from 1969 to 
1976 have been made with the certain ty that  would only come from, 
or should only come from, somebody who knows what he is talkin g 
about. T think  those statements  are incorrect and as you look at them 
now, 5 years later, T th ink it is demonstrable t hat  i f the United States t
had followed those assertions we would be in worse shape than we are 
today. T can see somebody being in this position who is not a student 
but then does get a staff that does understand these th ings, so tha t the 
main th ing that T would suggest is th at a person in whose consistency 
and logic, as T put it. one has high confidence.

EX CLUSI ON OF CR UI SE  M IS SIL ES AND  BACKFI RE FR OM  SA LT  I I  AG REE M EN T

Senator P ercy. T would like to ask you another question unrelated 
to the  nomination, and yet the nominee has expressed a viewpoint on 
it. Tf you were conducting these negotiations and, in view of the
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complexity of SALT II  now, you realized the possibility of reach
ing agreement except upon cruise missiles and the Backnre bomber, 
would you feel you could in good conscience go ahead and conclude 
an agreement on as much as you could in SALT II  and close SALT. 
II  as a chapter w ith cruise missiles and the  Backfire excluded ?

Mr. Nitze. I could indeed and I would recommend it and have rec
ommended it. The problem involved here is a different one and tha t 
is, i f I correctly understood what Mr. Warnke said he was support
ing, an additional proposal and that was that  one ban mobile ICBMs.

* Fran kly,  I don’t know how it is possible to mainta in stability and 
deny the Soviets superiori ty without our going to  a multiple launch- 
point system, a form of mobile system. Now, maybe there is some other 
wav but nobody tha t I have heard talk about these things has come, up

* with any other way th at we can confidently do so.

PRESIDENT carter’s POSITIONS ON SALT II

Senator  P ercy. With  the indulgence of my colleagues, one last 
question.

Are you concerned about President Car ter’s positions on SALT 
II  and are you equally concerned th at the President might possibly 
do something tha t would not be in your definition of the national 
interest, just  as you might  be concerned about Mr. Warnke conclud
ing an agreement which you would consider not to be in the national 
interest  ?

Mr. Nitze. Yes, I do have tha t view. One of the reasons tha t I 
really am so concerned is tha t I would think it would be tragic  if 
the executive branch negotiated an agreement, negotiated a treaty 
with the Soviet Union and tha t was then rejected by the Senate. I 
don’t th ink tha t is just a m atter  of “so what '’. I  thin k th at the  political 
consequences of such a course of  action could be really very serious 
indeed. Therefore  I think  it is very important tha t the debates on 
these issues take place p rio r to the negotiations  in part  so tha t the 
negotiators have a real sense of what is apt to  happen when they come 
back to the United States again. It  may be tha t two-thirds of the 
Senate are prepared to rat ify  an agreement which would not only 

«. pass over the  Backfire and the cruise missile issues which I  have said
I think is all righ t, but also would ban mobile ICBMs and thus the 
possibilities of a more stable relationship which I think we can only 
get through a multiple launch-point system of some type. The Presi-

* dent ought to know what the prospect is before  he goes in to it and I 
don't, know how he is going to get this opinion unless there is a debate 
such as your committee is having today.

I don’t know what other occasion there is for the debate in time. 
I think this is the correct time. So what I am saying is addressed 
in par t to the man but also to the issue.

CONFIRMATION PROCESS

Senator  P ercy. Mr. Chairman, I will not reach my own decision 
on this nomination until I have heard every bit of evidence tha t we 
can get. I f I were forced to vote today, I would vote Aye on the nomi
nation, but the longer I am in the Senate the more reverence I de
velop for the confirmation process—it is a remarkable process really.
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People in other countries sometimes express amazement tha t we 
go through this. They wonder why the President  just can’t go ahead 
and select his Cabinet and other senior officials. But the process we 
are going through now confirms the value of the confirmation process.

I think this process has been enriched a great  deal by your pres
ence, Mr. Nitze. I  tend to th ink Mr. Warnke will be a better negotia
tor and a better director as a result of this  process than if we had all just  said go ahead, you have carte blanche.

If  someone of your stature had not appeared and raised a few 
questions, just as I  did during consideration of Mr. Bell's confirma- *tion, I think the process would not have real ly operated as it  should.

I am gratefu l for your willingness to be here and for the guts you 
had to write a lette r which must have been a very hard  lette r for you to write. ‘ »

Mr. Nitze. If  the Senate decides to confirm the nominat ion, I  would 
propose to do everything I could to support Mr. Warnke in this role.

Senator  P ercy. I  said the same thin g to Attorney General Bell and 
I really meant it, and I know Paul  Warnke will really apprecia te tha t because you have done a valuable [Laughter.]

I think he will appreciate it, and I would be very surprised if he didn’t ask you for advice and counsel occasionally.
Senator Pell. Senator Griffin any more questions?
Senator  Griffin. No.
Senator Pell. Senator D anforth ?

SIX- MON TH  MOR ATORIUM  PROPOSAL

Senator  Danforth. I guess the main example tha t was given in 
the “Two Apes on the Treadmill” article for the efficacy of the 6- 
month moratorium proposal was the 1963 nuclear test ban moratorium which was unilateral.

Do you accept that  analogy ?
Mr. Nitze. I thought it was a rather trunca ted presentat ion of 

what happened. I might be wrong on this, but my recollection was 
that  the initial moratorium was broken with a tremendous series of 
Soviet tests—we had to scramble in order to compensate for those tests 
and it was only af ter  this episode that it was possible to work out the 4limited test ban treaty.

Frankly, I believe tha t it is t rue to say tha t the person President 
Kennedy and Mr. McNamara put the burden on to work out the 
formula tha t finally resulted in the test ban trea ty was myself. They «worked very hard , finally got it through, but one can say tha t the 
moratorium was a necessary prelude but, boy, it was a hazardous 
looking thing  while it went on and I am sure we got the worst end of that  stick.

Senator  Danforth. Do you know of any precedent which would 
tend to demonstrate  tha t the 6-month proposal suggested in the “Two Apes on a Treadm ill” article would be successful ?

Mr. Nitze. I don’t know of any. My recollection is tha t at one time 
we did—I am not sure but I think that  at one time we shut down the 
Hanford  reactors and asked for a comparable reduction in Soviet 
production of nuclear material. It  is my recollection tha t nothing 
happened. Tha t was a long time ago and my recollection may be 
wrong.
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Senator  Danforth. In  sum, what is your judgment about the 6- 
month moratorium proposal ?

Air. Nitze. I think  my judgment goes back to the experience we 
had during  the 5 years 1 was involved in negot iating the treaty .
1 really did not get the feeling tha t the way in which their  minds work 
is to reciprocate  to things which we do which will minimize any th rea t 
to them. That  is not the way the ir minds work.

As their minds work—it  is up to them to take care of the deterrence 
of any attack upon them. It is up to us to take care of the deterrence

• of any attack upon us. AVe have got to make up our mind what we 
are going to do, they have to make up th eir  mind what they are going 
to do, since the negotiations  are  ones in which each side try s to do the 
best to improve its situation. There may be things  which would im-

* prove both situations,  but th at is minor. The main th ing to do is to fight 
your own battle.

They also look upon weaknesses as being just weakness and not to be 
respected. When you read what they say today as to the origins of 
detente and the origins of realism on the pa rt of the United  States, 
they attribute this to the dramat ic improvement in the correlation of 
forces, in par ticu lar the change in thei r favor of the nuclear balance 
over the last 10 years, and they say this is what has b rought about the 
desire for detente on the pa rt of the  United States and what they call 
realism.

Now, realism, they are perfect ly clear about what tha t means and 
that means anybody opposing them should realistical ly weigh the 
correlat ion of forces and if it  is negative to them they ought to act 
correspondingly and they ought not to take risks. They should ac
commodate to those who have superior forces. They don't quite look 
at it that  way in reverse, they say that when the correlation of forces 
is agains t us. the Soviets, the communist par ty Bolshevik, then the 
thing to do is to throw dust in the enemy’s eyes so we can reverse the 
correlation  of forces. They are very explicit in their  doctrine on how 
one ought to do things.

Senator Danforth. You mentioned earlier the lead time problem 
and the possibility of losing not 6 months in lead time but possibly
2 years in lead time in the development of new systems.

♦ As I understand Air. Warnke’s position, he would only have a 6- 
month moratorium in areas where he believed we were so far  ahead 
that little or no thing  would be lost, that we have tha t much lead  time 
we can afford to give it up.

* Do you have any comments on that  ?
Air. Nitze. Yes. I t all goes to the question as to whether his judg

ment is correct that  we have that much lead time and what he bases 
that  judgment on? I believe at that time if he were basing it upon 
something which was not minimum deterrence that  the thing above 
minimum deterrence t ha t he ta lks about is really just  for appearance  
sake. He says we need to  mainta in the appearance of equal ity; ther e
fore, we need equal numbers.

At one point he re fers to the reality of the  balance but I  don’t th ink 
he really takes th at  seriously. When he is talk ing about equality he is 
really talking about the. appearance of equality. When he talks about 
real equality. I know of nothing that  he suggests that  deals with real 
equality, what the balance really is. I  don't think  he really looked at 
i t ; I  don't think  he studied it.
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TT.8. AND U.S.S.R. RECENT TREND IN  STRATEGIC ARMS DEVELOPMENTS

Senator Danforth. Would you describe the trend of the U.S.S.R. 
and the United States in  recent years in strategic arms development?

Mr. Nitze. They are hard to summarize because it is a complex 
thing with all kinds of elements in it. What do you want to look at 
as being the correct index or criteria  by which you judge th is? In my 
view the normal way of looking at it is just to count various things on 
both sides. Tha t is what is called looking at static indicato rs; how 
many launchers does each side have, how many RV’s, what size, 
equivalent megatonnage, equivalent weapons, 2,000 pound of index,
CMP and throw-weight. By these individual indices one can look at 
as to what the Russians have now, but also what they are apt to have 
1 year from now. 5 years from now, 10 years from now, and what we 
are apt to have. You can see how those change over time. I  think those 
trends are by and large well summarized in the Secretary of Defense’s 
posture statement.

I have tried to give such figures in greater  detail in the last article 
I wrote which was published in the Foreign Policy. There is another 
way of looking at it and tha t is to try  to what the possible result 
might be in the event that  the unlikely were to happen. Let ’s suppose 
that  the Soviet Union launched a counterforce attack against the U.S. 
retaliatory  systems—what would they have left and what would we 
have left, aft er such a nuclear attack?  I t ried to do that and those com
putations are illustrated in charts in th at same article.

Then one can go beyond that. The thing we have prided ourselves 
upon is our greate r abi lity to MIRV and our greate r accuracy. Those 
characteristics are pr imarily  useful only against hard targets , against 
silos, heavily defended storage facilities, or hardened command con
trol facilities, things of that kind.

You know, tha t only happens if we use them in a counterforce re
sponse so the third set of charts the article deals with the assumption 
that, the Soviet Union has launched a counterforce attack on us and we 
have responded, to the extent it is useful to do so, with a counterbalance 
attack against their remaining force. W hat is the balance of forces 
then remaining to both sides?

Obviously one can furthe r increase the sophistication of the analysis. -One ought to look further than that;  that  is, supposing then tha t at 
some point one side or the other began using its remaining forces in 
countervalue attacks against the population and industry of the other 
side and so forth  and so on; what would be the outcome of such *
attacks ?

Now, what are the correct cr iteria there for measuring, what is im
portant? Frankly, I think  the Soviets look at these matters from the 
standpoint tha t the most important thing  is who ends up with the 
greater  milita ry capability. In other words, who controls the battle
field? All thei r literature is perfectly clear on this, that there is no 
point in merely surviving  if  you have lost the war and the other side 
can then coerce you. There is no point in that. Military  victory is more 
important than relative casualties or losses of  industry.

If  the other fellow’s industry is not as badly damaged and you can 
carry on the war and he can’t, you can progressively make him surren
der or tell him he otherwise is not going to recover at all. You are in a 
position to keep him from trying to do that.

So one should carry the analyses one step fu rther than I have done.
It  is a difficult th ing to do to see what are the indices of true merit
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at the end. As far  as I  have been able to make the analysis, I  th ink we 
do have a serious problem coming up before us and it is urgent to re
verse the trends. We ought now to be doing some of the necessary

Mr. Rumsfeld began to  do some of the thin gs that  frankly I though t 
were necessary but I get the impression tha t now the thou ght is to 
delay some of these, slow down the MX program, et cetera.

HE DGING  IN  OF SALT NEGO TIATOR BY OTH ERS

Senator Danforth. You touched on this  point earlie r but one thin g 
came up yesterday and I  have heard today people who are much more 
knowdedgeable than  I am in the case. They say, “look, the SAL T ne-

* gotiator is just one person in a room and he is surrounded by people 
from the Defense Department and others. He is not really represent
ing his own views. He has to have his views approved by the Presi
dent. Whatever treaty  he negotiates will have to be ratified by the Sen
ate. So really we should not be concerned tha t much about who our 
SAL T negotia tor is. He is so hedged in by others.”

Do you have a comment on tha t ?
Mr. Nitze. I t was my experience that  i t made a grea t deal of differ

ence, that Gerard Smith was a competent and able head of the delega
tion. Certainly there are differences of viewpoint amongst people who 
are members of the delegation, they come at the problem from differ
ent angles. But afte r having talked the whole thing out somebody has 
to make up his mind. Somebody has to resolve the differences. No 
team can operate  unless there is a quarterback and the head of the 
delegation is in fact  the quarterback.

As I  said earlier , it  was my view that most of the constructive work 
with  respect to  the ABM trea ty came from the delegation, not down 
from on high.

Now, this was not true of the  Inter im Agreement. Th at was basically 
negotiated bv Dr. Kissinger, not by the delegation in Helsinki  which 
is where we were at the time. Frankly,  I  think the In terim  Agreement 
suffers by comparison w ith the ABM treaty  although the ABM trea ty 
is not perfect  either.

* Senator  Pell. I cannot hear you.
Mr. Nitze. I said  I  think the Inter im Agreement suffers in compari

son with  the ABM trea ty although the ABM treaty itself is not per
fect. but I th ink i t is a much sounder document.

* Senator Danforth. Those are all the questions I have, Mr. 
Chairman.

Senator P eill. Thank you.
Senator Culver from the Armed Services Committee is with us and 

he might have some questions.
Senator Culver. Thank you.
Good to see you here today, Mr. Nitze.
Mr. Nitze. Thank you.

relationships within negotiating team

Senator  Culver. Mr. Nitze, I am hav ing a li ttle difficulty in  deter
mining  just where and how you and Mr. Warnke differ.

You mentioned tha t in his capacity of arms control director , he 
would serve as a quarterback on a team, and you acknowledged th at
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you the quarterback is just p art  of the team, under Presidential direc
tive, even on tactical decisions.

You mentioned Gerard Smith whom you characterized as an able 
and competent negotiator. Was he a competent quarterback ?

Mr. Nitze. For the SALT delegation.
Senator Culver. Then I don’t understand what you said with re

gard  to Secretary  of State Kissinger. Was he the coach, was he an
other quarterback, or was he the President of the University ? What was his relationship to the SAL T team ?

Mr. Nitze. He was conducting negotiations at a different level at ♦what we called the higher level.
Senator  Culver. Did th at make Mr. Gerard Smith more or less critical in the shape and formulation of the agreement ?
Mr. N itze. I said earlie r I  thought Mr. Gerard  Smith and the rest 

of the delegation were in fact wholly critica l to the development of the 
ABM treaty  and that everything tha t I  can remember that really con
tributed to actually arriv ing at a sound agreement was originated by tho delegation, not-----

Senator Culver. What you are really saying is the  quarterback of 
that team is at the mercy ultimately of the judgment and the wisdom, 
the decisions, of  the Pres ident of the U nited States, or in this case of a 
Secretary of State, that  they can override the judgment and recom
mendations of the  SALT negotiator?

Mr. N itze. I agree with tha t ent irely, but there are two points. One 
of them is the power to override and the other is the constructive work 
of coming forward with something that  really would be in the interests of the United  States.

Senator Culver. Those aspects of the agreement tha t were arrived 
at under Secretary of State  Kissinger’s direction, those agreements 
didn’t suffer, did they, because of a lack of constructive contribution by the quarterback  ?

Mr. Nitze. I think they did.
Senator  Culver. Are you talking about Mr. Smith  ?
Mr. Nitze. No. As I said earlier, the interim agreement, I  think, was 

largely fashioned by negotiat ions conducted by Mr. Kissinger without the benefit of the-----

president’s AGREEMENT WITH AND SUPPORT OF MR. WAR NKE

Senator  Culver. Ultimately the President  is going to decide these 
things, or the Secretary of State  or someone else he wants to assert *
tha t power. The President said yesterday in regard to Air. Warlike, and I  quote:

I believe that  h is views a re all well considered by me and T have accepted them and I believe th at  Mr. Warnke’s proposals are  sound and  I have no concern about his att itude .
If  the President agrees with and suppor ts Air. Warnke’s point  of 

view, why is it not proper  tha t he is the President ’s representa tive in SALT ?
Mr. Nitze. As I said earlier, I thought two things  were p roperly  

under consideration by th is committee. One was the issue of just the 
man, whether he is the appropr iate  man for the job, and I  said I
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thought tha t in connection with tha t there was also properly a debate 
about an issue and tha t the reason that tha t issue was important was 
that if a tr eaty were to be negotiated and were to come back for  con
firmation by the Senate and if it were denied confirmation, I think this  
is a political matt er of the greatest importance. I think it would be 
really very bad for our foreign relations to have a treaty negotiated 
and checked by the Senate at this dangerous conjuncture of affairs. 
Therefore , it would seem to me worthwhile for the issue to be debated 
concurrently with the man. Therefore, I said tha t I personally wel- 

» corned this opportuni ty to contribute to the debate.

MR. sm it h ’s AND MR. HAR RIMAN’S ENDORSEMENTS

• Senator Culver. You describe Gerard Sm ith with whom you worked 
closely in the SAL T negotiations as an adviser, as a consultant. You 
described him as the competent and able head of ACDA. Are you 
aware of the fact t hat  he strongly supports and endorses Paul W arnke 
for this  position ?

Mr. Nitze. I am indeed. It  is not the first time we have differed 
although-----

Senator  Culver. With  his expertise, knowledge and competence, 
skill as a negotiator, such an enthusiastic recommendation from Gerard 
Smith should carry considerable weight on the qualification of this 
man. Isn ’t he almost an expert  witness, perhaps with judgment tha t 
exceeds your own because of  the more intimate way in which he was 
associated with Air. Warnke, in more re levant capacities to this pa r
ticu lar task?

Mr. N itze. You could be r ight . I  don’t believe so.
Senator Culver. What do you thin k of Air. Ha rrim an as an able and 

competent negotiator ?
Mr. Nitze. He  has had demonstrated  success as a negotiator.
Senator  Culver. Are  you aware of the fact that he also enthusiast i

cally and strongly endorses Air. Warnke for this position, based on 
many years of association with his charac ter and his ability  and 
competence ?

Air. Nitze. Even before I heard  tha t I  knew he would be because
♦ I know Averell Harrim an’s views very well. I  know what he thinks of 

me. He thoroughly disagrees with my viewpoint.
Senator Culver. Hoes Mr. Smith  thoroughly  disagree?
Air. Nitze. I don’t think Air. Smith does disagree with my view

point in any such blanket sense. I  think he would disagree with cer
tain aspects of what I  have said.

UNILATERAL  DECLARATIONS OF UNDERSTANDING AS NEGOTIATING PRACTICE

Senator Culver. I wonder what you thin k of unila teral declara 
tions of understanding as a negot iating practice in SALT? Wha t was 
your feeling on that ?

Air. Nitze. I have a lready dealt with that  before the committee, but 
I would like to repeat what  I  said. What I said was tha t in the context 
of what the problem was in 1972 where time was runn ing against us,

83-8 72  0  -  77 -  11
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the Soviets were deploying launchers much more rap idly  th an we, the 
essence rested upon freezing numbers of launchers where they were, 
there should not be any more star ts on ICBM holes. I t was important 
to get that treaty fast. We were under the difficulty t hat  the Soviets 
were going much f aste r in expanding their forces than  we and also 
doing much more on R. & D. Also there was very strong  pressure in 
the U.S. for an agreement. We were directed by President Nixon to 
get all the things  worked out by May 1, so t hat  we were under some 
time pressure.

Senator  Culver. Mr. Nitze-----  *
Mr. Nitze. Let me just complement my answer.
We were under time pressure. We could not get  the Soviet Union to 

agree to the language tha t would have been clear and unambiguous. 
Therefore, in order to do the best we could we did put in these uni- *
lateral  statements with the concurrence and approval of higher au
thori ty, the President and H enry Kissinger, because tha t was the only 
way in  which we could reduce the ambiguity.

Now, of course, they were not enforcible except on the  assumption 
tha t i f the Soviet Union violated those unila teral statements we would 
then take action ourselves in order to compensate for their action. Now, 
tha t we never did  because of the  poli tical situat ion which then existed 
in the United States and the Soviets knew we could not.

Senator  Culver. Mr. Nitze, it seems to me that what you are saying 
is that pressure under a political  deadline set to serve the political 
purposes of a par ticu lar President  put  you under considerable pres
sure to reach an agreement. Nothing  could be more unhealthy, unwise, 
more likely to lead to the kind of agreement th at would be worse than 
no agreement at all, than  to have an agreement hastily  draf ted for 
expedient political purposes, which does not in fact include certain  
bona fide bilateral  agreements and commitments, and then subse
quently to allege a violation of a  “ footnote on our copy of the agree
ment.”

You are really talk ing about c reating an atmosphere of ambiguity 
and mistrust which threatens the very foundations of the kind of 
sound, responsible ba rgain ing and ultimate negotiation tha t has some 
prospects of enduring. Now, it seems to me if you are a lawyer-----

Mr. Nitze. I am not a lawyer. *
Senator Culver. I  thought you were. Your son is a lawyer. I thou ght 

you were a lawyer, too. I am sorry. I absolve you from tha t sin. 
[Laughter.]  

MLet ’s say you are going to sell your home but the buyer insisted th at 
even though you are going to sell the home, th at you agree tha t if 
the pipes froze in t hat  house and broke, you pay the damages.

Say there was a problem in reaching  a mutually acceptable agree
ment on tha t part icular issue and tha t the disagreement on that  im
port ant point  was very frus trat ing.  Then your mother-in-law came to 
town and sa id :

“Look here, Sonny, you be tter sell tha t house. I know this  is a, nag
ging contingency that  probably ought to be mutually resolved, but we 
are up  against a tough bargainer here. We can jus t pu t on our copy of 
the sales agreement, P.S. Even though  buyer has not agreed—even 
though buyer has not agreed—it is our  uni lateral understanding  that
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in the event the pipes break and cause, damage to  the house, the other 
party will assume the responsibility  and pay for the damages.”

We sign and we pop the champagne corks. The mother-in-law goes 
home and says, great, and if she was running for elective office she 
would have something to boast about. That may be useful if you have 
a tough campaign, and you may well insist on that unilate ral under
standing even though the broker who is represen ting you, and your 
own lawyers, able and competent lawyers like Gerard  Smith, say,

“I think, Mr. Seller, as your counsel tha t you are making a stupid 
mistake.

“My professional 'responsibility is to tell you tha t to  footnote your 
agreement with an ‘unila teral understanding’ is really stupid  because 
what you are  really saying here is that we could not effect an agree
ment between the two par ties  to this contract. You would sell your 
house under these circumstances and then stand back and cry when 
the other side 'refuses to comply with your unilate ral unders tanding, 
which is not par t of the deal.”

It seems to me that one of the ironies in this whole history of detente 
and the SALT negotiation is th at we have had competent and able 
negotiators who have worked very hard  to reach an agreement, and 
then somebody comes flying in, some higher political authority, and 
say s:

“Wh at is the  trouble here? What are the little  th ings left undone? 
We need an agreement at  home for political purposes, we are under 
some timetable, we are negotia ting under the gun.”

It seems to me that a sober, serious diplomat would say:
“I  can’t sign on to that,. I won’t accept th at because it is implicitly 

very dangerous to any subsequent agreements because we create the 
danger of subsequent criticism, breakdown and charges of noncom
pliance and so forth.”

Now, I was very impressed when Mr. Warlike said yesterday that  
his major criticism of the quality of that  SALT agreement was the 
lack of sound judgment exercised by having unilate ral understandings.

You know, tha t is Hornbook law. A first-year law student would not 
sign on to th at, especially when you are dealing with those tough Rus
sians. The only time you are going to get them to agree to think  as you 
do is when it is in the ir self-interest to do it, when at leas t the language 
of the agreement requires them to do it.

But to sit there and write agreements and put footnotes down tha t 
even though they didn ’t agree to this, we sure wish they had and if 
they don’t subscribe to what we unilaterally  determine to be the size 
of the missile, the size of the hole or whatever other terms you want 
to write down, they are bad guys.

U N  I LATER  A L UN DE RS TA  N DI NGS

It seems to me that anybody who negotiates with tha t degree of 
naivety or political expediency dictating the timing and the terms of 
an agreement does not do a service to the responsible prospects for 
mutually acceptable arms restraint,  realistically arrived at, t hat  does 
not have in it the seeds o f its own destruction. Then we get Reader's 
Digest articles about the Soviets fa iling to comply with our un ilateral 
understandings. Big surprise.
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Mr. Warnke said if he takes this  job, he is not going to sign on to tha t particular type of negotiat ing practice.
Now, you signed on to tha t unilateral understanding. I wonder if you don’t feel that in retrospect it has proven to have been a  very un

healthy and unwise decision, resulting in a period of recrimination and misunderstandings th at have brought about a feeling to the American people that you either can’t trus t them or they are too smart to negotiate with. This decision set the seeds fo r tha t general public attitude today.
IIow do you feel about unilate ral understandings ? *
Mr. Nitze. I think  your  entire speech misses the point, Mr. Senator, if I might say so. 1 have never said tha t the Soviets violated any p art of the agreement tha t they agreed to. I have never said that. I  have tried to be specific as to where they have done things which were contrary to what Secretary Kissinger assured the Congress they would live up to because that goes way beyond the unilateral statements.
Senator  Culver. Why do you critic ize that? You assume th at Secretary Kissinger had a back-door corridor over there ?
Mr. Nitze. I am jus t tryi ng to state what I have said in the past.May I  continue ?
I felt tha t there were three categories  that  ought to be kept carefully distinct. One category was where the Soviet Union did things  other than what Secretary  Kissinger assured the Congress was the sense of the agreement and tha t they would not do. Now, that  had nothing to do with the Soviet violation, tha t has to  do with a difference of what happened and what Secretary Kissinger  said happened.
Second, the second category is those things  which the  Soviets have done which differed from what we had said was our interpreta tion of ambiguities in the agreement. Now, with respect to those, I  have also said tha t when Mr. Nixon at Moscow raised the point with Brezhnev and asked whether Mr. Brezhnev would not agree tha t both sides should live up to the spir it of the agreement and not contain themselves merely to what was called for by the agreement. Mr. Brezhnev made i t crystal clear and was very strong about  it. He said tha t “We will agree to live up to the lette r of what we have agreed to and no more.” I  have said tha t tha t is what is carried out. eTherefore, a violation—not a violation, an action by the Soviet Union inconsistent with what was said in our interpreta tions  of the ambiguity  I have never said was a violation by the Soviet Union.
Now, the last category is what is it that  the Soviet Union actually * agreed to and have they acted contrary to the fact? Now, there I  think some of the things that  they have done are, you know—these are not very clear.
Senator Culver. Was that not to be anticipated? That is why you set up consultation machinery, because certain ambiguities would arise?
Mr. Nitze. They have not al l been straightened out yet.
Senator Culver. Of course not. You anticipated and expected that.Mr. Nitze. I never said they violated the agreement. T have never said tha t so therefore your entire  attack on me is beside the point.
The other question is a different question. You said was it wise or unwise to <ro forward  with the agreements then even though there were ambiguities.
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Se na tor C ulver. No, wh at I  more  specific ally  in qu ired is w he ther  or 
not  you agreed  t hat  u ni la tera l un de rst an ding s, which you s igned on t o 
and which Mr.  W ar nk e opposes, wer e a responsible ne go tia tin g tech 
nique o r were  the seeds o f th e m isu nd ersta nd ing t hat  makes s ubsequent  
agr eem ents difficult ?

Mr. N itze . May I  co nti nu e,M r. Se na tor ?
I  th in k th at  un de r the circum stance s th a t exi sted at  th a t tim e it  

was  the  only course that  we co uld follow.
Se na tor Culver. W hy  was  th at  ?

• Mr . N itze. Bec ause we could no t get  an unam big uous agree ment 
fro m the  Soviets.

Se na tor Culver. Are  you saying  that  any agreeme nt is be tte r th an  
no agr eem ent  ?

* Mr.  N itze. No, I  am sayin g th at  I  th ou gh t th at  tho se agree me nts  
wi th those un ila te ra l sta tem ents was b et te r th an  no agree me nt at  t hat 
tim e and I stil l th in k th at  the  ABM  tr ea ty —a nd I  have  he ard no w ord  
in the  Sena te whi ch wou ld suggest th at  we sho uld  cancel the AB M 
trea ty  because the AB M trea ty  in essence sti ll dep end s upon some of  
the. un ila tera l sta tem ent s.

The whole def ini tion of  wh at “te ste d in an AB M m ode ” m eans  i s in 
a uni la te ra l U ni ted St ates  state me nt—the  S oviets  have never agre ed to  
ou r un de rs tand ing of  wh at test ing is. That  AB M trea ty  pro vis ion  is 
real ly no t very good, it can be cir cumv ented  at any  t ime. Now. every 
bod y arou nd  the tab le her e I  th in k agrees  th at th at  trea ty  is wor th 
whi le. I  dou bt ve ry much wh eth er you would  reco mmend  can cel ing  
th a t trea ty  ju st  because the guts of  it  depen ds upo n a U.S.  un ila te ra l 
sta tem ent.

Se na tor Culver. W ell , I  ce rta in ly  mu st say,  in my judgme nt,  th at 
the y h ave been probably  the g rea tes t, si ng le prob lem  crea tin g an a tmos
phere  now of  mis tru st  an d ra is in g quest ion s whi ch I th in k undercu ts 
the  pro spects  fo r subsequen t agreem ent s, to  the ex ten t th a t there is a 
lack of pop ul ar  su pp or t f or  the w hole  SA LT exercise.

SIG NI FICA NC E OF SIZE OF DEFENSE BUDGET

Now, I  am int ere ste d in where you and Mr.  W arnk e dif fered in yo ur  
views  on the def ense budget.  Do  you reall y feel th at  the size of  a de
fense budget pe r se is a signif ica nt or  m eanin gfu l ind ex of  th e qu ali ty  
of  eithe r th e conven tional  or  nucle ar  de te rren t ?

Mr.  Nitze. I  t hi nk  I  have  gone fu rt her th an  most people,  NTr. Se na 
to r, in tr y in g to ana lyze wh at th e sit ua tio n is wi th respec t to a given 
wea pons sys tem with  all  of  its  cha rac ter ist ics .

In  othe r words, loo kin g at the  str ateg ic  balance  I  th in k T h ave no t 
looked ju st  at  the costs. In  fac t, I  empha sized all  of  th e re leva nt  in 
dexes  of  re la tiv e capa bi lit y,  bo th stat ic  and dynam ic,  and T know of  
no one who ha s publi shed com parab le mate ria l whi ch oth ers  can  
check—an ybody can  repe at  the  ma the ma tic s and  quest ion  the log ic 
claims,  it is all dupli ca tab le.  T hav e asked vario us  people to  do it,  in 
clu din g H ar ol d Brow n. So it is n ot  fa ir  to  say th at  I  have  e mp has ized 
just the  gro ss in dica tors  of th e size of bu dgets .

Now, let me make the othe r po int . I  do no t believe th a t one can  
achieve defense ca pabi lit ies  th at are  com par abl e and th at  do no t re 
su lt in su pe rio rit y fo r the  othe r side wi th efforts th at  are  s ign ificantl y 
less th an  those of  t he  othe r side. Th e Sov iet XTnion is now tec hnolo gi
cal ly very com petent . We have been  argu ing,  wi th  respec t to  ce rta in



162

aspects of technology, as to who is ahead or who is behind. I still be
lieve that we are somewhat ahead, but not enough so tha t we can achieve comparable results with 5 percent of our GNP  and 5 percent 
or less of our national effort. We can easily, in the long run, match 
what they can do, but not without  a roughly comparable effort. They 
are devoting 10 to 12 to  15 percent of their  national effort and much more than that of their competent manpower.

I thin k you should look at the gross resources put into the effort. I am not suggesting tha t t ha t gives you a detailed answer to  any given 
question, but you have to look at'b oth . I think you have to look at both.

Senator Culver. I t is not so much how much you spend, it is how much we buy in terms of capabilities.
Mr. Nitze. I believe you know tha t if you sta rt off with a budget, tha t is half  the size in real terms—we are not that  much more efficient— you are going to end up with less capability.
Senator Culver. You agree you could spend $1 billion an hour for defense but i f you were not buying the righ t th ings it hard ly contrib utes to an increased strength.
Mr. Nitze. I could not agree with you more, Mr. Culver.
Senator Culver. All right.
Mr. Nitze. I think  there should be all the efficiency possible in the 

Defense Establishment, that is no t a matte r of debate. I fur ther believe tha t one ought to buy only those weapon systems which do contribute. I 
think I  have been one of the outstanding  proponents in the case of our 
SLBMs of looking for, and paying attention to, the criteria of cost 
effectiveness and of try ing  to figure out what are the best figures of 
merit  by which one can measure cost effectiveness and budget according to tha t, so I don’t think that these are appropriate comments to make.

Senator Culver. I  am t rying to get at some of your differences. The 
debate on size o f the budget has to be one of the most simplistic ex
changes I hope the country ever experienced. I would hate to think 
the lack of quality has been duplica ted in other  major publ ic issues.

Mr. Nitze. Again I  would take exception, Mr. Senator, T do not be
lieve that my contributions today have been simplistic. Tf anybody can 
point out somebody who has tried  to answer with grea ter care and elaboration than I have, mention them to me.

Senator Culver. One, T think, would be Mr. Warnke.
Mr. Nitze. T would contest tha t judgment and I think tha t is a fai r ground.  I  would contest it.

perception of deterrent capabilities

Senator  Culver. In te rms of the credibility of our deter rent, strategic 
and conventional, we are not only, of course, interested in real capabili
ties, but, also perception of those capabilities.

Mr. Nitze. I think people grossly overestimate perception in the 
context of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union does not pay much at 
tention to what we sav. they do pay an immense amount of attention  to what  the real capabilities are.

Senator Culver. That is reassuring to  me because, frank ly. I would 
be concerned if  they pa id a lot of a ttention  to those public leaders who
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suggest that the United States  lacks the will to defend its interests in 
the world in the post-Vietnam period. It  is reassur ing to me tha t the 
Soviet Union would take a good, hard, second look and not take actions 
based on a statement about our weakness that  overestimates the  Soviet 
threa t.

Would you agree that  in terms of perception tha t can be as destabiliz
ing as underestimat ing the thre at ?

Mr. Nitze. Frankly , I  have heard more people accuse somebody else 
of overestimating our worst case and 90 on and so forth, than I have 

, had people th at underestimate it. I think  we have all agreed we should
not overestimate. I don’t think  this  accusation stands up under test.

Senator Culver. You say the Soviets d on't look at our rhetor ic on 
this point.

► Mr. Nitze. I am sure they  don't.
Senator Culver. And they look at our rea l capabilities.
Mr. Nitze. They devote immense efforts to knowing what  our real 

capabilities  are.
Senator  Pell. I am reminded we are on the 10-minute rule. So at 

this point I  will ask Mr. Griffin if he has any questions.
Senator Griffin. I  have one question.

LEVELS AT W H IC H  WE  NEGOTIA TE

I wondered i f you were going to sell your house, Mr. Nitze, if you 
would hire a lawyer or a real estate agent who said your house was 
only worth h alf  what you said you were trying to get for it.

Seriously, the point has been made tha t the Secretary  of State, 
part icula rly when Secretary Kissinger was in office, did the negotiating 
at a higher level. I think it is true tha t Secretary  Kissinger with 
shuttle  diplomacy did engage oftentimes in functions  and activities 
tha t in many administrations are le ft to others.

One of the things I noticed in terms of the contras t in style was 
tha t Secretary  Vance, as he assumed office, made s tatements that  le ft 
the impression at least tha t he believed not so much in carrying  on 
the negotiations himself as put ting  responsible people in those posi
tions and allowing them to function. I think  it will take time to really 
know how this  administration will operate, but  assuming Secretary 
Vance does mean what he said, it  is not a great deal of consolation for 
mo to have somebody say that really our chief negotia tor is not going 
to have much to do with the negotiations. They are going to go on at a 

* higher level. I  am not asking you a question really , I  am responding to
what I  understood to  be a point made earlier.

Mr. Nitze. I do have one comment, Mr. Senator, if you would per
mit any.

Senator Griffin. Yes.
Mr. Nitze. And tha t is t ha t I believe there are occasions where it 

is necessary to negotiate at those higher levels. I  am not at all certain 
tha t it is right tha t the two delegations should handle everything. I 
think that  the two delegations should, to  the best of th eir ability , na r
row down the points of disagreement so tha t the only things that  are 
disagreed are really the important political issues.

When you get down to those important political issues, I think it 
probably is correct tha t they can only be settled at the highest level
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between the President, with the advice of the  Secretary of State, and the chairman himself.
What I was worried about in the way it was done earlier  was that the delegation was not  informed, the head of the delegation was not 

informed as to what was going on at the h igher  level, the  head of the 
delegation was not consulted, and his wisdom and his experience were not tapped  at the time tha t the President, or the Secretary of State, 
or both, were in fact conducting the negotiations at a h igher  level. I t has got to be a team effort. Certa inly on the Soviet side it  is very much a team effort.

UN ITED  STATES AND SOVIET LEVELS OF DEFENSE

Senator Griffin. I  was here when you responded to Senator Dan 
forth's questions about the trends.  I was a little  surprised tha t you 
did not talk in terms of the budget and the level of spending by the 
Soviet side as against the United  States  side because that is at least a 
part of the answer that many witnesses would give us and you did n’t at all.

You spent your time ta lkin g about the effectiveness of various weap
ons systems. Rut I do thing in the context of th is whole picture, while 
not most, important, th at the respective levels of spend ing over the last 
10-year period in the various areas of defense by the two sides is at least something to take note of.

The recent report  by the CIA  on the do llar cost comparisons of the 
Soviet and United States  defense activities dur ing the period 1966 to 
1976 was widely referred to as of great  interest. It  seems to me, looking at  what has 'been happening a t least up until  the change in the most 
recent defense budget, that what  we had been doing, whether  or not 
it has been accompanied with rhetoric, is exercising a national policy 
of restra int in our defense effort, a re straint to which the Soviets have not responded.

Is tha t a fai r generalization ?
Mr. Nitze. I also yet into difficulty with the interpreting  of a word 

like “restr aint .” I  thin k generally “res traint” in this context is used in 
a different sense than just the normal Congressional debate as to what the level of the budget should be.

My interpre tation  of the word “r estrain t” as used in th is context is that, you don’t go forward with something not just because you don’t 
think you can afford it in rela tionship  to o ther domestic needs or tha t 
it is unwise from some cost effectiveness standpoint,  but because you hope tha t there will be some response thereto. T think the word “re
strain t” in an a rms competition context is generally used in this way.Senator Griffin. Thank you very much.

Senator Pell. Senator Danfor th.

urgency of present situation

Senator Danfortit. In answer to my question about trends  and 
developments in the, United  States  and the Soviet Union, I think at 
the end of your fair ly technical answer you used the word “urgent” to describe the present situation.

Could you elaborate on that  ?
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Mr. Nitze. Well, I do believe tha t we run considerable dangers un
less trends  are reversed at some time in the 1980—85 period. If  
we are going to  do anything in order to reverse those trends, I think 
we have got to be under way righ t now. The things  tha t are under 
way r igh t now are in fact  the  T ride nt and the Trid ent I missile and 
I was glad that  Paul Warnke has always been for the Trident I mis
sile. I think one ought to be precise about t ha t; he has, however, been 
against the T rident submarines.

Senator Culver. Large  submarines.
* Mr. Nitze. Large. Trident which is large.

I think he has been against the B-l  and I think he misspoke yester
day when he said  th at  he thought the President also had expressed the 
view agains t the B—1. My recollection of  w hat the Pres iden t said is

* tha t one of the things he wants to do is to examine very closely as to 
whether or not to  proceed with it, t ha t th is was still an open question 
in his mind, that  he had not made up his mind.

Senator  Culver. Would the gent leman yield?
I will give you back my time.
Senator Danforth. Fine, bu t could he finish his answer ?
Senator Culver. I wanted to clari fy for the  record the  position of 

President Carter. I t may be characterized by ambiguity in the  eyes of 
some, but he did te stify  publicly before the  Democratic platfiorm com
mittee that  in his judgment the  B -l  bomber was a wasteful and unnec
essary expenditure of  funds.

Mr. Nitze. I  did n’t realize  that.
Senator  Culver. That was h is official testimony before the Demo

cratic platform committee.
Mr. Nitze. A s I  remember it, some other place, he said he would re 

view the issue.
Senator  Culver. I think i t was page 35 of his statement.
Mr. Nitze. Your recollection and knowledge is much bette r than  

mine.
Senator  Griffin . But the view that you were questioning was 

President Carte r’s ?
Mr. Nitze. That is what I am talk ing about, Pres ident  Ca rte rs 

view.
.  Senator  Culver. This is President  Car ter’s testimony. The Presi

dent of the United States.
Mr. N itze. I didn’t realize that  he appeared before the Democratic 

Caucus.
* Senator  Culver. Yes. The B -l  bomber is “an unnecessary and waste

ful expenditure of funds.”
Senator  Griffin. Then T would have to interject. Which statement 

by Mr. Car ter represents  his views, because he has made other state
ments that indicated differently ? I will say that on mv own author ity.

Mr. Nitze. Basically your question was, why do I feel a sense of 
urgency'?

Senator  Danforth. Yes, sir.
Mr. Nitze. What I was try ing  to say was I believed that unless 

trends  were reversed t ha t there could be a very serious problem some 
time in the 1980’s, and the only things I can see that would reverse 
this in a long-term sense would be, one, the Trid ent I missile and I 
think  also the Triden t II . There will be necessary improvements in
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accuracy and above and beyond all, I  th ink a mobile, multiple launch- 
point basing system for the MX missile.

If  you are going to do these in time to make a difference, you have 
to get on w ith it and tha t is why I think there should be a sense of 
urgency. I have also said that I don’t  th ink tha t these major systems 
are really going to come into deployment under the best of circum
stances early enough and tha t therefore you have to examine with care temporary measures in the interim to relieve the unbalance tha t 
I see developing.

WHERE MR. WARNKE WOULD AND WOULD NOT SPEND MONEY

Senator  Danforth. Senator  Culver stated it is not how much is 
spent on defense but what you buy for your money.

Are you sufficiently familia r with Mr. W arnke’s positions on specific 
weapons systems to know on what he would spend less and on what he would spend more ?

Mr. Xitze. I  am a fraid  I don’t know what those views are today.  I 
have a recollection of the various things in the past he has said tha t indicated what  he thought we should not spend money on.

Senator Danforth. Firs t of all, could you list for us those systems, 
not only strateg ic but tactical,  nuclear  and conventional, where he would spend more to the best o f your knowledge and belief.

Mr. Xitze. More than we are now spending?
Senator Danforth. Yes.
Mr. Xitze. I  am unaware. There may be some but I am unaware  of what those- are.
Senator  Danforth. Could you list  those systems—conventional, tactical, strategic—on which he would spend less ?
Air. X itze. Let us first of all start  with the XATO European scene.
I think  he has said tha t i f we had half  the number of men in NATO 

today tha t we do have, or had at the time, he would think  it highly 
unlikely tha t we would want  to, or should, put the additional men in 
to bring  the number back to what we then actually did have. This 
suggests to me th at he believes we can live with a much lower manpower level in Europe than we have today.

Second, I th ink he has expressed himself as being against the MX-1 tank, the  general tank  modernization program.
I think he has expressed himself as being aga inst the Marine Corps in its entirety , as I remember.
I think he has expressed himself as thinking  we do not need 12 carr ier task forces but we could do well with 9.
I think he has expressed himself as being in to tal opposition to the F-14  plane and its  role.
Those are the  things that occur to me in the conventional force field.I think he has been agains t, as we have said, the  B -l  bomber.
He has been against the Trid ent submarine, not the missile.
I think  he has been against the accuracy improvements in missiles.I think he a t one time was for  abandoning all MIRVingr on Minuteman I l l ’s.
I think he was for the abandonment of, or the stopping of, the con

version program from the  Pola ris submarine program to the Poseidon program.
I think he has been against proceeding with the AW ACS program.Tha t is the end of my recollection.
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Senator Danforth. Do you have an opinion on the  political signifi
cance in in ternational  pol itics, i f any, i f his positions had in fact been 
the policy of the United Sta tes over the last 10 years ?

Mr. Nitze. I th ink if those had been the policies of the United States 
over the last 10 years and if the Soviets had not reciprocated—I 
should th ink he would make the point tha t he would have hoped tha t 
if we had done all these actions there would have been some reciprocal 
action on the part of the Soviet Union which 1 don’t believe there 
would have been, but tha t is a debatable point—if they had not and

• these things  had been done, then rather  than  there being a debate 
today as to when in the future we may face a serious imbalance in the 
strategic relationships that would clearly be upon us right today.

* MR.  W A R N K E ’s  SU PP ORT FO R STRO NG  N A TIO N A L DEF EN SE

Senator  Danforth. My notes indicate that yesterday Mr. Wam ke 
stated, “I support and have always supported a strong national 
defense.”

Do you think  that t ha t is an accurate  statement of what his position 
has been between 1969 and 1976 ?

Mr. N itze. I  think  it is. I t illus trates  two points: One of them that 
one can be certain tha t it is an accurate position by some undefined 
criterion, and it i llustra tes the other point that  it  is easy to make state
ments which are factua lly true against some obscure standard but con
vey a tota lly misleading impression because I think  that anybody who 
read tha t statement would say that he was fo r a military defense pos
ture  which was strong  in relationship to the actions t ha t it might be 
called on to take, not tha t it was just absolutely s trong  in relation to 
past milita ry capabilit ies or some undefined criterion.

Senator Danforth. Th ank you.
Senator Pell. Senator Culver.

COM M EN DATI ON OF  M R . N IT Z E

Senator Culver. Mr. Nitze, you, like Mr. Wamke, have been active 
in the public debate over Soviet military capabilities and intentions 
and the. nature  and composition of our defense budget over the years, 
and I  wish to commend you, as I commended him, for the contribution 
you have made.

I think it is imperative to the  health and the quality  of that debate 
* that people such as yourselves—able men, competent men, reasonable

men—not only participate , but differ. The kinds of judgments tha t you 
are talk ing about, and I think you would lie the first to agree, are  of 
such a nature th at reasonable people can differ with  an equally strong 
commitment to a strong  national defense and the security of this 
country.

Would you not agree with tha t?
Mr. Nitze. I agree entirely  with it,

ROOT OF  M R. N IT Z E ’s  OPP OSI TIO N TO M R. W A R N K E

Senator Culver. I  believe it is correct to say tha t you are an advocate 
of one set of judcrments about these m atters  and that  your  judgments 
differ substantially from Air. Wamk e’s judgments on some important
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points. I think tha t perhaps the differences tha t have been posed in 
some ways overdramatize the differences between you two. But, having 
said tha t, aren ’t your different judgments the basic root of your opposi
tion to Air. Wamke ’s nomination ?

Air. Nitze. I think  tha t is probably true.
Senator  Culver. I was interested in your response here to Air. Dan

forth  on the number of different weapons systems and policy decisions 
where you suggest Air. AATarnke advocates a view tha t you differed with 
or found to be unwise for the strong defense of this  country. Let  us 
go through those. «

TROOP WITHD RAWA LS FROM NATO

You talk  about troop withdrawals from NATO and this has been a .
matte r of  very serious debate. President Eisenhower, I recall, and no 
one faults  his milita ry judgment, was the one, who talked about the 
minimum physical presence in the immediate postwar period and the 
sufficient number to be hostage as a credible trig ger  in the event of 
Soviet aggression. But I remember in the early 1970’s when we had 
the debate on the Alansfield resolution Paul  Warnke  opposed it. He 
didn’t favor at tha t time a major unilateral withdrawal of American 
troop presence in Europe.

Now, I know there were some appearances here liefore the Budget 
Committee where he talked in terms of a 30,000-man reduction and so 
forth. AVe, ourselves, in armed services are continually working on that  
force mix, getting rid of headquar ters and o ther things. T think on this 
issue it is important to keep in mind th at he has  recognized the corner
stone of our conventional deterrent is NATO.

M X - l  TA NK

Now, on the AfX-1 tank-----
Air. Nitze. Alay I just interject one point ?
Senator Culver. If  you don’t mind, I would be glad to give you 

time la ter.
If  I  could, on the A1X-1 tank, this is a tank not even in production 

yet. I t is a $1 million a copy. We are in competition with the German 
Leopard. There are some extremely serious questions tha t people are *
wrestling with now because of the  Aliddle Ea st battlefield experience.
Given the vulnerability and the awesome destruction of t anks on the 
Aliddle Eas t battlefield, a resul t of the sophisticated na ture of the  anti- *
tank weapon, where fo r a few hundred dollars  at 3,000 yards you can 
knock out an asset tha t costs $1 million, the questions are what a re the 
lessons of tha t Aliddle East experience in terms of platform, in terms 
of size of the tank,  in terms of the mix of fire power, survivability, 
flexibility, weight, mobility ? ATery serious people who are tank com
manders and knowledgeable about this issue are wrestling with them 
righ t now, whether our own security would be enhanced if we had 
more smaller tanks of a different configuration at less price to go 
agains t tha t kind of increased capabi lity of an anti tank  weaponry:
As you know, tha t is a legitimate debate.
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B—1 BOMBER

On the B -l  bomber, as you also are aware, people like fo rmer Secre
tary of Defense Clifford, whom you served under, opposed B-l  pro
duction, Maxwell Tay lor opposes B-l production, not because they 
have any evidence about the nature  of the Soviet threat, not because 
they are disinterested  in the  security o f th is country, but, as I under 
stand it, because they question the expenditure of billions of dollars 
to build 244 B- ls  at a cost now of $94 million each—each copy came in

♦ in 1970 at $35 million—and thei r question is. is that fhe most cost 
effective contribution to our strategic  deterrent?

The Air  Force’s own official testimony, as you know, has said that  
our B-52’s are good into the 1980’s. We are spending $1 billion now

• on modernizing the  B—52 fleet. They talk about eight B-l bombers in 
this year’s budget, $2.2 billion, a th ird  of the entire airc raft  procure
ment. budget for the A ir Force.

Now, what they are concerned about is whether or not those funds 
can be more effectively applied  to other areas in  our defense budget, on 
a more cost-effective basis to give us a stronger deterrent, about 
whether or not the Soviet air defense capability  th at in 8 or 10 years 
is going to have a magic window that  keeps the B—52 out but lets the 
B- l in. They also wonder about less costly alternat ives, standoff lumb
ers with a cruise missile capability.

Now, if one makes these arguments, it certain ly should not be mis
construed or misunderstood that his professional judgments  are some
how less sound or less informed than some others and are less interested 
in the real strength of this country.

MIRV ING  DEV ELOPM ENT

I was interested when you said tha t Mr. Wamke was against MIRA . 
Secretary of State Kissinger has said that had he known the  verifica
tion problems tha t have been introduced by MIRVing, he would have 
opposed th at MIRVing  at  the t ime we came to that crossroads, so tha t 
we did n’t introduce the problem of verification on both sides and made 
agreements that much more complicated and difficult.

»
TRTDENT SU BM AR INE

On T rident, Mr. W amk e has talked about a smaller alternative to
* the Trident  submarine. Why ? So we can have more subs, more surviva

ble, less vulnerable. Th e interest ing th ing is tha t the 1974 Secretary of 
Defense Schlesinger came in and recommended the Norwhal sub, a 
smaller alternative to this  Trident, after we spent a lot of money, 
which could give us more pla tforms, more fire power, less vulnerable  
than  the mix we now have in your Navy.

F—14 AIRC RAFT

I was interested tha t the F-14, $20 million per airc raft , today are 
only ready one-third  of the time because of the problems of  concur
rence, problems o f operation and maintenance, problems from getting
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the plane to the fleet liefore it is operat ionally ready. I t is down 35 per
cent of the time. Our Navy can’t even make it  work because we pulled 
it out of K. & D. too fast and put it in to the fleet. It is so sophisticated 
and of such high technology we cannot keep it going.

BIO AIRC RAFT CARRIERS

Big airc raft  carrier. We even have President Ford  and Mr. Rums
feld now coming in opposed. As soon as we got enough of these Presi 
dential primaries out of the way we sta rt talking sense on th is defense •budget item. They have knocked out the  nuclear carrier, as you know, 
and they have come in with a major push for a smaller  platfo rm.

SAVINGS IF  MR.  W AR NK E’s  COU NSE L HAD BEEN FOLLOWED •

In my judgment, if some of the wise counsel of Paul  Wam ke had 
been followed, it would have saved this  Nation billions of dollars and 
we could have been in a s tronger  position today than  we now are. If  
we don't go forward with the B- l, just 1 B -l , $94 million, will buy 
14,000 anti tank  missiles. One B-l , $94 million, will buy six F-15 
aircraft. It  will buy 150 modern MX-1 tanks.

A lot of people say tha t where we are real ly weak is not in the strate
gic nuclear balance so much as it is in the conventional deter rent. Some 
of us would like to see less money spent on some futur istic weapon 
system coming online down the way and get tha t money into opera
tion and maintenance and readiness, so th at what we have is really credible.

QU ESTIO N OF TWO VIEWS

So i t seems to me the questions here are matters of  judgment. You 
have talked about counterforce. I don’t know how we can define that 
term, it is much abused. Whether you are talk ing about counterforce 
tha t involves the development of the first strike  capability or whether 
you are talk ing about more modest, flexible options there  are real 
questions about whether you subscribe to the notion you can have a 
nice, clean tit-f or-t at, limited nuclear war or whether that  firebreak 
is going to lie moved into something more serious very quickly.

The President understandably has to have somebody who shares his 9
views. He said tha t Mr. W arnke  shares h is views. He does not  believe 
in limited nuc lear war. He does not believe it is really a feasible option.
He thinks that it would soon escalate. That is a judgment call. •The President has these views, so it seems to  me t ha t anyone with 
contra ry views could hardly be his negotiator at SALT.

This has been a long menu, and I am not unaware of the fact tha t 
it is a speech more than a question, but the record should reflect that  
if we do nothing in Congress but rubberstamp the latest things tha t 
the services rush up here off the drawing boards, we have done less than our constitutional duty.

I am glad tha t you and Mr. Warnke are in here talk ing about it, 
giving us the benefit of your spirited differences of judgment and opin
ion. Anyone who has the courage to speak out in public life, as you 
have, is going to find sometimes they are right , sometimes they are 
wrong. At least they had the guts to sav what they thought.
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I think tha t is true in Air. W amk e’s case, i t was true in your case, 
and I thin k the real question is, between those two views, which per
son does the Pres ident want to carry  out a negotiation?

QU ESTIO N OF MA NPOW ER IN  NATO

Mr. Nitze. May I answer?
You raised, firs t of all, the question of manpower in NATO. I  think 

the reason Mr. Warnke has advanced for not cutting  the manpower is 
because of its political effect upon our allies. I think  he has not ad
vanced it from the standpoint of what  is required for a reasonable 
deterrent posture on the part  of NATO as a whole.

Now, you can argue about th a t; he is very sensitive to things  tha t 
have to do with cosmetics, with appearances. I emphasize far  more 
what the real capabilities are. I think tha t is a dist inction between us. 

M X -l  TANK

With  respect to the M X-l I know there is a debate about this and 
there certain ly was a debate t ha t I  partic ipated in within the Govern
ment on the preceding advanced modern battle tank program which 
turned out very badly. I don’t want to  express an opinion on that, but 
1 do think  tha t those who are responsible for this—you know, for rec
ommending what we ought now to do in the tank field—be considered 
worthy of respect. They should not  be jus t out  of  hand condemned as 
not making sense.

I don’t want to take a position on the M X-l,  but I  would think the 
burden of proof  would be on those who would think that the Army 
is wrong.

B - l  BOMBER

Secondly, with respect to the B -l , you are quite right th at  many peo
ple have looked into alternat ives of the B-l  as to whether they would 
be equally effective and at less cost. Very few people a rgue tha t we 
really don’t need a bomber component of our defense establishment. I 
have looked into i t and I believe with considerable care. Now, I know 
tha t others have different views, but on this one I believe that T would 
contest that I have looked into it more carefully and more fully. 

KISS INGE R REGARDING MIRV ING

Now, with respect to Kissinger re MIRVing. My recollection of 
what he said, and T may be quite wrong in this, was that if he had 
foreseen the difficulties lie would have in this ma tter that he would have 
considered it differently. I don’t think he said  he would not have gone 
forward.

The problem at tha t time when we went forward with the MIR V 
program was the question of what kinds of capabilities we needed in 
order to be able to penetrate  an ABM defense and we would really be 
in a position so we didn ’t have to worry so much about the penetrat ion 
of our submarine launched missiles.

Frankly , I thin k tha t was a very real worry, tha t was the prim ary 
worry. Beyond tha t it is not true  th at the Soviets really made any— 
tha t thev were prepared to have reciprocal negotiations verifiably not  
to MIRV. What they said was if we both agreed not to deploy MIRV’s
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but permitted them to test M IRV’s tha t then they would agree to that,  
but we had to agree not to deploy or to build AlfRV missiles. There is 
no way you could monitor that. They were not prepared for any inspec
tion.

You earlier said tha t any agreement ought to be verifiable. There 
was no earthly way in which you could make them accept a verifiable 
MIRV agreement and one of the few leads we had was in fact  our 
greater number of RV’s—and this was because of our MIRV pro
gram—against the ir much bigger missiles, number of missiles and their 
much bigger throw weight. We really had very grave  difficulties with <
this. I am not at all sure th at even had we foreseen all the problems 
which late r arose—I still don't believe we would have decided against 
it at the time—but I don’t know. I think  all Dr. Kissinger said was 
tha t he would have considered it  differently. •

TRIDE NT AND  SMA LLER SUBM AR INE S

Now, with respect to the Trid ent sub and the smaller one the Nor- 
whal there is a real question as to what it is you want to optimize. I be
lieve tha t the systems analysis people in the Pentagon were wrong 
about the figure of merit t hat  they thought was the right one to opti
mize. They thought  it was the number of pounds of throw weight on 
station per billion dollars of 10-year cost, and on tha t basis clearly  the 
Trid ent with the Trident II  missile is way ahead in cost-effectiveness 
against  anv other system.

I thought tha t the figure of merit you ought to look at  was what 
alert, reliable, survivable, pounds of throw weight vou could buy per 
billion dollars. Looking at the function of survivability clearly a num
ber of inpu ts enters into those equations. Then you look at the Norwhal 
versus the Trident. For $13 billion you buy six Tridents on station, for 
the Norwhal you can only buy two more—eight. This small increase in 
the number of aim points in no way offsets the increased capability you 
buy with the Triden t. If  you were to switch to a Norwhal it was not 
cost-effective even by the more sophist icated figure of merit tha t I  had 
suggested.

Now, you take the F-14.
Senator Culver. You disagree with Dr. Schlesinger? *
Air. Nitze. I did and I think Schlesinger late r changed his mind 

when I showed him all the computations. I  thin k he changed his mind 
later and didn’t go back to Norwhal afte r the Congress said he should 
not buy any. *

Senator  Pell. I think your time has expired.
Have you finished ?
Mr. Nitze. Let me ju st summarize because I am prepa red to deal 

with every one of the points you made.
PROGRAMS MR. WAR NK E IIA S BEEN AGAIN ST

I quite  agree with your  overall statement th at I  and no one else could 
be certain, tha t the merit of the argument is on my side on everyone 
of these things . I am not asserting  that.  What I am asserting , though,  
is that  mv response to Senator Danforth’s question was I th ink a more 
or less precise response. He didn ’t ask me what I thought about the 
programs. He asked me what programs I  recollected that Air. Warnke 
has been against.
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I omitted some that I would like to think about further. He was also 
against the program for the 688 attack submarines. He wanted to cut 
tha t back from five to two. I t is my recollection tha t he said that  some 
place or other. There  was something else that now I don’t remember.

The main point is you must couple all this with these very large 
recommended budgetary reductions. You would say to go buy some
thing else with the money that  you would save from the B—1. He was 
not talking about th at  at all.

He was ta lking about reducing the budget $30 billion at one time,
* by $14 billion at another time, and so forth and so on. He was not ta lk

ing about tradeoffs on the basis of cost effectiveness. Therefore,  I 
think  it is correct to say th at if one had followed his recommendations 
we would be in a weaker posi tion today unless the Soviets-----

Senator  Pell. Senator D anforth.
I remind both members of the committee t ha t we have another wit

ness still to follow.
Senator  Danforth. I don' t want to prolong this very long. I  would 

like to ask a sort of a culveristic question—[Laughter]—and perhaps 
ask for a comment. I t will be more of a speech, I suppose, than  a 
question.

Senator  Culver. The rules permi t that.
congress’ foreign policy role

Senator Danforth. I think it is quite tru e th at the Congress of the 
United S tates is not in the  position o f rubber-stamping every arms re 
quest that comes from the Pentagon. I th ink i t is also true tha t the Con
gress of the United States should not simply delegate all foreign policy 
responsibility and authority to the President  or to the  administration.  
Tha t was done once upon a time in something called the Tonkin Gulf 
resolution in which the Senate of the United  States  decided tha t it 
really didn’t have a role in foreign policy and i t was going to leave for
eign policy to  the President. I think  th at tha t was a disaster.

I believe in this matt er and in other matters  the Senate in par ticu lar 
does have a role to plav in the formation of foreign policy and tha t 
as a ma tter o f fact the Constitution of  the United  States provides two

* specific ways in which our foreign policy role is to be exercised.
Fir st in confirmation of Presidential nominees for positions re lating  

to foreign policy and, second, with respect to  ratification of treaties.

*  WHA T W ILL BE VOTED ON

I fully agree tha t in this case we are foreshadowed by what  our 
position is going to be with respect to a SALT treaty which would be 
negotiated by our next SALT negotiator. It  would be a disaste r i f a 
trea ty were negotiated and the Senate failed to rat ify  it.

I believe tha t we cannot simply blindly say, l et’s le t the President  
have his way and appoint whoever he may please as our SALT nego
tia tor  and as his chief arms adviser so long as we have the power to 
confirm that  nomination.

83-8 72  0  -  77 -  12



I really believe tha t we are not simply voting for or against an individual  to c arry out the President's policy. I  th ink we are going to be voting for or agains t a policy, for or against a par ticu lar philosophy embodied in this  individual. I am a walk-on on the Foreign Relations Committee, here by temporary ass ignment. I am not an expert on arms control. Unt il this nomination I have never gone into it in great depths, but I have tried  to know and to read what t ha t man had to say and to read what you have to say.
I especially appreciate your willingness to come before this  committee and present your side of  the philosophical debate on which I believe we are going to have to vote.
The Senate of the United States  is going  to  have to make a judgment as to which of  these two policies it wants, and I thin k Senator Culver is quite right  to say th at this is a judgment matte r. Yes, it  is, of course, and good men are presenting both sides of the argument. Mr. Nitze, isn’t  it true  tha t this judgment is not withou t its risks;  tha t it is not just a futile exercise or a debater’s point, that on this particular judgment as to which of the two philosophies we are going to follow a great deal res*s with respect to the futu re of our country and the future of the world.
Mr. Nitze. I agree entirelv with the last  pa rt of your statement and the earlier pa rt as well, but I take it it is the last pa rt tha t you transformed into a question.
No, I think  there  are risks and I think there are risks deciding it either way. There  are risks if one fails to confirm; T think there are greate r risks if one confirms Warnke, b ut I think you have correctly stated th at th is is an issue which the Senate must resolve in its wisdom.Senator Danforth. Mr. Chairman, I have no more questions and appreciate Mr. Nitze’s appearance.
Senator Pell. Thank you.
Senator Culver.
Senator  Culver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I want to express my apprecia tion to you for affording me the opportunity to appear  today.

D IF FIC U LTY  OF  W O R K IN G  W IT H  PRESID EN T W IT H  D IF FE R E N T  VIE W S

Mr. Nitze, we had an election in November and some of that election supposedly turned  on debate about defense, about defense issues, about arms control, about whether or not we were going to make a serious effort to effect some re strain t in arms control. There was grea ter emphasis, admittedly, in the national defense debate on conventional arms and our present policy in tha t area.
We have a President who won the national election who is dedicated to arms control. Anyone who serves in Mr. Warn ke’s capacity obviously is going to have an important and critical role, but they will have to follow* the  guidelines of tha t President. Tt is verv hard to imagine that  someone with your views would be either comfortable  or compatible. T don’t say tha t disrespectfully, I just say it factually and objectionably.
You would find it very difficult to follow* the goals o f this Pre sident who says he does not believe in limited nuclear warfa re, and
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wants to  make a serious effort now towards arms control in hope tha t 
we can avoid necessary increases in the defense budget. If  we don’t 
reach agreement now, we are at a critica l juncture in terms of follow- 
on generational improvements in the whole range of our capabilities.

The difference you have with Mr. Warnke is that  you represent  a 
different viewpoint, which I  respect and am gra teful  for the fact tha t 
we have it expressed, but I wonder whether anybody with your views 
could ever be comfortable in harness with a Presiden t who has those 
other views? I wonder whether or not you feel you could follow his 
guidelines as a negotiator or whether somebody with your views could, 
whether tha t would contribute, as you said earlier, to a workable team 
effort.

The President nominated Mr. Warnke—he studied him, he knows 
him, he worked with both of you in the campaign, b ut he picked him 
and Mr. Warnke is going to have to carry  out his guidelines. Don’t 
you think  it would be hard for you to work with the President ?

Mr. Nitze. I would reverse it. I would thin k if these are really 
deeply held views by the President, then I can well imagine he would 
not want me to work with him because I have different views. I 
have worked with a number of Presidents who have had a num
ber of different views. I have worked with a number of Secre
taries  of Defense, a number of Secretaries of State. I thin k all of 
those that I have worked for have understood tha t I will say as hon
estly as I know how what I  believe to be the considerations which bear 
upon an issue and most people—in fact, all of them I believe—have 
understood this to be the case and they have also understood tha t if 
they then tell me why they disagree with my analysis  th at I will then 
work as loyally as I can to car ry out what they  want to have done pro
vided I believe it to be wi thin the Pres iden t’s oath of office and my 
oath of office to defend the Constitution.

mr. warnke’s approach to responsibilities if  unable to prevail

Senator  Culver. Don’t you think that  is the  way Mr. Warnke would 
approach those responsibilities? If  he were unable to preva il in a 
par ticu lar view, don’t you imagine he would be a good soldier and 
carry  out just as you would?

Mr. Nitze. The  reason why I  took a more serious view of thi s matter 
today tha n I  did yesterday was because I d id not get the fee ling tha t he 
was prepared  really  to advocate persistently the viewpoints tha t he has 
expressed for  7 years. The viewpoints he expressed yesterday, at  least 
as I listened to the radio, are different today.

Senator  Culver. T hank  you very much.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Pell. Thank you very much indeed.
Thank you, Mr. Nitze for being very patien t with us. We are pa r

ticula rly aware of all your service, all your dedication to our Nation 
for many years.

Mr. Nitze. Thank you.
Senator P ell. Our final witness is Air. Penn Kemble of the Coali

tion for a Democratic Majority who is a lready at the table.
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STATEMENT OF PENN KEMBLE, COALITION FOR A DEMOCRATIC 
MAJORITY

Mr. Kemble. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. I will be brief  and expeditious.
I am delighted to be able to attend these hearings to express the concerns of the Coalition fo r a Democratic Majority about the nomination of Paul C. Warnke as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and as our chief negotia tor in the strategic arms limitation talks.
As you know, the coalition prepared a four-page memorandum last December in which our staff sought to summarize Mr. W arnke’s views on the issues relevant to th is hearing. The impression exists tha t this memorandum willfully misrepresented the views tha t Mr. Warnke held at that  time and that we have been re luctan t to acknowledge our authorship of the document. T hope I can dispel tha t impression.Yesterday the New York Times Op Ed page published a statement by me which explained how this memorandum came to be. Senator Pell has been kind enough to insert that statement, along with our memorandum, into the record of th is hear ing. I would like to just add a word or two to tha t statement from the New York Times.

BACKGROUND OF COALITION

Our organization was founded in 1972 because we believed that  our party had been seriously weakened by its embrace of a body of ideas which the American voters perceived to be unsound, and in some cases, even dangerous. A central element in that  body of ideas, we believed, was a view that  the United States was responsible in a major way for the danger of war in the world and that we should “Come Home” from a wide range of our foreign commitments and our expendi tures for national defense. These proposals for a major retrenchment in our defense programs were made in two McGovern campaign documents, both of which Mr. Warnke, as leader of Senator McGovern’s Panel on National Security, endorsed. They are entit led: “Alternative Defense Postu re” and “Report of the McGovern Panel on National Security.”
They are long, detailed documents and I do not wish to burden the record of the committee with the task of reproducing them but they are documents which propose tru ly staggering cuts in  U.S. defense spending—cuts which had they been enacted would have perhaps spared us the current debate over whether the United States or the Soviet Union today possesses military superior ity. I commend them to members and others who are interested in unders tanding why our concern with Mr. Warnke’s nomination is as strong as it is.
Members of our group were deeply gratified when, as demonstrated in his second campaign debate with Presiden t Ford,  our candidate, Governor Car ter, adopted a stance on defense issues which thoroughly rejected this sweeping opposition to American defense commitments. When Governor Carter became President-elect Car ter, we even decided to follow one o f his campaign proposals: We would become one of the first organizations in the history  of American politics which, by
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an act  of  wil l, wou ld sel f-d est ruc t. We came back from ou r work in 
var ious Demo cra tic camp aig ns aro un d the  coun try  and beg an to di s
mantle ou r office, negoti ate  with ou r cre dit ors, and  oth erw ise  end  ou r 
own existence.

Bu t in mid -Decem ber  of  las t ye ar  we were  surpris ed  to he ar  th a t 
Mr. Car te r was conside ring the  appo int me nt of  Mr. W arnk e as Sec 
re ta ry  of  Defense. Th is shocked us back  into a br ief rev iva l. Mr . 
Warn ke has  fo r the  pa st 8 ye ars  been a dis tin gu ish ed , out spoken  
advocate fo r an ap proa ch  to defense issues in gen era l and str ateg ic  
arm s issues in pa rti cu la r, which we believe  cost ou r pa rty th e vo ter s’ 
confidence in 1972, and, given all evidence  fro m pol ls and elec tions 
since then , is even more dim ly view ed today.

BA CK GR OU ND  OF  U N SI G N ED  MEM ORA NDUM

Sev eral  of  us on the  CDM staff—all of  us mere  laymen, wi th no 
pre ten sions to expertis e in th is  complic ated field—s ough t t o pr ep are a 
sho rt sum ma ry of  Mr . W arnk e’s writ ings  and publi c actions . Mr . 
W arnk e’s nam e was dro pped from con sidera tion as D efense  Secret ary , 
only  to be reb orn  in spe cul ation abou t the  di recto rsh ip of  the  Ar ms  
Control and Disar ma me nt Agency.

We wou ld have  con tinued  ou r work on th is  memo ran dum but the 
ren t was  due and  ou r othe r com mitments  were at hand  so we stopped 
work  on the  memo ran dum liefo re it ha d been throug h ou r pro ced ures 
fo r mak ing it a for ma l official sta tem ent of  the organiz ation . We 
decided  to give  it to a ha nd fu l of  congressiona l aide s and mem bers  o f 
the  p ress fo r th ei r backgro und in form ati on , a nd  we did  so—and  ev ery  
one of  them  who rece ived it knew  t ha t we h ad  prep ared  it  a nd  t ha t it  
was a backgro und pape r, not fo r gen era l cir culat ion .

La st We dnesd ay we were  therefore su rpris ed  to lea rn  th at  the  
Washing ton Post reporte d th at  an anonym ous  memo was  cir cu la tin g 
th ro ug h Senate offices w hich  att acke d Mr. W arnk e’s views. Th e memo 
was re fe rre d to in the Post in an ed ito ria l Thu rsda y as, I  quote, 
“sc urrilou s” and “a smear .” Th is is cur iou s since  the  memo was given  
to Mr.  Ste ve Kla idman  of the  Post las t December by a mem ber of 
our staff with a cle ar acknow ledg ement th at  we ha d prep ared  it. 
Mr. Kl aidm an  tel ls me—he tol d me th is  tod ay  when I call ed him  to  
confi rm it—th at  he passed the  memo on to  M r. M urray M arde r o f the  
Post wi th th at  in form ati on . It  is my un de rs tand ing th at  th is  is a 
pe rfe ctl y normal way  of assis tin g newsmen wi th backgro und 
infor ma tio n.

Fr om  these descr ipt ion s—th e d esc rip tions  I  have just  quoted—of  the 
memo it was not immedia tely  recogn izable  as ou r own work, and we 
had not  ci rcula ted  it since  December, bu t when we c onf irmed th a t it 
was, we te lep honed tho se pa pe rs and oth ers  to  proc laim ou r pa tern ity . 
I f  ou r response was  at all slow, it  was because we are no lon ge r an a ctiv e 
org aniza tio n. We l ear ned  abou t the  memo on We dnesd ay, a nd  we no ti 
fied th e pre ss th at  it was ours immedia tely . Friday  morning ’s edit ion  
of  t he  New Yo rk  T imes ca rri ed  th e ack now ledgem ent , a lth ou gh  i t d id  
ap pe ar  un til  la te r in th e Post.

My purpo se in ma kin g th is sta tem ent is to  cle ar th e record  so th at  
questions rai sed  abou t M r. W ar nk e’s views will no lon ger be t reated  as
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though they are somehow indecent. I stand by the views, quotations and characterizations in our memo—with but one small exception—and I still remain convinced th at Mr. Warnke’s record does not recommend him fo r the  positions to which he has been nominated. I will lie happy to try , within the admitted limits of a layman’s knowledge of these matters, to explain and defend our concerns. T will not be offended, however, if members of the committee follow the sensible course of accepting Mr. Paul Nitze’s testimony on these matters  as reflective of CDM’s concerns, and far  more authoritativ e and informed than  mine could hope to be.

CHAR GE TH AT  MR. WA RN KE  FAVORS UN ILA TE RA L DIS ARMA ME NT

Let me, however, state for the record a response to one pa rticu lar criticism t ha t has been raised about a characterization we made. It is said tha t our memo charged Mr. Wanke with favor ing unilatera l disarmament.
Nowhere in our paper, of course, do we suggest that  Mr. Warnke advocates the kind of unilateral disarmament sought by some pacifist groups. Bu t we do say that  in his role as a McGovern adviser and in his advocacy of defense cuts since then, he proposed certain “levels of unilateral disarmament.” I am quoting that.  We were persuaded that,  given the long leadtime required fo r the development of these weapons systems, and the nature of arms negotiations—which conceive of these systems as ongoing processes, not as sta tic items in an arsenal which one either  has or does not have—our description is apt.  But for this, however, we are hard  pressed to understand how anything in our memo misrepresents the views that  until  yesterday Mr. Warnke expressed with such admirable clari ty and candor—or how our memo “made statements out of context, condensed, excerpted from several pages to make them look contiguous,” or anything of the kind.It  is a record which t ruly speaks for itself. Now we commend our sources, all cited in our memo, to anyone who doubts this.Thank you.
Senator  P ell. Thank you very much, Mr. Kemble. We apprecia te your coming forward as you did to testify.

AN ON YM ITY OF MEM O

As you know, I put  statements in the record I th ink both Friday and Monday because I was really buying the  anonymity of the report when I first saw it. I had asked my staff where it came from and they d idn’t know. I would have thou ght tha t even though this is a  background memo somewhere on it  in th e normal custom, even if not signed, the ie would be a letterhead or something of tha t sort. Is that  not your custom ?
Mr. Kemble. It  would have been if this  were an official sta tement  by our organization bu t it was a draf t that we were in the process of working on. We closed the office and we had it in this form and th is is how we put  it out.

CORRECTNESS OF UN ILAT ER AL  RESTRAINT  STAT EM EN T

Senator P ell. I n connection with the contents you say tha t W arnke advocates “the unilateral abandonment by the United  States  of every
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weapons system which is subject to negotiation at SALT (as well as 
many others which are not under discussion)

Do you believe tha t is correct ?
Mr. Kemble. I f one construes every weapons system which is subject 

to negotiation at SALT to mean every weapons system tha t falls 
within the category of stra tegic arms, tha t is not so but if one construes 
that , as we did, to mean every weapon system which has been the 
subject of barga ining  at SALT negotiations in the recent past, then the 
statement is accurate.

o' Senator P ell. In  o ther words, your contention is tha t every system
tha t was the subject of negotiations at SALT in the last few sessions 
the last time around was recommended for abandonment by 
Mr. Warnke?

’ Mr. K emble. No; perhaps not the enti re system but those aspects of
it which were under negotiation with all aspects of the program that  
Mr. Warnke had advocated that we should cut back on or cease devel
opment of.

Senator P ell. Here you refer  to every weapon system subject to 
negotiation.

Mr. Kemble. The aspect of it tha t was the subject of negotiation. 
Senator P ell. Tha t is already changing the meaning of the sentence 

a great deal, but then to be specific here is what  you are say ing: tha t 
aspects of these weapons systems under negotiation were urged to be 
abandoned in every case by Mr. Warnke.

Mr. K emble. Th at is right,  cut back or abandoned or restrained in 
thei r development.

Senator P ell. I am surprised at tha t, but I am not sufficiently pa rt 
of the negotiations to be aware of the t rut h or the nontruth .

Mr. Kemble. I  th ink if I can call your a ttention  to Mr. Nitze’s testi
mony on this  he made the qualification about this  which I  have just 
made but said tha t he thought the memo in general was sound and 
accurate.

Senator P ell. As you know, when we asked this  question of Mr. 
Warnke  yesterday he flatly said it was incorrect.

Mr. K emble. It  could be construed I think i f one made the effort to 
be incorrect, but  the point is here that he is beng sent into negotiations 

• and those aspects of these weapons systems and in some cases systems
themselves about which he is likely to negotiate are all ma tters which 
in the course of his advocacy over the last 7 years he has been opposed 

e  to.
COALITION FOR A DEMOCRATIC MAJORITY

Senator  P ell. You referred several times in your memo to “we.” 
How many members does the Coalition for a Democratic Majori ty 
have?

Mr. Kemble. Several thousand.
Senator P ell. Several thousand.
Do they pay dues ?
Mr. Kemble. Yes.
Senator P ell. H ow much ?
Mr. Kemble. They pay $15 a vear.
Senator Pell. $15 a yeai. Wno are its  officers? Who is the  chairman 

or president?
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Mr. Kemble. We have cochairmen. They are Ben Wattenburg,
Midge Decter, Byron Ruston and, until he acceded to the chairman
ship of the Agriculture Committee, Tom Foley but in December he, 
Congressman Tom Foley, explained to us tha t he felt in th at position he could no longer continue as the cochairman.

Senator Pell. All right. Does this organization have sources of income other than active dues ?
Mr. Kemble. Yes. We hold fund-raising  events for which we sell 

tickets and we receive some contributions from individuals. T should 
like to point out tha t we have never for this organization received a *penny from anyone engaged in the commerce of defense. I t is entirely 
supported by private  citizens who just  believe that  these views are sound and need an effective lobby.

Senator Pell. How were the o rganization’s policies decided? f
Mr. Kemble. We have a board of directors and an executive com

mittee. The organization, as I  indica ted in my statement, has not been 
active in recent months. Our purpose was to try  to influence the Demo
cratic Pa rty ’s policies on this issue among others, and judg ing from 
Mr. Car ter’s campaign statements we felt we had succeeded and we still hope we have.

Senator Pell. I wonder if you would submit for the  record so there 
is more of an awareness of the group a list of your  board of di rectors 
and also the number of your dues paying members.

Mr. Kemble. I would be happy  to do that.
Senator P ell. Thank you very much.
[The material follows:]
[As of the date of publ ication, the informat ion referred to had not been supplied.]

MR. WAR NK e ’s POSIT ION S ON WEAPONS SYST EMS

Senator Pell. Now re turning for a moment to the question of what 
weapons system Mr. Warlike advocated, T th ink tha t the  ICBM’s and 
the SLBM's were both under discussion at SALT.

Mr. Kemble. Right.
Senator P ell. But you are not saying tha t he urged abandonment of those systems? «Mr. Kemble. No.
Senator P ell. You are saying he urged not continuing to expand ?
Mr. Kemble. My understanding was it was not the system itse lf that 

was under discussion but rather the question of whether we should be *MIRVed and wlrat, kind o f accord could be established governing the 
numbers of these, the throw weight and things o f th at kind. On those 
questions where there was a margin of discussion, my understanding 
is that, Mr. Warlike took positions tha t were considerably weaker, 
favored reductions that went beyond the margins tha t were under negotiation during the talks.

Senator  Pell. I  think  tha t the subjects under discussion at SALT 
were the launchers as well.

Mr. Kemble. Yes.
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Senator Pell. I don’t th ink he is advocating a smaller number of 
launchers, is he ?

Mr. Kemble. Yes; he has advocated a smaller number of launchers. 
He has advocated the dismantling of  Tit an missiles and also some cut
backs in the number of Minuteman and he has always favored th e dis 
continuation of the  Minuteman II I program. I think these things  are 
outlined in our memo. He favored discontinuation of Minuteman II I 
and other steps to upgrade U.S. ICBM ’s, dismant ling of all Tit an 
ICBM’s, and a number of other things.

ni Senator Pell. All right. I th ank you very much for your testimony.
This concludes the hearing. The record will remain open for add i

tional statements on Mr. Wamke ’s nomination until 1 uesday, 
February 15.

v The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 629 p.m., the  committee adjourned, subject to the 

call of the Chair .]
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A P P E N D I X

Congress of the  United States,
House of Representatives, 

Wash ington , D.C., Feb ruary 7, 1#77.
Hon. J ohn J. Sparkman,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Rela tions, Dirk sen Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Chairman : This let ter  is to urge  you and  the  members of the 

Senate Foreign Rela tions Committee  to reje ct the nomination of Paul Warnke 
as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmame nt Agency.

As the United  Sta tes Mili tary Pos ture  for Fiscal Year 1978, issued by General  
George Brown, Cha irman of the  Joi nt Chiefs of Staff, clearly shows, since 1971 
the  Soviets have been ahead of us in ope rationa l str ate gic  offensive delivery 
vehicles. In add itio n they  are  ahead of us in ope rationa l str ate gic  offensive 
throw-weight a t thi s time, and  will be f ur th er  ahead of us by the  end of Fiscal 
Year 1982. As General Brow n’s report  sta tes . ‘Th e United Sta tes  is expected  
to off-set pa rti all y th is Soviet adv antage  by retain ing  a lead in bomber payload 
and by deployment of ou r new heav ier MX ICBM in 1983.”

In  regard  to Europe , an are a most vulnerab le to attack , the House  Armed 
Services Committee was told  by the  Dep artm ent  of the  Army, “Our forces in 
Europe are  ou tnumbered—not grossly, bu t s ignificantly—by our adversa ries , and 
the types  of weapons being amassed  by the  Wa rsaw Pa ct seem pla inly  attack-  
oriented .”

For decades, a Soviet  conventional  att ack aga ins t the West has  been deterre d 
by our nuc lear super iority?  Th at advantage  is rapidly  being lost. From his own 
sta tem ents made in recent years Pau l Warnke is clearly und istu rbed by thi s 
situation. He would, in fact , fu rth er  weaken our  defense s tructu re.

In Foreign Policy magazine, Spring, 1975, Mr. W arnke w rote: “Tiep ropo sit ion 
that  we mus t rem ain ahe ad of the  Soviet Union in most, if not all, perceivable  
elements of m ili tar y power i s th e second falla cy th at  inflates defense spending.”

An October 1976 inte rvie w with  Mr. Wa rnke st a te s: “The former Pentagon  
official advocated a significant depa rtu re from  previous U.S. nuc lear policy in 
sugges ting th at Washing ton specifically announce it  has  no inte ntion of launch 
ing a strategic  firs t str ike aga inst the  Soviet Union under any circum stances.” 
(Emphasis added.',

This interv iew  ira s published in the  International Bulletin (10 /22/76).
For  a number of year s, Mr. Warnke has been a memflier of th e Board of 

Advisors of the  Center for Defense Info rma tion , a group that , like  Warn ke, has  
advocated unila ter al cut s in defense spending.  The Center for  Defense Inform a
tion, and  its  pa rent  body the Fund for Peac e hav e been in close con tact with  
the World Peace Council, a Moscow dire cted movement  which advo cates the  
disarmame nt of the  Wes t a s well a s support for  te rro ris t groups.

Since 1975 Mr. Warnke has been a regi stered agent of  the Government of 
Algeria (Regis tra tion No. 2564—Clifford, Warnke,  Glass, Mcllwain  & Fin ney ). 
It  is understood  th at  Mr. Warnke  and his firm served  th at  government for  a 
period  of tim e before regis tering. The Government  o f Algeria has lieen a public  
suppor ter of te rror ist  groups including the Palest inian Liberation Organizat ion, 
and the Black  Liberat ion Army which was involved in murderous att acks  in the  
United State s.

Mr. Warnke has  shown a lack of concern for  the protection of high ly classified 
government, documents. He set in motion the chain of events th at  allowed Daniel 
Ellsberg to steal the Pentago n Pape rs.

On December 18, 1968, Paul Warn ke, Morton H. Halperin  and  Leslie Gelb 
presented a  se t of th e Pen tago n Pap ers  to t he  Rand Corporation  for storage with  
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the und ers tandin g th at  a t lea st two of them  would have to appro ve the  use of the Pap ers  by anyone. On March 3, 11X59, Gelb and Halperi n author ized  the release of the Paper s to Danie l Ellsberg. Ellsberg, of course, la te r relea sed them in violation  of th e security classification.
On May 16, 1973, while testi fyin g lief ore the  United Sta tes  Senate , Ellsberg, 

before taking the oath,  S tated  th at  Warnk e, Halperin and  Gelb were not  involved in his th ef t of the  Papers . No one liad asked  him th e questio n, bu t he indic ated  
that, he fe lt the  govern ment believed th at  th e three were involved with  him. Li ter, af te r Sen ator  Strom Thur mon d insisted  th at  he lie put  und er oath, he did not discuss th is mat ter.

The New York Times of Jun e 24, 1971, quoted Mr. Warnke as say ing  th at  “In his view, none of the material publi shed so far could endang er th e national secur ity." This  was in refere nce to the Times publ icati on of t he  Pent agon  Pap ers  which includ ed full tex t copies of top  sec ret  cable traffic between  th e Sta te Dep artm ent and our  embassies in Vietnam and the Philippines. A hostile foreign 
intellig ence servi ce monito ring our code t ransmi ssio ns could use the se cle ar tex ts to aid  them in breaking  our codes.

We urge this  committe e to reject  Mr. Warnke 's nomin ation  and  th at  the  tex t of this le tte r be included in the  committee’s h ear ing  record.
Sincerely,

Lar ry P. McDonald, Doug Ba rna rd,  Billy L. Evans,  Rolier t Sikes, 
Ric hard Ichord,  Jac k Brink ley, Dawson Mathis , G. V. Mont
gomery, Dan Daniel, Bill Nichols.

H arvard L aw  Sch oo l, 
Cambridge, Mass., Febru ary 6,1977.Senator  J ohn Sparkman,

Chairman, Senate Foreign Rela tions Committee,U.S. Senate , Wash ington , D.C.
Dear Senator Sparkman : La st Friday  in Wash ingto n I was given a copj' of an anonymous and scur rilous four- page  memorandum atta cki ng Mr. Paul Warnke . Th is memorandum, und ated  and  unsigne d, has app arently  been cir 

cula ted among Senators in an att em pt to impugn the  judg men t and views of Mr. Warnke whose nomin ation by the Pre sid ent to be Dir ecto r of the Arms Control  
and Disarm ame nt Agency and  United  State s repres ent ative to the Stra tegi c Arms Lim itat ion Talks  your Committee will be consid ering thi s week.

As one who has  known Mr. War nke for  more tha n twenty-f ive years  and has 
read some of wh at he has  wri tten on defen se policy, I was shocked a t the irr esponsibility of those  circ ulat ing the  memorandum . Mr. Warnke can, and I am 
sure will, express  his  views fully before the  Foreign Rel atio ns Committee . At the  risk  of answ erin g charges th at  are  not  worthy of response, let me put  a few points in wri ting.

At the ou tse t it should  lie state d that  the re ar e policy differences between  Mr. Warnke and the  anonymous au thor  of the  memorandum. The  centr al position of th e cr itic  ap pea rs to re st on two p rop osi tions:
1. Secur ity is a simple function of the num bers  of weapons. (More  wea pon s= “superior it.y”= se cu ri ty )
2. Sel f-re stra int in mil itary proc urem ent is  a b ad th ing.
Some, partic ula rly  among those  asso ciat ed with  the produ ction of mil itar y hardwa re, conte nd th at  mil itary weapons  should  be acquir ed with out  limit,  and 

with out  rega rd for  our  need for  them, their pote ntia l util ity , their  purpo se or the ir cost. In thi s keepin g-up-wi th-the-Jones’ view there is only one tes t; to have  more of everyth ing tha n anybody else. It  is fa ir to say th at  Mr. War nke re jects the  notion th at  the  United  Sta tes will gain eith er mil itary or political adv antage  thro ugh  acquirin g larg e amoun ts of unneeded  mi lita ry har dw are .
The  anonym ous cri tic  tries to make  na tio na l se lf- res tra int  irrespon sible  by calling it “un ila tera l”. But the United  Sta tes  must alwa ys decide for  itself  what 

to do and wh at not to do. Necessarily it exerc ises some restr aint  at all times. 
Mr. Warlike has argu ed for a more conscious exerc ise of th at  re str aint  in the ligh t of our needs and  of the possible effect of our  actio ns—eith er way —on the Soviet Union.

Beyond reflecting these  policy differences , the  memorandum  is grossly  mis
leading. The essence of the cha rge  ag ain st Mr. War nke is th at  he advo cate s 
“un ila teral disarm am ent ” and is not worr ied abou t the  Soviet Union. The memo-
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randum goes on to allege that  Mr. Warlike advocates “the unila teral  abandon
ment by the United Sta tes of every weapon system which is subject to negotiation 
at SALT”. This is patently false. Attached are some quotations from recent 
writings of Mr. Warkne that  demonstrate the total invalidity of the charge.

Would you lie kind enough to make this  letter available to other members of 
the Committee who may have seen the anonymous memorandum attacking Mr. 
Warlike? Many thanks.

Sincerely yours,
Roger Fisher.

Samuel Williston Professor of Law,
Harva rd University.

0 Attachment.
Sample : Paul Warnke Statements

“What little  we know of the Soviet power stru cture and what little  we can 
see of China’s in terna l s truggles can give us no confidence th at the foreign policy 
of either country will eschew the use of militar y force for the balance of this 
century. Russia and China have the manpower and means, and the ir motives are 
sufficiently obscure so that, we m ust reta in the military might to d eter or defend 
against  their  overt aggression.” (Secu rity or Confrontation, Foreign Policy, 
Winter  1970-71 [wit h Leslie Gelb] page 9.)

And : "Our overriding objective continues to lie deterrence of Soviet and 
Chinese attacks against us and our allies. And deterrenc e still requires us to 
maintain usable and credible counterforces which, in turn,  possess the varied 
military capability to meet thre ats on the level a t which they are posed.” (ibid, 
p. 22)  . . .

And: “If our conventional military power is to remain meaningful, it  must 
retain  the capability to deal with two plausible militar y threats. The ‘im
probability of Sino-Soviet cooperation’ does not shrink these two to one, but 
leaves them unmistakably two . . . Conventional aggression, by eithe r or both 
Communist powers, cannot . . . blithely be discounted.” (ibid. p. 30)

The American Committee on
U.S.-Soviet Relations, 

Washington, D.C., Februa ry 11, 7,977.
Hon. J ohn Sparkman,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : I write you as the Washington Represen tative of the 
American Committee on U.S.-Soviet Relations. After consultation with Members 
of our Executive Committee, we want you and Members of your Committee as 
well as Members of the U.S. Senate to know of our support for Paul Warnke 
as Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency as well as  his nomi- 

f  nation to the rank of Ambassador during his tenure  of sendee as Director  of
tha t Agency.

As indicated in the attached statement which the American Committee adopted 
on December 8, 1976, our Committee is “filled with hope” because “the newly 
elected President has indicated a proper concern with the great issues of 
disarmament, peace, and human rights.”

The American Committee in stressing  the importance of promoting “American 
security and world peace” by improving relations  between the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union, “urges the new A dministra tion to turn  its back on pas t timidities 
and to restore both balance and initiative  to American policy in this field of 
American-Soviet Relations.”

We believe Paul  Warnke, acting in accord with the frequently expressed views 
of President Carte r and Secretary of State  Vance, is an excellent choice to head 
the Arms Control Agency and to take principal responsibility in conducting 
SALT negotiations.

We believe the new Administration  deserves a fai r chance to see what it can 
do to conclude a SALT II  agreement which will serve the national security 
intere sts of the United States. We believe President Carter deserves the chance 
to determine the direction of negotiations and to select his negotiators. If the 
Senate does not like the result s it can, in accordance with our constitutional
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proce dures  reje ct any tre ati es  th at  may be negotiated. We recognize  the  importan t role of the  Senat e in the foreign  rela tion s of the U.S. We do not believe the  Senate should,  dire ctly or indirectly , impose pre-conditions  on the  SALT negotiation s.

Opponents  of Mr. Warnke  have expressed  fea rs th at  he may be soft in his nego tiatin g p ostu re with the Soviet Union. There is nothin g in the  Wa rnke record to sugge st such a stance . Fur thermo re, we are  constra ined  to point out th at  the SALT negotia ting  team is made up of the Chair man, a rep res ent ative of the Jo int  Chiefs of Staff, a rep resentativ e of the  Dep artm ent of State, as well as a rep resentativ e of  the Arms Control  Agency.
As the American Committe e noted in its  sta tem ent  which is enclosed, we recognize “th at  there are  rea list ic limi ts to the improvem ent of rela tion s between Russi a and the U.S. . . . Unilatera l concessions are not a rea l issue. To our knowledge, no such concessions have  been responsibly proposed, nor  do we f avo r any.”  '
We would appr ecia te it, Mr. Chai rman , if this let ter  with its  enclosures could be include in the record of the  hea ring s of the Committee on Foreig n Relat ions and, if you deem it appropriate, we would like to have this let ter  with  its enclosu res inse rted  in the  Congressional Record.

Sincerely yours,

Carl Marcy.
Enclosure 1. December 8, 1976 Sta tem ent  of the  American Committe e on U.S.-Soviet Relations.
Enclos ure 2. American Committe e Membership Lis t as of Janu ary 1977. 

Enclosure 1

Sta teme nt  of th e  American  Com mi tt ee  on U.S .-Soviet R elation s
The United Stat es is in a period  of transi tion, and this Committe e is filled with hope. The newly elected Pre sid ent  ha s indicated a proper concern with  the  g rea t issues of disar mam ent, peace, and  hum an righ ts. We are encouraged  by the selection of Cyrus Vance as Secreta ry of State.
For  the  pas t yea r or two American policy tow ards  the  Soviet Union has been in the  m ain neglected, ad rif t, and devoid of init iative.  Dur ing the rece nt electoral campaign, U.S.-Soviet rela tion s suffered from much misi nformation and misleading  rhetoric .
The American Committee  on U.S.-Soviet Rela tions, concerned only to promote  American securit y and world peace  through those relati ons, urges the  new Adm inis trat ion to tur n its  back on pa st timidit ies and to rest ore  both balance  and ini tia tiv e to  American pol icy in  th is  field.
The Comm ittee recognizes th at  there ar e rea list ic limits to the  improvement of rela tion s between Russ ia and the U.S. We recognize tha t the Soviet  leaders hip will have  to make a cont ribution  no sm alle r tha n our own. U nila tera l concessions are  not a real  issue. To o ur knowledge, no such concessions have been responsibly  proposed, nor do we fav or any. We are und er no illusio ns abo ut the  seriousness of the  differen ces th at  divide  the  two governm ents, pa rtic ula rly  in the  field of policy to ward thi rd countrie s and regions.
The Committe e believes th at  despite our  disagreemen ts, the rela tionship  can be improve  in imp ortant  ways. We urge  the  incoming  Adm inist ratio n to tak e adv antage, where ver possible, of all  openings  for  progress, including out sta ndingly in the  SALT talks. Fi rs t pri ori ties should be given to hal ting the suic idal  pro life ration of nuc lear  and  oth er weapons. The secu rity of our  coun try, as well as of our friends and allies,  must alw ays  be a prime motiv ation in our rela tion s with the  Soviet Union. But  securit y in toda ys’ world  cann ot be achieved by expanding arm aments.
What is at  stake here  is the  u ltim ate  issue of in tern ationa l life today. We must  make every effort to probe  such poss ibili ties as do exist.  This  will require not only discussion and negotiation s, but a c onsiderable  me asure of r es tra int, courage, and ini tia tiv e on both sides. Indeed, the  dangers  of restr ain t are  less than thos e of an all-out weapons race. We can be tte r demand mutual ity of t he  Soviet Union if the United Stat es is prep ared  to matc h whatever it may ask of others.The many misstateme nts and exaggerations of the  recent elect oral campaign should be consigned to the  pa st and the ir place taken by a sober scru tiny  of the real  situat ion  in Soviet-Ame rican rela tion s. It  would be idle to und erestim ate  th e
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seriousness of the remaining problems. But it is simply not t rue tha t the United 
States in recent years has given everything and received nothing in return in its 
relations with Russia, or that  the Soviet side has never lived up to its under
takings. A number of agreements arrived  at in earl ier years are working to the 
benefit of both parties. There is no reason to despair of reaching fur the r agree 
ments tha t would also reduce inte rnational tensions. What is needed, in the first 
instance, is a resolute abandonment of the stale slogans and reflexes of the Cold 
War: a recognition tha t this is a new era, with different problems and possi
bilities; and a determination not to be governed by the compulsions of  military  
competition—compulsions which have seldom failed to lead to war in the past, 
and which in terms of the weaponry of this age ar e p regnant with the possibility 

0  of ut ter catastrophe.
Beyond these measures of re straint in the development of weaponry we should 

pursue constructive purposes such as nlutually beneficial exchanges in trade, 
science, and cu ltu re; preservation  of our common enviro nment; raising living 
standa rds worldwide; and promoting th e ideals of the Universal Declaration of 

l Human Rights and the Helsinki Declaration.
The Committee will support and encourage the liberalization of emigration 

policies and the recognition of human freedoms, including the movement of 
individuals in all countries.

The American Committee on U.S.-Soviet Relations stands prepared  to give the 
new Administration every possible help and support in any efforts it may make 
in the spirit  of these considerations. In doing so, we a re sure we will find our
selves in company with a g reat many other Americans.

The Committee believes tha t improving relations  in these admittedly  limited 
areas will gradually facil itate  effective cooperation between the two superpowers 
in dealing wih a wide range of universal life and death issues—issues tha t 
transcend ideology and are susceptible only to interna tional solutions. Among 
these are environmental pollution, the population explosion, food production, 
developing new energy sources and controlling terrorism.
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i  Dear Senator Sparkman : Tha nk you aga in for  the  opportu nity  to app ear
before the  Foreign Relations Committee on Janu ary 19 and tes tify  in the  very 
imp ortant  hea ring s by your  Committee on “Nat ional Secur ity and Arms Contro l 
Implicat ions  of Curren t U.S. S trat egic Options.”

I am writin g to tell  you how p leased  I am to learn of Pre sident  C ar ter’s nomi
nation of P aul  Warl ike to be Head of th e Arms Control and Disarm ament  Agency 
as well as the chie f SALT negotiator. Dur ing my many years of involvement  in 
U.S. n atio nal  secu rity and  stra teg ic policy issues, I have developed a very great 
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role in  the  new Administ ration.

Sincerely,
Sidney D. Drell, Professor and Deputy Director .

1 Executive committee.

83-8 72 0  -  77  -  13



190

American Conservative Unio n,
Wa shingt on,  D.C., Feb ru ar y 9, 1977.

lio n.  J ohn  Spar kman,
Ch air ma n, Se na te Fo rei gn  Re lat ion s Com mittee,
Wa shingt on,  D.C.

D ear Senator Sparkm an : Th ere  a re  man y sou nd ar gu men ts ag ai ns t the  nom i
na tio n of Pa ul Warlik e to be di re ctor  of the  Arm s Contr ol an d Disa rm am en t 
Agency. Liste d below ar e three m ajor  rea son s why th e Am eri can  Co ns erv ati ve  
Unio n ltelie ves th a t Mr. W arnk e’s nomi na tio n sho uld  he rej ec ted :

(1 ) U ni la te ra l Di sarm am en t—T he re  is muc h th a t ha s alr ea dy  been widely re 
po rte d abou t Pa ul  W ar nk e’s views  th a t cle ar ly sho ws he is an  ar de nt  ad vo ca te
of un ila te ra l red uc tio n of st ra tegi c wea pons. Ove r the  pa st few ye ar s Mr. (,
Wa rlik e ha s re pe ate dly  tak en  th is  pos itio n an d he re iter at ed  it ag ain  in the  
Fe br ua ry  8, 1977,  iss ue  o f th e NEW  YORK  TIM ES.

In  t he  a rt ic le  Mr. Warl ike  s ta te s :
W ha t is needed  mos t urgentl y now is no t a  con cep tua l brea kthr ou gh  bu t a 

deci sion  to ta ke  ad va nt ag e of th e stab ili ty  of th e presen t st ra te gi c bal anc e. I t’s r
fu til e to buy th ings  we don ’t need  in the  hoi>e th at th is  wi ll make th e Sov iet
Union more amena ble . The  Sov iets  a re  fa r mor e ap t to em ula te th an  t o ca pi tu la te .
We sho uld  in stea d tr y fo r a polic y of re st ra in t, wh ile  cal lin g fo r m atc hing  re 
st ra in t fro m the  Sovie t Union (emph as is ad de d) .

It  is clea r th at  Mr. W arnk e’s view s rem ain  unc han ged . He st il l beli eve s in the  
un ila te ra l red uc tio n of str ateg ic  forc es in th e na ive hope  th is  wil l enc our age  
rec ipr oc al re st ra in t by th e Sovie ts. All av ai labl e evid enc e ind ica tes , how eve r, th e 
Sov iets hav e ne ve r exhib ite d re st ra in t in st ra te gi c bu ild up  even when th e Un ited 
St ates  had  cur bed  or slowed exp ansio n of ce rtai n st ra te gi c weapon sys tem s. In 
ste ad. th e Sov iets  ha ve  been buy ing  a lot of “thin gs " in a m aj or  effo rt, it wou ld 
seem, to forc e th e U.S. to “ca pi tu la te" firs t. In  ad di tio n,  if conv entio nal for ce  
tren ds  ar e con sis ten t, U.S. con ven tional  for ce red uc tio ns  in rec en t ye ar s have  
in no wa y sol ici ted  a sim ila r res ponse  by th e Sov iets . Today  th e So vie ts hol d 
ove rwh elm ing  lea ds  in vi rtu all y al l conv entio nal for ce  ca teg ori es: ship s, tan ks , 
ta ct ic al  ai rc ra ft , tro op  levels , etc.

(2 ) Th e Warlik e nom ina tion un derm ine s th e Jack so n Am end me nt—The well 
know n Jacks on  Am end ment whic h pas sed  the  Se na te 56 -35 on Septe mb er 14, 1972, 
du rin g rat ifi ca tio n proceeding s of  th e SALT I agr eem ent, st ip ul at ed  th at ess en
ti al  “eq uiv ale nce ” mus t be ma in ta in ed  in any fu tu re  ar m s co ntr ol effo rts.  If  
Mr. W ar nk e is  c onfir med  as  ACDA dir ec tor , th e U.S. Se na te wil l ha ve  r ep ud ia ted  
its  ea rl ie r stan ce  th at “equ iva lence" —which Mr. W ar nk e to ta lly  re jec ts as  ess en
ti al —should  be m ainta ine d in any  fu tu re  SALT agr eem ent s. Th is co nt radict ion 
wil l no t go unno tic ed  by the  Sov iets  an d wil l und oubte dly  enc ourag e the m to 
ado pt a more ha rd lin e, infl exible sta nc e in fu tu re  SAL T neg oti ations.

(3 ) Adv ocat e, Not A Tec hnician— Th e fun cti on  of th e Arm s Con trol  an d Dis
ar mam en t Agency req uir es th at , abo ve all  else, its  di re ctor  be an  abl e tec hn ici an  
who can  pro vid e ob jec tiv e and  hig hly  com petent  an alys is  of com plic ated, scien
tific tre nd s an d aspects  of st ra te gi c weapon sys tem s. Mr. W ar nk e ha s vi rtua lly  
no bac kgr oun d in th is  area . He  is not  a technic ian  and ha s ne ve r pro duc ed a 
single  ar tic le  th at rev ea ls any  tec hn ica l ex pe rti se  in nu cle ar  st ra te gi c forc es.
Fu rth ermore, he ha s produc ed ver y li tt le  th a t wou ld sug ges t he  ha s an y gra sp  
of or desire to un de rs ta nd  th e Sovie ts’ mo tive s and st ra te gi c doc trin e. Mr. W arnk e
is bas ica lly  an  adv oca te, not a tec hn ici an  no r ex pe rt,  in st ra te gi c m ili ta ry  doc- t-
trine . As an ad vo ca te he is not qua lified to be an  obj ect ive  fac t-fi nder prov idi ng
hig hly  tec hn ica l and unb ias ed inform ati on  whi ch is vi ta l fo r any  me aning ful
ar m s con tro l nego tia tio ns.  In  addi tio n, Mr. W ar nk e en th us iasti ca lly  end orses th e
idea th at  the  Arm s Control and Di sa rm am en t Agency di re ctor  sho uld  lea d the
SALT neg oti ations. Th is was  once tlie  cas e bu t wa s cha nge d fo r good rea sons:
both ac tiv iti es  re qu ire ful l-ti me  at te nt io n an d ca nn ot be ad eq ua tel y i>erformed
sim ult aneou sly . Moreove r, in lig ht of  Mr. W ar nk e’s backgro und he is even  less
qua lified to be a ne go tia to r tha n di re ctor  of  ACDA.

Sum mary : Given  th e rec ent  evid ence th at the  Sov iets  ar e expa nd ing  th ei r 
st ra te gi c forces  a t an  un pre ced ent ed ra te ; th a t pre vio us effort s by the  U.S. to 
ex hi bi t re st ra in t ha ve  not  de terre d th e Sov iet qu est fo r m ili ta ry  su per io ri ty ; and  
th at  cu rren t tren ds  will  place the  Sov iets in an  un quest ion ed su pe rio rit y by 
1980 (w hic h many ex pe rts  beli eve the y have  al re ad y ac hi ev ed ), it  would  seem 
th at Mr. W ar nk e is def init ely th e wrong  man  a t th e wro ng tim e to be ap po int ed
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to a position of such crucial imi>ortance as Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency director. If Preside nt Carte r really wants the “best”, then certainl y he 
could have done much better than nominating Mr. Warnke. The American Con
servative Union hopes tha t the U.S. Senate will also adhere to Pre sident Car ter’s 
crite ria and insist on the best by seeking someone more qualified than Paul 
Warnke to be Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 

Sincerely,
J ames C. Roberts,

Executive Director.

Hon. J ohn J. Sparkman,
1 Chairman, Committee on Foreign Delations,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Chairman : During the recent confirmation hearings before the  For

eign Relations Committee on the nomination of Mr. Paul C. Warnke, our names 
_ were mentioned and linked, and some question was raised as to whether Mr.

Warnke had been directly responsible to us when we were Secretary of Defense 
and he was Assistant  Secretary of Defense for Inter natio nal Security Affairs. 
The implication of the question thus raised was tha t others were better  placed 
than we to assess Mr. Warnke’s character, judgment, and abilities.

He was of course directly responsible to us during his period of service at 
the Pentagon, and we affirm without  reservation tha t he is a man of impeccable 
charac ter and integrity, intellectu al force, and exceptional ability. He was a wise 
and thoughtful counselor, and he demonstrated efficiency and stamina in carr y
ing a wide range of heavy responsibilities. In partic ular, the Senate should 
understand tha t the position filled by Mr. Warnke at  the Pentagon is charged 
with advising the Secretary of Defense on the  full range of political-mi litary af 
fairs and on the arms control problem in partic ular. Rarerly, if ever, therefore 
has a nominee for the role of U.S. arms negotiator had a  better grounding in th e 
perspectives and problems of both defense and foreign affairs.

In the same hearings, one witness alleged tha t the arms negotiator has great  
latitude in determining the substance of the negotiations. While the quality of 
the negotiator  and his team are of course critical  elements, wTe know from our 
own experience tha t the President, the State  and Defense Departments, and all 
other relevant agencies are continuously involved, intimately and completely, 
in the formulation of arms control policy and in the negotiating process.

We believe Mr. Warnke is an ideal choice to assume these important respon- 
sibilties, and we believe the President was wise in deciding to combine the  tasks  
of arms negotiator and disarmament agency admi nistrator in one man, for 
they are closely related if not interdependent. We urge his confirmation for both 
positions.

Sincerely,
Robert S. McNamara. 
Clark M. Clifford.

Statement of the Communications Workers of America Submitted to the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations on the Nomination of P aul Warnke

The Communications Workers of America supports the nomination of Paul 
1 Warnke to serve as both the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency and as chief negotiator for the United States at the Strategic Arms 
Limitation  Talks with the Soviet Union.

President Carte r has prudently recognized th at the current period in United 
States-Soviet relations presents a unique opportunity to h alt and reverse th e mad 
momentum of the nuclear arms race. The Chief Executive expressed his commit
ment to this goal when he recently announced his support for “the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons from the  Earth .”

Currently the American nuclear arsenal possesses an overkill capacity capable 
of pulverizing the Soviet Union 25 times over. Even more disturbing, we are 
stockpiling hydrogen bombs at the rate of three a day. The Pentagon now7 main
tains  a nuclear arsena l equivalent to 600,000 times the single bomb which 
devastated Hiroshima 32 years ago.

The acceleration in the arms race gives heightened meaning to the warning of 
the late President John F. Kennedy who admonished th at  “the weapons of war 
must be abolished before they abolish us.”



Because  of the nuclear prol iferatio n, fou r scientific exp erts  all agre ed th at  
they envision ed some form of nuclear  confl agrat ion by the yea r 2000 when they 
were recently asked  whe ther  they foresa w an atomic wa r in the ne ar  f utu re.

Thi s chilling assessmen t not only envision s the prospect of a nuc lear c onf ron ta
tion between  America  and Russia. It  also tak es into acco unt the  likeliho od of a 
nuclear  wa r involving China. France, Ind ia or oth er nat ion s which now brandish  
these  super weapons of dea th and dest ructi on. Moreover, stil l more cou ntri es are  
attem pting to process plutonium so th at  they too can possess th is most sophis
tica ted  sta tu s symbol of 20tli century’ technological development , membership  in 
the  nu clear weapon s club.

Becau se of our relen tless  par tici pat ion  in the  e scal atin g arm s race, the  Unite d 
Sta tes  has  tur ned its back on many pressing  domestic prio ritie s, a developm ent 
th at  ha s been especial ly d istressi ng to CWA.

While we hav e spen t hun dred s of billions of dol lars  to con stru ct fu tur ist ic 
weapons  of dea th and  destructio n, our  economy has  stag nate d, our  citi es have 
decayed and our  citize ns have suffered  f rom a policy of “benign neglect.” Hum an 
needs have been ignored while the  mer chants of death have prospered.

Fea ring a pote ntial , cataclysmic, first -stri ke nuclear  att ac k from the  Soviets, 
we have  arm ed ourselves with a diversified  arsena l of offensive and  defensive  
mil itar y weapons  to det er our  adversa ry. In  real ity, the  probabi lity of such an 
att ac k is remote, yet  because we have been mesmerized by its  mere  possibili ty, 
we have  ups et our  lis t of value s so seriou sly th at  domestic problems are  now a 
fa r more serio us th re at  than  the  cou nte rfe it th reat  of Soviet -launch ed nuclear  
holocaus t.

The time is now especially prop itiou s f or  di sarm ame nt tal ks  because the Soviet 
Union is also beset by div isive problems. The  in crea sing  fra gm ent atio n among the  
member Sta tes  o f the  Commun ist commonwealth has  c rea ted  serio us conflicts.

So varie d have become the  many roads to socialis m th at  the  idea of Marxis t 
ideology as a common umbrella overhanging the  diverse systems is becoming 
tenuo us and suspect, especial ly with the  gr owth  of  autonomous cen ters  of Mar xist  
int erp retation in Peking, Belgrad e, and  T irana.  Indeed,  for  the  imm edia te f uture, 
no problem looms larg er for Moscow than  the conduct of foreign policy insid e th e 
Commun ist bloc itself.

Mr. Chai rman , Pau l Wa rnke has a special  sens itiv ity for  the  ra re  o ppor tuni ty 
we now have to nego tiate  with  the Soviet Union a deescalat ion of our mut ual 
nuclear  deterren ts.

Indeed, Mr. W arnke is em inently qualified to p lay a p ivotal role in d isar mam ent 
issues, having served as general counsel to the  Dep artm ent  of Defense and  also 
as an Assist ant  Secretary' of Defense for National  Secur ity Affairs.

Con trary  to the  myth propagated by his opponents, Mr. Warnke is not an 
advocate  of prec ipita te, un ila ter al American disarmamen t. Instead, he favors  
phase d mu tua l res tra int . He stands fo r a negot iated,  balanc ed redu ctio n of 
weapons with  the  U.S.S.R., not pros tra te  abdicati on of the American defense postu re.

Mr. Warnke is keenly aw are  th at  to reduc e the  balance of nuc lear  ter ror , both 
sides mus t tak e the  first step  of agree ing to reduce  th ei r weapons  of terr or.  The 
nuc lear  ar ms race is  a contr ivance of men’s will and, as such, i s n eit her permanent  nor  irreversib le.

Thousan ds of yea rs ago a Chinese philos opher observed th at  “a jour ney  of a 
thousand miles must begin with  a single step.” The nomin ation of Paul Warnke  
to serve as our  N ation ’s chief ar ms  control spokesman is a significa nt step forwar d 
tow ard  reducing th e likelihood of a suic idal nuc lear  holocaust as America  em
bar ks on the  third  centu ry of its  exper ience  as the  world’s leading democracy.

Appendix To Prepared Statement of U.S. Labor Party 

TH E POL ITIC AL ECO NOMY OF MI LI TA RY  POS TUR E 

(By  Lyndon H. LaRoche, Jr .)

Feb. 6, 1977—In the main, the Febru ary  1977 report of Chief of Staf f General  
George Brown to the  Sena te Defense Appropr iatio ns Subcomm ittee is news
wort hy only because it appears  over General Brown’s sign ature. The exception 
is the rep ort ’s vita lly imp orta nt concluding scetion on Resea rch and Develop
ment, whose cr ucial po int we  amplify  here.



Given th e ci rc um st an ce s of  th e “C art e r tr an si ti on ,” one could  no t ha ve  ex 
pe cte d G en er al  Br ow n to sp ea k as  fr an kly  in  pu bl ic  as  he  m ig ht  hav e wish ed  
ag ai nst  th e so rt  of  ru bb ish be ing dr ag ge d in to  nati onal “s tr a te g ic  est im ate s” 
by th e Roc ke fe lle r cro wd . P re si den t For d ha d “q u it  th e ha ll ga m e” in  th e “th ir d  
qu ar te r,” pr of es sing  to th us av oid th e vi ct or y wh ich  mig ht  ha ve  da m ag ed  his 
“good  lo se r” st an di ng . Gen eral  B ro w n' s re port  ch ief ly cl in gs  to  th e bure aucra ti c  
tr ad it io n , “to uc hi ng  the  ri ght bas es ” a nd  th a t so rt  o f th ing.

Alth ou gh  th e se nsi tive re ader pick s up  a sign if ic an t sh ad in g of  la ng ua ge  an d 
em ph as is  her e an d th er e,  unti l th e fin al sect ion th e re port  av oids  th e kin d of 
di re ct  st a te m en t which  mig ht  pr om pt  ex ce ss ive ho wlin g from  C art e r’s “tea m ."  
U nt il th e fin al sect ion of  th e re por t,  G en er al  Br ow n “k ep t his  nose cl ea n. ”

A few  op en ing ob se rv at io ns  on th e re po rt  as  a wh ole  pr ov id e ba ck gr ou nd  fo r 
th e spe cif ic po in t chief ly un de r co ns id er at io n here.
The  Str a te g ic  B al an ce

U nt il P re si den t Ken ne dy ’s (M cG eorge  Bun dy ’s) 1962 “C ub a Miss ile  C ri si s” 
th e So vie t st ra te g ic  m il it ar y  prof ile  tend ed  to  co nv erge  up on  th e “m utu all y  as
su re d dest ru ct io n" uto pia n doct ri ne of  th e  USA an d NATO. The  1962 co nf ro n
ta ti on  ti lt ed  th e ba la nc e of  st ra eg ic  po lic y- th inki ng  w ithin  th e So viet le ad ers hip  
aw ay  fro m “d et err ence” to w ar d a co mitm en t to  a th er m onu cl ea r w ar -w in ni ng  
policy. Thi s sh if t br ou gh t So viet po licy back  in to  co nf or m ity  w ith  th e n a tu ra l 
So viet po li ti ca l- m il it ar y ou tlo ok , fo r wh ich  th e 1930 's “T uk ac he vs ky  P la n” is 
br oa dl y ex em pl ar y.

Thi s sh if t in So viet m il it ar y  post ure  goes fa r de ep er  th an  a fo rm al  ch an ge  in  
pol icy . P re se nt W ar sa w  P act st ra te g ic  ca pa bil it ie s a re  now pec uliar ly  ad ap te d  
to th e co m m itm en t to  th er m onucl ea r war -w inni ng . Thi s ap pro xim at e de ca de -and - 
a- lial f of  bu ildu p ar ound  th e sh if te d  po lic y has  been ac co mpl ish ed  th ro ugh the 
mos t pai nfu l al lo ca tions  of  pr od uc tive  fa ci li ties , an d no t w ithou t sh oc ks  w ith in  
th e S ov iet  an d W ar sa w  Pac t po li ti ca l le ad er sh ip s.

As G en er al  B ro w n’s re port  pr op er ly  em ph as ize s, th is  sh if t in So viet  policy 
co rr ela te s w ith  a doub le- eff ec t de ve lopm en t to th e de cid ed , cu m ul at iv e advan
ta ge  of  th e W ar sa w  P act ge ne ra lly an d th e So viet Un ion  in  part ic u la r.  D uring  
th e ap pr ox im at el y 15 yea rs  sin ce  th e Cu ba  Miss ile  Cris is , the US A’s R es ea rc h 
an d Dev elo pm en t in fr a s tr u c tu re  has  bee n in  ongo ing  eros ion an d v ir tu a l co lla pse, 
w hi le  So viet ba si c re se ar ch  has  leap ed  ah ea d on th e ba si s of  a m as sive  in cr ea se  
in th e  nu m be r of  sc ie nti st s an d en gine er s. Thi s fe atu re  of  th e st ra te g ic  ba la nc e 
incl ud es  se ve ra l re ce nt  dem ons tr at io ns  th a t th e So viet s a re  quali ta ti vely  ah ea d 
of  th e  USA in key a re as of  m il it ar y  re le van t ba sic sc ient ifi c re se ar ch , an  em er g
ing  ga p which  will  pr ob ab ly  ac ce le ra te  ov er  th e pe rio d im m ed ia te ly  ah ea d.

Bro ad ly , th ere  is  no di sa gre em en t co nc erning  thos e fa ct s am on g m os t le ad in g 
NA TO  cir cle s. I t is  ag re ed  th a t th e  W ar sa w  P act is de ve loping  a th er m onu
cle ar w ar -w in ni ng  ca pa bil ity.  I t  is  de ba te d w het he r th e W ars aw  P ac t has ye t 
deve lope d a de cisive  m ar gi n of  m il it a ry  w ar -w in ni ng  c ap ab il ity.

In  re sp ec t of  th os e fa ct s,  th er e are  tw o gla ri ng  o miss ions  from  G en er al  B ro w n’s 
re po rt .

G en er al  Brow m ass ert s th a t th e  So viet s ha ve  no t ye t ac hi ev ed  a sign ifi ca nt  
m ar gi n of  th er m onucl ea r w ar -w in ni ng  ca pa bi lit y.  Thi s fe a tu re  of  th e re port  has 
no  w ei gh t one w ay  or th e o th er— an d is  th er ef ore  an  om ission -in- fact . The  C hi ef  
of S ta ff  o f th e Uni ted S ta te s wou ld  un de r no im ag in ab le  c ir cu m st an ce  an no un ce  
pu bl ic ly  th at th e  Sovie t Union ha d ac hiev ed  su ch  m il it ary  su per io ri ty , no  m a tt er 
ho w lar ge  su ch  a mar gi n wer e to his kn ow ledg e.  (T he  re as ons fo r th a t are  
ob viou s en ou gh  to  any co ng re ss m an  or  jo u rn a li st  wh o do es  no t ha ve  h is  th um b 
st uc k in hi s m ou th .)

Sec ond , al th ou gh  th e re port  em ph as izes  ca te go rica l conqwirisons of  pri nci pal  
wea po ns  sy stem s,  it  do es  no t in te rr e la te  th os e el em en ts  as  a co her en t m il it ary  
ca pabil it y—ev en  th ou gh  th er e could  be no reas on  of  “n ati onal se curi ty ” fo r 
om it ting  such  m att ers  of  ex ta n t pu bl ic  know led ge . In  th is  way , th e  re port  av oids  
p re se nta it on  of  ac tu a l W ar sa w  P ac t ca pab il it ie s— losing  th e co he re nt  im ag e of 
such  cap ab il it ie s in  a Sch w ae rm cr ei  of  sy st em s co ns id er ed  in  on ly a fr ag m en te d 
wa y.

The  sig ni fic an ce  of  th a t is  il lu s tr a te d  by th e 1940 F all  of  F ra nce . On pa pe r, in 
te rm s of  w ea po ns  sy st em s co ns id er ed  in d is ti nc t ca tego rie s,  th e  F re nch  Arm y ha d 
th e ad van ta ge in  ta nks an d cert a in  o th er ca te go ries . W hat  w as  de cisive  in th e 
Naz i vi ct or y— a p a rt  from  th e pol it ic al  w ar -f ig ht in g capab il it ie s of  th e  op posin g 
fo rc es —w as  no t th e wea po ns  sy st em s as  su ch , bu t th e  way  in  w’hich  th ey  w er e 
deploy ed , etc .



Exem plary  is the  case of the  War saw Pact armo red personnel car rie rs.  It  is 
necess ary to add to the app rop ria te locatio n in Genera l Brown’s report th at  th ese 
APCs are  pa rt of the tra ining and deploym ent programs for  mobile movement  of 
Warsaw Pact mechanized spea rhea d forces across a West German ter ra in  which 
has  been previously sa tur ate d with  ABC wa rfa re.

In general, weapons systems can be competently assessed  only from the  way in 
which they will be used, and  with in a cohe rent  overview of the  overall deploy
ment of forces. The business of m atchin g one wea pons system  a gai nst  its opposite 
number is an inconclusive app licat ion of the  Sears-Roebuck cata logue ment ality . 
The questio n is, “What does such a weapons  system, in its indi cate d usage, do to  
enhance the total  offensive cap abili ty of th e forces a s a whol e?”

Natura lly,  one doubts  th at  the  staff  at  the Penta gon would pe rpe tra te such a 
blun der in its  own priv ate stra teg ic studies. Nonetheless, thei r rep ort to the Con
gress i>erpetrates  such a blun der on the  congressme n—hence, such a blunder 
contributes  to shapi ng USA policy. Wh at the  repo rt offers the  Congress is a com
parat ive  stud y of a collection of catalogue  par ts, when the  quest ion before the  
Congress is whether these pa rts  add up to a funct ionin g automobile, tra cto r, or 
merely a very expensive (an d dan gerous ) toy for overgrown Tr ila teralo id 
children.

“ sa lt  n ”
The imme diate  context of refer ence for  the report is the  off-again, on-again 

“SALT II” cha rade—to be precise, the  “SALT II ” Mutt- and-Jeff game of psycho
logical wa rfa re  being employed in the  effo rt to thro w Moscow (and  other cen
te rs ) psychologically off-balance.

We are not opposing a “SALT II ” agreement,  but merely insistin g th at  foolish 
illusions concerning  th is subj ect o ught  to be exploded.

“SALT II ” is n ot prim arily a mil itar y agreement . It  is a poli tical  g estu re in the 
guise of a  mi litary  weapons-sy stems  agreement . From  the Soviet stan dpo int,  such 
an agreement , like the  Helsinki “Basket  1” package, is no bet ter tha n its  bona 
tides—which, at  this moment, would includ e a Ca rter adm inistration pull-back 
of its Isr ael i and Ian  Smith-Vor ster puppets from  the pres ent headl ong confron- 
tat ion ist course  cur ren tly being esca lated in both the Middle Ea st and  Afri ca’s 
south and Horn  regions. It  is the  polit ical process of publicized rati fica tion  of a 
“SALT II ” agreement by both par ties , accomp anied by cer tain  perh aps less pub
licized bona tides, which would “redu ce” the  poli tical  tensions between  the  USA 
and the USSR.

As a mil itar y agreement per se, “SALT II” is nonsensical. The issues  of 
“cruis e miss ile” and “backfire bomber” are mere rhe tori cal sleight-of-han d dive r
sions. Any agreemen t on specific weapons  system s can enforce only wh at it pur 
port s to expressly  enforce. I could place mysel f in eith er seat , meticu lously  hon
oring such an agreem ent, while also cheerfully  and qui te legally proceed ing to 
develop a decisive margin of war -winning capabi lities .

Unf ortu nate ly, “SALT II ” cannot be realized unde r the  present operatio nal  
policy com mitments of the  C arter adm inis trat ion .

The bankrup tcy of Chase M anhattan Bank and rela ted ins titu tions can not con
tinu e to be foresta lled  unless both the Wes tern  Hemisphere and most of the rest  
of the world are  placed under a fas cis t zero-grow th dei ndu strializ atio n and 
auste rity  policy. With out th at  concession, Chase Ma nh attan’s ban kru pt debt- 
overha ng collapses. Hence, the  Tr ila ter al Ca rte r adm inistra tion has  shown itse lf 
consciously committed to a domestic  and foreign  policy absolutely irreconcilable 
with  the expressed fund ame ntal  self -int eres ts of the  other OECD natio ns, the 
Comecon (CM EA ), and the  developing sector . It  is Soviet and CMEA politic al 
and economic c ooperation with  Western European and other nat ions which pres
ently  repr esen ts the  decis ive m argin of resis tance to Chase Ma nha ttan’s des pera te 
policies. Hence, the  Ca rter adminis tra tion is proceedin g from a conscious com
mitm ent to bluffing its way thro ugh  an irre pressib le global conflict.

If  the Ca rte r adm inis trat ion  were to commit  itself  to a “SALT II ” agreement  
and the  indis pensable bona fides th at  entails , such a step  backwa rds from the 
present, operationa l con fronta tion ist policies would mean a collapse  of Chase 
Manha ttan  Bank  and allied ins titu tion s. Until and  unless  that  Ca rte r adm inis 
tra tio n elects to abandon Chase Ma nhattan to its much-deserved bankruptcy , t ha t 
adm inistration will tease  the  Soviets and othe rs with  recurr ing  appar ent  moves 
tow ard “SALT II .” and might effect such an agreemen t only if the  Soviets  would 
relinqui sh the requ irem ents  of the re lev ant  bona fides.
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There is no basis to doubt tha t such a confrontationis t policy is current ly 
operational. The escalation of the Middle East  operations of Brzezinski et al., 
the Cart er adininisration’s intervention to nullify a writte n protocol jus t pre
viously enacted between Vorster and Briti sh representative Ivor Richard, the 
all-out escalation of Brzezinski's interventions into Eastern Europe, and, most 
significant, the Carte r admi nistraton’s launching of “crisis-management’ 'destab
ilization tactics again st the U.S. population through the contrived “energy crisis,” 
are all crucial evidence tha t the New York Times Jan. 20 “Potemkin Village’’ 
editorial  reflects th e operation policies of the adminis tration. Any contrary esti
mates are simply wishful delusions.

At the moment, one of the key breaking-points on the global strate gic situation 
is the issue of Brazilian  nuclear-energy development agreements with the Federal 
Republic of Germany. The Brazilia n government is not only preponderantly com
mitted to this, despite massive pressure from New York and Washington, but 
has made this a public issue between itself and the Carte r adminis tration. At 
the other end, West Germany, the issue is no less signicant.

' Through Rockefeller-controlled agencies, including the Rockefeller brothers'
protege Ralph Nader, the general development of nuclear power has been effec
tively aborted. Only two nations, the USA and the USSR (plus, possibly China) 
currently  have operating fuel reprocessing capabilities—although Wset Germany 
and France  are on the verge of achieving this. West Germany’s agreement with 
Brazil coincides with West Germany’s realization  of reprocessing capability.

Currently, massive pressure, including some delivered via Vice-President W- F. 
Mondale, has been deployed ag ainst  West Germany and Europe generally on the 
issue of the Brazilia n power agreement. West Germany is nonetheless firmly 
committed to tha t contract, a point featur ed as a leading public joint stat e
ment of West Germany’s Helmut Schmidt and France’s Giscard d’Estaing during  
this past week. Meanwhile, every par t of Rockefeller’s intelligence networks, 
including the agent-riddled West German Communist Party , is being deployed 
for projected mass riots and other means in the effort to sabotage European nu
clear energy programs.

If Secretary Cyrus Vance loses the fight over nuclear plants  for Brazil, the 
$40 billions Brazilia n debt is placed in jeopardy (a t least as far  as lower Man
hat tan ’s perceived requirements are concerned in this matt er) , and the South 
Atlantic Treaty Organiaztion game probably evaporates, too. Agreements on 
development cooperation among Venezuela, Brazil, and Argentina would null ify 
the Carte r admin istrat ion’s “Second War of th e Pacific” scenario.

One might therefo re say tha t Cyrus Vance e t al. behaved most stupidly in this 
mat ter of Brazil ’s nuclearpower policy, placing thei r entire  Latin American 
strategy at  risk in such a way. Actually, the unfor tunate Cyrus had a Hobson’s 
choice in the matter . Since global deindustralization and reduced energy, con
sumption ar e the keynotes of his faction's fascist  economic policies, he could not 
envisage acceptance of so significant a nation as Brazil shifting  effectively to a 
pro-development policy while he is armtw isting Peru, Mexico, and other Latin 
American nations into submitting to fascist economic auster ity. Mr. Vance was 

*  not stupid, but merely insane.
With Carter in the White House, the world is on a short fuse leading to a 

showdown. In this setting, the Carte r admin istrat ion’s Mutt-and-.Teff games 
over “SALT II ” are merely part  of the overall psychological warf are effort to 

5 put the opposition psychologically off-balance before the actual thermonucle ar
confrontation occurs.

T H E  PEN TA GON’S PRED IC AM EN T

The nexus of General George Brown’s problem is tha t his government is 
headed toward an actual thermonuclear war, but preparing  only for a monstrous 
strateg ic bluff modeled on the 1962 missile crisis. In fact, since 1966, the logis
tical and other elements of fundamental  war-fighting capability of the USA have 
deteriorated, together  with the Vietnam War’§ erosion of the nation’s political 
war-fighting capability. Mr. James Schlesinger’s recent, weird public statements 
respecting the “aura of power” exemplify the essential hollowness of the admin
istra tion ’s military strategy.

The purely milita ry side of the question is illus trate d by the 1976 ERDA flap 
concerning the declassification of secret Soviet research to a Livermore Labora
tories audience by Soviet physicist L. Rudakov. The Soviets are qualitatively



ah ea d  o f th e  US A in re la ti v is ti c  l iea m an d  re la te d  wo rk.  The  fla p ov er  th e  M IG -2 5 
is  a p a rt  of  th e  sa m e pi ct ur e.  Mo st re ce nt ly , som e id io t has  ci rc u la te d  a su m 
m ar y of a purp ort ed  CIA pai>er al le gi ng  th a t th e So vi et ’s mon ke yi ng  w ith th e io no sp he re  ha s ca us ed  a glo ba l w eath er mo dific ati on . T h a t ar gum en t is  ab su rd  
in it s co ncl usi on; it  is th e T ri -“ la te ri z a ti o n ” of  th e  Am azon  ba si n,  inv ol ving  fo rc es  on a sc al e mu ch  la rg er th an  So viet io no sp he re  e xp er im en ts , w hi ch  en ti re ly  
ac co un ts  fo r th e mai n fe a tu re s of  th e re ce nt y ears ’ sh if t in glob al w eath er p a t
te rn s.  How ev er , th e  So viets  a re  de ve lopi ng  su ch  ca pa bi lit ie s,  as  we ll as  th e  ab il
ity  to  pu t th e  en ti re  NA TO co m m un ic at io ns  an d re la te d  ta rg e tt in g  sy st em  “on 
th e fr it z"  w ith  th e  a id  o f su ch  pr oc ed ur es .

Fr om  th e P en ta gon’s st an dpoi nt,  th e USA is  lo sing  it s ca pab il it y  to  su st a in  a 
m il it ar y  p ost ure  a t such  cr uci al  po in ts  as  el ec tron ic s- ae ro sp ac e an d ba si c re 
se ar ch  an d de ve lopm en t. T he  C a rt e r i>olicy of  re du ci ng  U.S.  en er gy  co ns um pt io n 
by  su cc es siv e 20  pe r ce nt  an d 40  pe r ce nt  le ve ls  will  ha ve  d ev ast a ti n g  co ns e
qu en ce s fr om  th e P en ta go n’s st an dpoin t,  as  wi ll al so  S en at or Te d K en ne dy ’s 
ef fo rt to li quid at e th e New  Eng la nd  el ec tron ic s- ae ro sp ac e co mp lex .

Alth ou gh  th e Pe nt ag on  re port  av oi ds  arr o g ati n g  th e  de cis ive pol it ic al  side  of 
th e st ra te g ic  prob lem to  it se lf , gen er al s an d co lone ls ca n no t he lp  th in k in g  ab ou t 
su ch  m att ers . No cc om m an di ng  officer a tt u n ed  to  th e ou tlo ok  of co m ba t tro op  
co mm an d could . Th e Pe nt ag on  m us t vie w th e U.S .A. ’s ex tr em el y re lu c ta n t s tr a te gic  al lies  as  la rg el y “u na cc ep ta bl e fo rc es ’’ in ov er al l st ra te g ic  pl an ni ng . Th e 
zo mb ie an d m er ce na ry  fo rc es  wh ich  fa sc in ate  th e  “s u rr o g ate  w a rf a re ” fr e a k s of 
th e In te rp ol an d N at io na l S ec ur ity Co un cil  cl iq ue s qu ic kl y lo se  th e ir  sp ec ia l 
use fu ln es s u n d er th e po li tica l co nd iti on s of  ge ner al  w a rf a re —a s V ie tn am , am on g 
o th er ex pe rien ce s,  il lu st ra te s.  T err o r an d fo rc es  mo deled  on th e  C an ari s “ B ra n-  
de nbu rg er  D iv is io n’’ may  re pre se nt a te rt ia ry , co m pl em en ta ry  fe a tu re  of  w ar
fig hti ng , bu t fo r se ri ou s w ar -f ig ht in g,  “s pe ci al  fo rc es ” anti cs  a re  st ri c tl y  “b us h 
le ag ue ” ul tra- ob no xi ou sn es s of  th e so rt  th a t ca nn ot  de ci de  th e  ou tco me. Se rio us  p o li ti ca l m ob il iz at io ns  unde r w a rf a re  co nd it io ns  de al  su m m ar il y  w ith  th e 
M ar k Rud ds  an d ki nd re d co ve rt  oper at io ns off al. The  re la ti ve ly  har de ned  al lies  
of  th e T ri la te ra l ga ng  a re  a ti ny  m in ori ty  of  so cial fo rc es  w hich  th e re st  of  th e 
po pu la tion  of  th os e nat io ns  is on ly w ai ti ng  to  st ri n g  up  from  th e n eare st  lim b 
of  su m m ar y ju st ic e.  Once gen er al  w a rf a re  sh if ts  th e p a tt e rn  of  de pl oy m en t fro m 
ex ce pt io na l ac ti on s to  ge ne ra l m ob ili za tio ns , th e m as sive  p o te n ti a li ti es sim 
m er in g be low  th e  su rf ac e of  cu rr en t ev en ts  com e in to  pl ay —a co nt em pl at io n 
w hi ch  pr om pt s an y  se ns iti ve  Pen ta go n off icia ls to  sh udde r a t th e  m er e m en tio n 
of  t he wor d “a ll ie s. ”

T he  po li tica l st ra te g ic  pr ob le m  is  no t th a t th e  USA is in tr in si call y  hat ab le . 
Q ui te  th e  co n tr a ry ; an y la rg e ou t- po ur in g of U.S.  in d u str ia l te ch no lo gy  to  th e 
de ve lo pi ng  se ct or  (a n d  el se w he re ) wo uld m ak e m os t of  th e  wor ld  pr o- Amer ica n.  
T he  pr ob lem, from  th e Pen ta go n pro fe ss io nal ’s va nta ge po in t, is  th a t th e  pre se nt 
ad m in is tr a ti o n  h as al l th e po lic y an d re la te d  earm ark s of  a “lo se r, ” a doo me d 
an ci en  regime.

GENERAL BROWN RADIATES A COHERENT THOUGHT
G en er al  B ro w n’s re port  choo ses to co nce ntr at e it s  m ai n eff or t a t th e  cr uc ia l 

po in t of th e  R es ea rc h an d Dev elo pm en t qu es tio n.
T he gen er al  ba ck gr ou nd  p re se nta ti on  in cl ud ed  in th a t co nc lu di ng  po rt io n of 

th e re por t is  an  ab le  an d accu ra te  su m m ar y of  th e co m pa ra ti ve fa c ts  of  So vie t 
and  U.S . R es ea rc h an d Dev el op men t cap ab il it ie s ov er  ap pro xim at el y  th e pas t 
fif tee n ye ar s.  Thi s,  co nce ntr at in g  on nu m be rs  an d sp ec ia liza tion s of  c at eg ori es  of 
sc ie nti st s an d  en gi ne er s, is a dir ec t p ara ll e l to  our  ow n e a rl ie r su m m ar y of  th e 
sa m e m att er.

Bro wn pr op os es  to  re ve rs e th e  US A’s de cl in e by  an  en er ge tic re v it a li zati o n  of 
m il it ary  R es ea rc h an d  Dev el op men t pr og ra m s.  T he re  a re  some  pote nti al ly  
d ev ast ati n g  fa ll ac ie s— chi efly of  om ission —in th is  pr op os al , b ut h is  ar gum en t is 
enti re ly  s ou nd  a s fa r as  i t goes .

At fi rs t glan ce , Bro w n’s pr op os al  is  a po li tica lly a st u te  ap pr oa ch  to w ard  sa v
in g th e  n a ti o n ’s ke y univ er si ty  an d o th er re se ar ch  ce nt er s,  as  wel l as  th e el ec 
tr on ic s- ae ro sp ac e in dust ry  ge ne ra lly,  fr om  th e N ad er it e ax e of  C a rt e r’s de in dus
tr ia li za ti o n  po lic y. Sa ve  th es e v it a l n a ti o n al ca pab il it ie s by pl ac in g th em  in  eff ect 
u n d er th e  n ati o n  de fe ns e bu dg et  um br el la . Thu s, G en er al  B ro w n’s co -thi nk er s 
in th e Con gr es s a re  of fe red th e  op tio n of  m ea su re d re tr e a t be fo re  C a rt e r on th e 
ec on om y in ge ne ra l w hi le  ex em pt in g ke y se ct or s from  th e C a rt e r ax e  u n d er th e 
im pl ied th re a t of  ch ar gi ng  C a rt e r w ith  v ir tu a l tr ea so n  if  he  fa il s to  m ak e such



ex ce pt io ns . In  fa ct , al th ou gh Bro wn do es  no t ex pl ic it ly  ch ar ge C a rt e r w ith  be ing 

a fil thy To ry  tr a it o r to  th e  U ni te d S ta te s,  he  se ts  fo rt h  th e fa c ts  on  which  some  

Con gr es sm an  m ig ht  pr em is e su ch  an  ep ithe t.
Bro wn co m pl em en ts  th is  lin e of  arg u m en t w ith  th e co rr ec t obs er va tio n th a t a 

br oa d sp ec tr um  of  no w- co mm on pla ce  te ch no lo gi ca l ad va nc es  in  ci vi lian  eco no my  

or ig in at ed  a s by -p ro du ct s of  m il it ary  R es ea rc h an d Dev elo pm en t. T he  ar gum en t 

off ere d is so un d as  fa r  as  it  goe s, an d m ig ht  ha ve  bee n el ab ora te d in to  an  eve n 

m uc h st ro n g er c as e,  s pa ce  p er m it ti ng .
We  ha ve  m ad e a re la te d  so rt  of  pr op os al  to  co ng re ss m en  an d o th ers  co n

ce rn in g a co un te r- en er gy  policy  : mob ili ze  our  fo rc es  fo r a co nc er te d de fe ns e of  

univ er si ty  an d o th er re se ar ch  ce nt er s,  an d feed  ou r el ec tron ic -a er os pa ce  in d u st ry  

w ith  th e  pro je ct s de ve lope d in  th a t wa y, ce nte ri ng ar ou nd  fu si on  re se ar ch . In  

th is  w ay  we  sh if t re so ur ce s w ithin  ac ad em ia  aw ay  from  "s oc ia lly  re le van t bas 

ke t-w ea vi ng ” in to  ba sic sc ienc es  tr a in in g , bu ildi ng  up  qu al ifi ed  ca dre s an d w or k

ing te am s of  sc ie nt ifi c sp ec ia li st s w hi le  ex te nd in g th is  sp ea rh ea din g  ef fo rt  in to  

de ve lo pm en t pro je ct s co nd uc te d ch ief ly th ro ug h th e  el ec tron ic s an d ae ro sp ac e 

se ct or . B ro w n' s rei>ort es se nt ia lly pr op os es  to  ac co m pl ish  su ch  a ta c ti c  u nder  th e 

um br el la  of  n a ti o n al d ef en se .
T her e are  tw o pr ob le m at ic  fe a tu re s of  Bro w n' s ap pr oa ch . T he  fir st is th e  im 

pl ic it pr ob le m of  “n ati o n al se cu ri ty ,” wh ich  get s si gn ifi ca nt ly  in  th e way  of  th e 

q u ali ty  of  re se ar ch  ef fo rt re qu ired . T he  sec on d is a te nd en cy  to w ar d  a po st hoc  

ergo  p ro p te r hoc  e val uation  of th e  re co rd  o f m il it ary  tec hn olog y.
We  ou rs el ve s hav e tw o spe cif ic co m pe te nc es  to  em plo y in de al in g w ith  th e pr ob 

lem  of  “n ati onal  se cu ri ty .” F ir st , th ro ugh ou r co llab or at io n w ith som e le ad in g 

ph ys ic is ts  an d re la te d  st ud ie s,  we  ha ve  p u t to get her  a co nc lu sive  ov er view  o f th e  

fa ct  th a t th e  M an h att an  P ro je ct su cc ce ed ed  de sp ite th e “nat io nal  se cu ri ty ” 

en vi ro nm en t in whi ch  it  o p e ra te d ; bu t fo r a re vo lt  of  th e sc ie n ti st s ag ain st  th e 

p ert in en t ig no ra nc e of  th e F B I an d  o th ers  inv olve d,  th e co nd it io ns  of  w or k fo r 

th e p ro je c t’s su cc es s wo uld  no t hav e been  es ta bl is he d.  Fr ee -w he el in g co m m un ic a

tio n am on g sc ie n ti st s is th e es se nc e of a re se ar ch  an d edu ca ti onal  en vi ro nm en t 

fo r pro li fe ra ti o n  of  ef fe cti ve  sc ie nt ifi c ca dr es . Sec ond , we  ha ve  com e in to  th e 

fo re fr o n t of  se ve ra l a re as of  c u rr e n t th eo re ti ca l wor k,  an d  ha ve  de m on 

str a te d  th a t a c e rt a in  ty pe  of  po li ti ca l ca m pa ig ni ng  am on g sc ie nti st s,  in d u s tr ia l

is ts , w or ke rs , an d  o th er s is in dis pen sa bl e to  re al iz in g th e  pre co nd it io ns  fo r 

br oa dl y ba se d bre ak th ro u g h s in  sc ie nt if ic  kn ow led ge . The  G re sl ia m ite sc ie nc e an d 

ed uc at io n po lic ies  of  T udo r E ngla nd a re  th e  mos t p e rt in e n t pa ra dig m  fo r th e 

w or ki ng s of  t he sa m e pr in ci pl e.
We  sh all  de al  w ith  th e  sec on d of  th os e tw o po in ts  a ft e r id en ti fy in g  th e second  

pr ob le m at ic  fe a tu re  of  th e  Bro wn re p o rt  on R es ea rc h an d De ve lopm en t.
T he  re la ti v e  su cc es s of  m il it ar y  te ch no lo gi ca l de ve lo pm en t w or k is  no t lo ca te d 

in th e m il it ar y  as pe ct  as  su ch , but  in  th e  dir ig is t an d ce ntr al iz ed  c h a ra c te r of  

st at e- fu nd ed  de ve lo pm en t in co n tr ast  to  m ar ket -o ri en te d  pro je ct s of  p ri v ate  ca pi

ta li s t firms . T his  is  il lu st ra te d  in on e way  by th e  gen er al  ca se  of  So viet econ om ic 

an d m il it ary  de ve lopm en t, an d in  an o th er wa y by th e p a tt e rn  of  “s ta te  in d u str y ” 

se ct or s em er ge nt  in  It a ly , F ra nce , B ri ta in , an d so fo rt h . An y pe rs on  wh o h as been  

co nc er ne d w ith  a co rp or at e de ve lo pm en t pro je ct  re ca lls , w ith  en ra ge d f r u s tr a 

tio n,  wh y mo st co rp ora te  pro je ct s of th a t so rt  te nd  to  fa il . W hat  is w an te d,  to  

siq>ersed e th e pr ob le m at ic al , po st ho c er go  p ro m pte r hoc  pe rc ep tion  of fe red in  

G en er al  B ro w n’s re por t,  is an  in si ght in to  th e und er ly in g pri nc ip le s comm on  to  

th e va ri ed  ca se s of  s uc ce ss fu l d ir ig is t a pp ro ac he s.
We  sh al l de ve lo p th a t po in t se co nd ly , a ft e r fir st de ve lo pi ng  th e  no tio n of  th e 

“G re sl ia m ite pa ra di gm " fo r de ve lo pm en t of  s ci en tif ic  c ap ab il it ie s.

LESSO NS OF THE NADERITE PLAGUE

Dr . E dw ar d  T el le r,  fo r som e y ears  a pu bl ic  op po ne nt  of  o u r pr op os al s co nc er n

ing  fu si on  re se ar ch , la te  la st  y ear pu bl ic ly  re ve rs ed  him se lf  on th is  iss ue , el ab o

ra ti n g  ab so lu te ly  co ge nt  re as on s fo r su ch  a sh if t in po lic y. T h is  in ci den t ex em pl i

fies th e  br oa der  fr u it s  of  th e  ki nd  of  in te rn ati o n al ca m pa ig n we  ha d co nd uc te d,  

es pe ci al ly  ov er  th e  pr ec ed in g tw o am i a h a lf  ye ar s,  a ca m pa ig n whi ch  co n tr ib 

ut ed  in  a  m ar gin al  bu t de fin ite  way  to  m ak in g 19 76  th e  y e a r of de fini te  b re ak 

th ro ugh s in pl as m a ph ys ic s re se ar ch .
I f  o u r ca m pa ig n is  pro per tly  ex am in ed , it  of fe rs a co nc lu sive  re fu ta ti o n  of 

pr ev io us ly  pre vai li ng  ill us io ns  re sp ec ting  th e all eg ed  no np ol it ic al  c h a ra c te r of 

ba sic  sc ie nt ifi c w or k.  T hi s po in t is  be st  il lu s tr a te d  by pl ac in g o ur ef fo rts a s th e
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d ir ect op po ne nt  of  R al ph  N ad er  (v a r ia n t sp el lin g N ad ir )  an d w h at N ad erbr oa dl y sy m pt om iz es .

N ad er  is a pr ot eg e of  th e  Roc ke fe lle r B ro th ers  Fun d.  T h a t fa c t is  of  in te re st  to th os e co rp ora ti ons  wh o ha ve  in cu rr ed  e x tr a  fi na nc ia l co st s to R oc ke fe lle r- lin ke d fin an ci al  in st it u ti o n s as  a re s u lt  of  N ad er ’s sa bo ta ge  of fin an ce d pro je ct s.  In  fa ct , th e en ti re  ze ro -g ro w th  pl ag ue  is  es se nti al ly  a R oc ke fe lle r pr oj ec t. Ze ro  G ro w th  as  su ch  is as so ci at ed  w ith  Jo hn  I) . R oc ke fe ller  I I I , an d w ith  th e R oc ke fe lle r- lin ke d Cl ub  of  Ro me . I t is no t on ly a fig ht be tw ee n Roc ke fe lle r an d th e C at ho lic C hu rc h,  hu t p it s R oc ke fe ller  an d al lied  fa ct io ns  a g a in st  th e en ti re ty  of  th e No n-A lig ne d na tion s,  m os t of  th e OE CD  n ati o n s’ fu n d am en ta l se lf -i nte re st s,  an d th e fu n d am en ta l in d u s tr ia l an d re la te d se lf -i n te re st s of  th e  U ni te d S ta te s it se lf . Th e neo- M al tl iu si an  R oc ke fe lle r bro th er s ha ve  d em o n st ra te d  th a t sc ien ce  it se lf  is th e Im os t fu n d am en ta l of  t he  pol it ic al  i ss ue s be fo re  m an ki nd  to da y.T hi s is  no t a ne w issu e, on ly an  old  is su e whic h h a s pe ak ed  to  th e di m en si on s of  a c ri si s of  un pr ec ed en te d m ag ni tu de  an d in te n si ty  in  th e fo rm  of  “en er gy  po lic y. ” In  th e hi st or y of  th e Eng lis h- sp ea ki ng  peo ple , th is  w as  th e is su e of  th e fig ht  be tw ee n th e T ud or s an d Il a p sb u rg  Fu gg er y (t h e  fig ht  th a t m ad e th e ve ry  w or d “F ugg er y” an d it s d er iv at iv e e p it h ets  am on g th e m os t ob sc en e te rm s in  th e En gl ish v oca bu la ry .) I t w as  th e  is su e of  th e  A m er ic an  R ev ol ut io n.  T he  Tory  Roc ke fe lle rs  an d th e ir  a ll ie s ex pr es s th e se ve n ce n tu ri es  c o nti nui ty  of  a nti sc ie nt it ic  Fu gg er y from  th e da ys of  th e B ar d i' s ra m pa gi ng  th ie ve s,  B ich e an d Mo uch e, th ro ug h th e  H ap sb ur gs , th e Ho ly Alli an ce , an d our  n at iv e A m er ic an  Tor y tr a it o rs ,A ar on  B u rr , M ar ti n va n B ur en , A nd re w  Ja ck so n, A ug us t B el m on t, an d so fo rt h .Sc ien ce— th e fo st er in g of  cr ea ti v e sc ie nt ifi c w or k fo r te ch no lo gi ca l pr og re ss — is  a pr of ou nd ly  po lit ic al  co m m itm en t. Not  p ett y  “p ol it ic s” in  th e se ns e mo st pe rs on s m is us e th a t te rm , bu t re al  po li tics , th e  st ru ggle  ov er  po lic ies  w hi ch  d e te rm in e th e fa te  of  na ti on s an d h u m an it y  gen er al ly . (I n d ee d , a no np ol it ic al  pe rso n is  th er ef o re  pr of es se dl y a m or al  im be cil e, ju s t as  th e no tio n of  a “v al ue -f re e u n iv ers it y ” is  a  de pr av ed  ob sc en ity. )
Th e ro ot  of  sc ie nt ifi c th ou gh t is  th e co nc ep tio n of  th e e n ti re  un iv er se  a s a la w fu l u n iv er sa li ty , an d th e co he re nt  no tio n th a t de ed s of  ac t an d om iss io n a re  ev en ts  wh ich  se nd  ri pp le s th ro ugh out  th e  w or ld  to  af fe ct  th e u n iv ers ali ty  in  th a t wa y.He nc e, sc ie nt ifi c kn ow led ge  is  not  ess en ti al ly  m at he m at ic al  pr oc ed ur es  or  an yth in g  of  th a t so rt . Sc ien tif ic kn ow led ge  is  a ri go ro us  w ay  of  loo ki ng  a t th e co nn ectio n be tw ee n on e’s ac ts  an d th e  w or ld  as  a  wh ole . Sc ien tif ic kn ow led ge  is  th e h ab it  of  loo ki ng  ov er  th e sh ou ld er  of  on e’s ow n th ou gh t- pr oc es se s w hi le  on e is  th in ki ng , ju dg in g w h et h er  th os e th ough t pr oc es se s re p re se n t a co m pe te nt  ord er in g  of  th e w ay  in w hi ch  on e’s be ha vi or  ca n af fe ct th e  w or ld  as  a wh ol e in  so me  us ef ul  wa y.T hi s a tt it u d e  becom es sc ie nc e as  im pa ss io ne d ef fo rts to  di sc ov er  th e  la w fu l or de ri ng  of  th e  co nn ec tio n be tw ee n th e u n iv er sa l an d th e in div id ual  ac t le ad  to co he re nt  kn ow led ge  o f th e la w fu l or de ri ng .

D r. E d w ar d  T el le r, in  ex pl ai ni ng h is  sh if t in  po licy , spo ke  pr ec is el y as  su ch  a sc ie nt is t. H e sp ok e as  a  sc ie n ti st  no t m er el y be ca us e of  h is  ed uc at io n an d so fo rt h , bu t be ca us e he  si tu ate d  th e qu es tion  of  po lic y ap p ro p ri at el y  in  re sp ec t of  it s glo ba l co ns eq ue nc es .
O ur  ca m pa ig n fo r fu si on  re se ar ch  h ad  tw o co m pl em en ta ry  fe a tu re s mo st pe r- 4ti n en t to  th e  po in ts  ju s t m ad e. O ur  ch ie f ar g u m en t inv ol ve d an  e la bor at io n  of  th e th eo re ti ca l ov er vi ew  of  ph ys ic s an d of  th e  no tio n of  en er gy  wh ich  co inc id ed  w ith  th e  h u m an is t or ig in s of  p h y si c s: th e ne o- pl at on ic , ne ge nt ro pi c co nc ep tio ns  em er gen t from  th e w or k of  Rog er  Ba co n, th e F lo re n ti n e Ac ad em y, an d so fo rt h . Th es e rar gu m en ts  w er e mo st ty pi ca lly ef fe cti ve  am on g s tr a ta  of  ph ys ic is ts  wh ich  we re  di st in gu is hed  by a hi st o ry  of  c re at iv e sc ie nt ifi c ac hi ev em en ts ; he nc e th e  ar gu m en t we  m ad e fo un d co rr ob or at io n in  su ch  p h y si cis ts ’ ow n ps yc ho lo gi ca l an d re la te d  ex pe rien ce  in  cr ea ti v e wor k. “Y es, th is  de sc ri be s th e w ay  I th in k  w he n I acco mpl is h so m et hi ng  im p o rt an t, ” is  th e gis t of  th a t ps yc ho lo gi ca l co rr ob or at io n.  Ou r co rr el at ed  ar g u m en ts  em ph as iz ed  th e  u n iv ers ali st  ap pr oa ch  to  pre se n t glo ba l pr ob le m s, th a t th e fu si on  bre ak th ro u g h  re pre se nt ed  th e m ai n ch an ce  up on  wh ich  pr es en t est ab li sh m en t of  t he  fu tu re  o f th e hu m an  spe cie s de pe nd ed .The se  po si tive  el em en ts  of  th e  ca m pa ig n w er e co m pl em en te d by a ru th le ss  em ph as is  on th e  fa ct th a t th e de la y in  fu si on  re se ar ch  w as  co ns is te nt ly  th e re su lt  of d el ib er at e an ti- sc ie nt ifi c po lic ies  of  fo rc es  ce nt er in g ar ou nd  th e  Roc ke fe lle r br ot he rs . In  ge ne ra l,  th e phy si ci st s an d o th ers  kn ew  th a t fa c t b e tt e r th a n  w e did . but  ha d w is hf ul ly  re fu se d to  co nc ep tu al iz e th e ir  re le v an t ex pe ri en ce s in  th a t co he re nt  w ay .
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This  polit ical aspect of our campaign was delibera tely complemented by an 
accompanying practic al activ ity. Each  of these  physicists  and others  had alre ady  
some accomplished or in-process signif icant bit of contribution to overall progress 
in fusion and rela ted work. Wha t was immediate ly lacking  was an ins tituti onal
ized set of channels for socializing th at  ma ter ial  in a political way. These sor ts 
of cont ributions were generally being buried, either  by de facto censorship  by 
some relevan t jou rna ls and so forth, or by being relegated to obscurity by the 
indifferent way in which the ir circulat ion occurred . These phys icists and others 
had been cumulatively  discouraged from sus tain ing  the effort to propagate the ir 
cont ributions in the way essentia l to fru itf ul  scientific work. We improvised 
alte rna tive channels of communication of some of the most app rop ria te of these

* conceptions.
To balance the account,  those phys icist s and others  were immediately subjec ted 

to a massive “Coin telpro”-type harassment on accoun t of the ir associations with 
our efforts. That exper ience proved to much of the  physics and rela ted scientific 

r communities that  our  theses concerning Rockefeller and the pol itica l cha rac ter
' of science were  not only valid, bu t could not be overlooked.

The extension of th is campaign into the ran ks of ind ust ria lis ts and working 
people—especial ly skilled workers and technician s—produced evidence of the  
potentia l for assembling a significant social force  behind the  cause  of a broad ly 
based, but fusion-resea rch-issue-centered campaign for science.

This  was helped in direct  and perverse  w ays by Soviet breakth roughs, the  flap 
over the Rudakov case represen ting  a kind of watersh ed for acceleratin g prel im
inary  success of the  overall campaign. The  fact  th at  Soviet breakth roughs  
forced U.S. and oth er phys icist s to consider more seriously the  rea lity  of “non
line ar effects” mean t th at  our  specific epistemological  emphasis on the  correc ted 
notions of a Riem annian rela tiv isti c continuum could no longer be brushed aside. 
Science was obviously obliged to orient  now toward fundam ental breakthrough s 
in theoretical physics, prep aring itse lf to over throw Maxwel lian physics, the  
Einste in-Weyl program, and  to exam ine the  Schrodinger issue in a new way. 
Con trary  to the  wretched  Be rtra nd Russel l, basic scientific  knowledge had  not 
come to its  end at about 1927: the gre ate st brea kthroughs  in such knowledge are  
imminently before us—if  we only mobilize ourse lves appropriately to realize 
them.

Wha t thi s exper ience  illu strate s, most fund ame ntal ly, is th at  the emerging 
new era  of scientific knowledge demands a reo rien tati on of the physicis t toward 
gre ate r emphasis on the  self-consciously epistemological aspect of scientific 
thought in general . The epistemological emphasis in the  works  of Descartes , 
Riemann, and Can tor is exem plary  of the  mere beginning-point, for the  kind of 
rigorous emphasis  requ ired  today.

In Bardwe ll’s recen t treatm ent of the work of Lamb, the  work of my own 
immediate  associate s took a fresh step forward in beha lf of our continued 
concern to begin the  process of shi ftin g scientif ic thought  from an excessive 
dependence upon a lgerbraic  (hence, reductio nist ) forms of conscious conceptua li- 

. zation. Negen tropic  “non linear effects” complement the  a ppa ren t elementa rily  of
♦ part icle- forms with the  condi tional  elementa rily  of the Ges talts cha rac ter izing 

vortices and so forth . Some most recen t achievements at  the  Argonne lab ora 
torie s point in the same direction.

These Gestalts,  whether as par ticles or “non-linear structures,” are  of course  
only pred icates of existence—and “existence is not a pred icate .” Basic research  
wili conc entrate in the immediate  period ahe ad on synthesizing app arent anom 
alies  under many kind s of controlled conditions, including developing coherent 
positron beams and what-not. The research  programs will emphasize efforts  to 
explore the rela tions which may be synthesized among various  combinations of 
such par ticles and “anomalies” under very high energy-density  condit ions. The 
broad functions o f th is research  program is to  ela borate  a broad a rra y of evidence 
to the poin t that  some cruc ial hypotheses can  be developed concerning the 
transfin ite existence  which orders the  negen tropic rela tions among  very high 
energy-den sit j’ phenomena.  As Bardwe ll’s com mentary on Lamb’s work prop erly  
suggests, we shal l discover many new things concerning what underlie s the  
app arent soundness of many algerb raic form ulations,  but  we shall accomplish 
thi s by reso rting to increasing emphasis on new kinds of conscious images which 
supersede ma thematica l thin king a s we now know it .



For this purpose, the epistemological program we have specified for physics 
will he indispensable. To this end, the sort of work done by the Labor Committees, iAibor Party,  and Fusion Energy Foundation thus far  is only the pre
liminary, token expression of what must next be undertaken. The Labor Part y, 
because it  presently represents the only institut ions which have so far  attain ed 
an independent mastery of t he epistemological method indispensable to the next 
quali tative phase of basic research, will thus tend to determine catalytically whether the USA succeeds in this venture at the rate which is potentially  within our immediate grasp.

Consider the folly of conducting such basic research work under the disadvantages  of “national  security.” Although the Soviets have not yet replicated 
the specific epistemological competence of the Labor Party,  Soviet science verges with a high degree of approximation on such competence through the tradi tion 
associated with Academician Vernadsky, notably emphasizing Vernadsky’s suc
cessful preliminary grasp of the significance of Riemann (th e actual  Riemann, 
not the cheap-imitation Riemann of the Einstein-Weyl program ) for extending Pas teur ’s program of studies into the primariness of negentropic processes. 
Hence “secrecy” in respect to basic research is nonsensical. It is to the extent that  the kind of open basic research activit y emphasized by the Labor P arty  and 
Fusion Energy Foundation are enhanced, expanded to include more numerous institutions , tha t the necessary, crucially oriented approach to basic research can 
be successfully fostered.

Hence, we are not opposed on principle to conduiting much of the research 
program’s support through General Brown’s Pentagon, and so fo rt h; the basic 
research must, however, be kept away from the umbrella of “national secur ity.” 
Since there is every reason to order the mat ter in this way, and no competent 
reason to prevent such an arrangement, tha t is the way it must be done.

One furthe r, extremely important practical  consideration must be taken into 
account. General Brown’s report emphasizes 'that, on the record, military re
search has appeared to foster much civilian 'technological progress. It  is also a 
fact, on the record, th at  development has tended to occur through small firms 
rath er than large ones. Informal, task-oriented teams of collaborators, sometimes 
of relatively short duration , are the normal optimal organization  of a research 
project. Great intellectual efforts radia te from centers of leading influence, 
centers which operate a s coordinating and reference points for p articula r project- 
teams, but the task oriented teams themselves best function in this sort of en
vironment under the added stipulation of the  greatest freedom in their  manner of composition and dissolution. It is often the cross-fertilization accomplished in 
new teams through team-members from diverse other short-term projects which is most fruitful.

The type of activity typified by the  recent work of the Fusion Energy Founda
tion represents the necessary sort of central focus needed for th e overall research 
community. This must be complemented by great fluidity in migration of spe
cialists among various university research centers, corporate and private research laboratories, and so forth, for collaborative shorter-te rm undertakings.

Otherwise, given a certain  level of basic research and scientific cadre de
velopment, the final phase of technological advancement is the capacity to pro
duce devices which reflect scientific achievement. The power of the United States 
was not developed by virtue  of our possession of “scientific secrets,” but our 
superior power to produce what more advanced European science discovered. 
Today, granting the importance of scientific c adres  in Western Europe, Japan , 
and India, outside the U.S.A. the  residence of science i s the Soviet Union. We 
have little  opportunity to parasitiz e science from Europe any long er; to have 
it, we must begin to foster basic scientific communities ourselves. It is not neces
sary to elaborate the  rath er obvious various implications of that  point.

THE FLAP  ABO UT “ DI RI GI SM ”

When some key corporate executives protested angrily against the “dirigism” 
of the  ICNEP organization, we emphatically agreed—because ICNEP was pro
posing fascist  dirigism. Otherwise, as we emphasized during our 1976 presiden
tial campaign, ther e are  certain other  forms of dirigism which simply cannot succeed in a cap italis t economy ; those, too, we rejected.

What General Brown’s report proposes is, to speak p lainly, dirigism. The conscience of U.S. conservatives, otherwise stoutly opposed to dirigism generally,
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accepts the same dirigism for the sub-domain of our economy represented by the 
U.S. Defense Budget. In Western Europe, and in Brazil, the “state sector”— 
sometimes ingenuously termed “socialist sector”—represents a broadened ap
plication of dirigism.

The proper way for a typical American to examine this problem is to  take the 
dirigism of Alexander Hamilton as a point of reference, the Hamiltonian con
ception of the national hank.

The mental block against  competent insight  into this mat ter is the acceptance 
of the nonsense-myth of “pure, state-free, competitive capita lism.” Such a form of 
capitalism, on the record, never existed. From the Tudor period onward, capital- 

» ist development has always occurred through the patronage of a centralized
* state, and has depended upon the credit and revenues of the centralized stat e to 

create the economic environment in which capita list development of individual 
firms could flourish. In fact, the notion of “pure, competitive capital ism” was 
developed in the United States principally as a piece of Jacksonian anti-capital-

• ist rubbish.
'  As Hamil ton clearly  and correctly understood, and as most today unfortuna tely

do not, the centralized capita list stat e’s selective fiscal and monetary policies, 
mediated by an appropriate  central banking institution, are the only ins trument 
through which priva te individual capitalis t firms can flourish. Every other  ver
sion of this matter is pure myth and ignorant delusion. The question is not 
whether the state  credit should be used to shape national development. The only 
legitimate question is what national development policy should be, and how the 
relationship between sta te banking and individual firms should be ordered.

As we have shown and emphasized in our 1976 presidential campaign ma
terials, the most efficient sta te regulation of private firms in a capital ist economy 
is a minimal direct intervention into the internal affai rs of those firms. Certain 
minimal and maximal standards of employment and so forth are quite sufficient, 
provided tha t the fiscal and monetary relationships between the firm and the 
state  are  properly ordered.

State policy properly says that  a certain  capital-formation policy for agri 
cultural development and a certain policy for taxing the revenues of agricul ture 
is specified, catching the resources of individual initiative between those two 
points of policy. The same applies to mining, manufacturing, and transportation. 
The state must direct its fiscal and monetary policies to efficiently mold the 
economic environment to the effect of favoring the results  demanded.

This principle governed the development of state sectors in Italy, France, 
Brazil, and so forth. The national interest demanded maintaining and develop
ing certain indust ries in opposition to foreign monetary interests , miscalled 
“free market forces.”

These sorts of “dirig ist” policies intersect the case of military expendi
tures. If sufficient concentration of stat e funds is committed to a dedicated 
effort to cause certain  corporations to get a job done, the job will probably be 
done. If this allocation of s tate  resources is made in respect to military require- 

» ments, but if similar  support for non-military productive research is not pro-
. vided by those or other means, it will appear to be the case tha t military tech-

♦ nology leads the way. The secret is essentially tha t the government tends to be 
more sensible of military imperatives as long as a probable adversary is in 
sight.

I The essential problem is our tax and banking policies. We do not require vast
“dirigist” bureaucracies. Quite the opposite. What we require is a ruthless tax 
and banking policy which distinguishes between aiding the results we desire 
and penalizing those (relatively speaking) we desire less. Create a relative tax- 
bonanza for useful forms of basic research, and for technological advancement 
through higher rates  of per capita capita l formation, and tax the hell out of 
speculative capital gains and so fo rth; use the resources of a state  bank to 
pour credit on the most favorable terms to desired categories of activity and 
starve less desirable activities, meanwhile keeping financial structures  pared 
down by tax and related  methods to correspondence with real values. The re
sults will tend to produce themselves through “private initia tive.”

The problem is tha t our fiscal and monetary policies have been at best in
different to the distinctions between in dust rialis t and monetarist  interests, and 
have increasingly favored the monetarist  interest at the expense of he indus
tria list  interest.
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Aft er all, it is the  same corp orati ons, the  same execu tives, the  same prof es
sional techn icians , and so for th who deliv er both mil itar y and civili an tech 
nology. We have moved away from the gover nmen t ars ena l as the main in st ru 
ment of milita ry har dw are . The only differen ce behind Brow n’s post hoc ergo 
prompt er hoc presen tati on of facts  is the differenc e in the policies und er which 
the same corp orati ons, the  same executiv es, and so for th are  ope ratin g in respe ct 
of the two kinds of pr oduc tion by th e same firm.

Let  us consider the case of Chr ysle r Corp oratio n. Why don’t we tak e the 
wrap s off Chrys ler’s pote ntia l—get it  out from und er various kind s of ha ra ss
ment, inclu ding the  Nad erite  varieties , and let it con cen trat e on a high-technology 
role in the auto and  rela ted fields? Why spend billions patc hing  up aut o
mobile models which are  inhe rentl y high pol lutant s and  so for th, ra th er  than 
lett ing  the flow of cap ital  move into developi ng new types of vehicles and  so 
for th?  Why not let Chry sler contin ue with  some basic models, addi ng new types 
into its  spect rum, thu s feeding the  overall developm ent of the ind ust ry ? Our 
fede ral tax  and mone tary policy should be attun ed  to such purposes.

This would req uire  a drastic  change  in the  function ing of the  Congress. In 
stea d of session devoted to ad hoc patc hwork enac tmen ts, the Congress should  
be essential ly a body which proceeds from a deli berativ e overview  of the needs 
and objectives of the  natio n and passe s annuall y very,  very  few bills, shap ing 
fiscal, mone tary, and  othe r prin cipa l policies to give clear  direc tion to the ef
fectiv e efforts of the  nation. The ad hoc, hel ter- ske lter  arrang eme nts , in which 
principall y the Brookings Ins titu tio n, the Russell Sage Foun datio n, Joe Rauh, 
and the Rockef eller Foun datio n proposes, and a confused Congress processes, 
an unwholesome mess of ad hoc legis latio n and  an occasiona l, non-un derstood 
lollapalooza, is the  imme diate root  of the problem to which Gene ral Brow n’s 
repo rt refe rs. Our nat ion  lacks any purpos e, except to do in the  main wh at 
pleases the Rockef eller brothers  and  a few others of the same ilk.

Given the  circu msta nces  of the moment,  one would not be prope rly displeased  
if the  Congress were to auth oriz e the  tac tic which General Brown implie s in the  
Research and Developm ent section of his rep ort.  For  the  moment, we ar e not 
overly scrup ulous concern ing how the indis pens able  Rese arch and Development 
effort is funded. The pra ctic al problem is of prov iding  some m ethod which would 
effectively preve nt the  Ca rte r adm ini stration  from  int erf eri ng with  the  rea liz a
tion of the int ent  of Congress to this point. In line with  the proposed Exe cutiv e 
Branch  reor ganizat ion I presente d to the For d Whi te House, I would pefer 
basic resea rch und er the  Commerce Dep artm ent , coord inate d with  a remodele d 
Intelli gence Depar tme nt of the Exec utive,  but  ma tte rs being wh at they  are— 
for the moment we mus t accomplish some extreme ly esse ntia l thin gs by the  
prove rbial  “hook o r crook .”

The imp orta nt thing , the reason  for this  report,  is th at  the  pres ent period in 
the Unite d Sta tes is one of mobil izatio n and general pre par ation for wh at we 
must do once we rid  ourselv es of the Tr ila tera l Adm inis trat ion  and wh at it  
enta ils. Our actio ns dur ing  this period  must also be a coher ent building- process, 
a pre par atio n of our outlook and prog ram mat ic views for wha t we must do once 
we get the  Execu tive Bran ch into our  hand s, wher e it belongs. In the  mean time, 
forced to expe dient s as we are , let us shape our expedien cies as much as possible 
into conformity wi th the  meas ures we will ena ct once we are in control of the 
Execu tive Bran ch.

I nterna tional Unio n, United Automobile, Aerospace 
AND AORIC ULT ER AL IM PL E M E N T  W O R K ER S OF  A M ER IC A ----UAW,

Washi ngton, D.C., Fe bru ary  8, 19 77 .
The Hono rable Dick Clark,
Senate Fore ign Relations Committee,
TJ.S. Senate, Washin gton, D.C.

Dear Dick : This  le tte r expresses the perso nal supp ort of Pre sident  Woodcock 
and that  of the UAW for Pau l Warnke to head the Arms Control  and Dis arm a
ment Agency and to cond uct the next round  of the SALT ta lks.

Mr. Warnke is an enligh tened and inte llige nt person of gre at competence  and 
experience. He is fully conversant with  the  issues  of arm s control . While  he is 
certa inly  not the advocate  of unila ter al dis arm ame nt his criti cs suggest,  he is 
sensit ive to the over ridin g huma n need for the reduct ion of arm s expe ndi ture s 
and especially nuc lea r weapons.

We urge you to vote for his confirmation and we pre dict  tha t he will serve the  
security of the nat ion  and the  cause of world peace with  gre at distinctio n.

With kinde st rega rds,
Sincerely,

o Step hen I. Schlossberg.






		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-02T15:38:19-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




