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SALT II TREATY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 25, 1979

U nit ed  S tate s Senat e, 
Committee  on F or eig n Rela tions,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met , pur sua nt to notice, at  9:43 a.m., in room 

4221, Dirksen Sen ate  Office Building, Hon. Fra nk Church (chair­
man of th e committee) presiding.

Presen t: Senators Church, McGovern, Biden, Glenn, Stone, Sa r­
banes, Zorinsky, Jav its , Percy, Helms, Hayakaw a, and Lugar.

Also presen t: Sen ato r Boschwitz.

OPENING STATEMENT

The Cha irma n. Today the committee sits to solve a  riddle, pierce 
an enigma, and  piece toge ther  a puzzle, in shor t, to decipher the 
motives, intentions, and  capabil ities of our principa l adve rsary, and  
in SALT II, our c oun terpar t, the  Soviet Union.

Our hear ing, however, is not a foolish rush  to judgment. We do 
not have to jud ge th e Soviet Union  in order to judge the  mer its or 
demerits of t he SALT II Treaty. We must only acquain t ourselves 
with  the  unknowns  of the  Soviet pre sen t and  the  unknowables  of 
our common futu re in order to  put  the  t re aty into a context within 
which we can assess  its contribut ion to our  s ecurity  and that  o f the 
world.

To do more would requ ire a lifetime. I am always struck by the  
fact that  e xper ts on any  subject—and the  Soviet Union is a n excel­
len t example of thi s pa tte rn—are  gen eral ly the  most cautious in 
pronouncing final  judgm ent,  while those  with the  leas t exposure to 
a complex m att er  a re  often the  most cer tain of th eir  views.

In the  case of the Soviet Union, I cannot  help repeating what 
Marshal l Shulman said on our second day of these  hearings, quot­
ing Mr. Dooley: “It ai n’t the things you don’t know t ha t hu rts  you, 
it ’s th e things you do know th at  a in’t so.”

In assessing the  Soviet Union, I st ar t with more questions than  
answers , and candidly, I expect to finish these hear ings in ju st  
abou t the  same condition. Our witnesses today are experts,  policy­
makers, and scholars, bu t the ir views are  diverse,  and the  commit­
tee is obliged and  for tun ate  to he ar  them out, not to decide among 
them. Time and the  correctness of the  decision we do make on the  
SALT Treaty will do tha t.

For now, we can simply  seek info rmation  and enlighte nme nt, 
inform ation  on Soviet  policy today, enl igh tenment on its likely  
shape and direc tion tomorrow. We need to try  to underst and  how 
Soviet leaders view t he  SALT process, how they  make the ir choices
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between guns and  butt er, between restr ain t in the  arm s race  and 
competition in the  Third World.

We need the  best advice we can obta in on long-term Soviet goals 
and on our  abili ty to direct them to match our own as much as 
possible, to counter  them effectively when they  spell dire ct conflict 
with  ou r own vital interests.

Most of all , I imagine, we need to know the  safest pa th to follow 
when we know too li ttle  of ou r adv ersa ry to choose our course and 
be su re of his with absolute c ertain ty.  The testim ony we h ea r today 
will not be the  l ast word on thi s subject. I know, however, th at  it  is 
the  best avail able to us, and  I very much look forward to hear ing it.

Our fir st witness, Ambassador Malcolm Toon, is an official one, 
but he is also an autho rita tive expert on the  Soviet Union. His 
expertise has been acquired dur ing  three postings in Moscow, 
unde r Stal in, under Khru shchev, and under Brezhnev, and  several 
tours of East-West  duty  in the Sta te Department. As a junior 
diplomat, he served in Warsaw and  in Budapest. As an  Ambassa­
dor, he has  represente d the  United  Stat es in Czechoslovakia,  Yu­
goslavia, and  Is rael before re turn ing to the Soviet Union.

As a PT boat commander, he saw duty  in World War II. As a 
diplom at, he has seen long duty in wha t ano the r PT boat com­
mander, President Kennedy, called  the  twil ight  struggle  to avert 
world w ar III.

In his last  posting in Moscow, he has seen his Embassy roof on 
fire and his basem ent made  a haven for refugees from Soviet 
religious intolerance. He has  been barred  f rom Soviet television  for 
seeking to speak frankly abo ut Amer ica’s commitm ent to the  pur ­
sui t of human rights , and he has  been criticized in his own cou ntry 
for seeming to bar contact between the  Embassy and  Soviet human 
righ ts activi tists.

In short, Ambassador Toon is no strang er to controversy. Before 
this  committee testifying on the  subject of SALT, he is then on 
fam ilia r ground. We are  pleased to have you here , Mr. Ambassa­
dor. We look forward  to  w hat you have to say.

STATEMENT OF HON. MALCOLM TOON, U.S. AMBASSADOR TO 
THE U.S.S.R.

Ambassador Toon. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am 
pleased  to be here, as always.

I was inte rested to note  that  you refe rred  to experts  who are 
app earing before you thi s morning. I assume you had in mind 
those th at  follow me, becau se I do not regard myse lf as an expert.  I 
perhaps know a litt le bit  more tha n the  laym an in this  country 
about the  Soviet Union because I speak the  language, I have lived 
there for a few years,  I have  negot iated with  them, but  frank ly, I 
have never been able to pred ict Soviet behavior, and  tha t, I thin k, 
is th e mark of exper tise, and  therefore I decline the  honor.

Now, Mr. Chai rman , you have my s tatement, and  I must  a ssume 
th at  because of the conscientious att itude toward the  problem th at  
confronts you which you have demonst rated—you and your col­
leagues, throughout the se hear ings—th at  you have  read it in its 
enti rety . I will try  therefo re in these few brief remarks  not to 
duplicate what I have set  forth  in  t ha t stat ement .
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I would like in the  tim e allotted to me before we get to questions 
to do thre e things: Fir st, clarify my att itu de  toward SALT; second, 
give you some though ts on possible Soviet reac tions to courses of 
action that  have been  suggested by some witnesses appearing 
before your committee; third , touch on my own approach to the  
business of United States-Soviet relations.

As to my a ttit ude toward the SALT process  and  the  SALT agre e­
ment itself, you may reca ll the  flu rry  of art icle s th at  appeared in 
the press afte r Vien na, some uninformed, others  somewhat tenden ­
tious, but  all of t hem  leaving the  impression th at  I was becoming 
lukewarm  in my suppor t for SALT, or worse, was considering 
opposing the trea ty.

This impression, Mr. Chairman, was completely unfounded. I felt 
the n as I feel now th at the  SALT process is cen tra l to our search 
for strategic stab ility , th at  the  agreem ent  itself  was a good one, 
th at  it cons tituted in my view a useful, stabilizing elem ent in 
Uni ted States-Soviet relat ions , th at  it represe nted a useful firs t 
step, though  only a fir st step toward effective strat egic  arms con­
trol,  and that  it  in no way weakens our  security or th at  of our 
friends and allies, bu t I also felt, Mr. Cha irman, and it was on this 
point where the  press  fran kly took license, th at no agreement with 
the  Soviet Union can res t on trust . It must be verifiable .

I made clear  th at  I could not suppor t a tre aty th at  I did not 
believe was adequa tely  verifiable , and  fran kly , I could not be sure  
of this  in Vienna or in Moscow because of the loss of our Irania n 
facilities and oth er developments th at  had tak en  place prio r to the  
meeting in Vienna .

I therefo re preferred  to withhold judgm ent  on v erifiability  unti l I 
could be briefed by the experts in Wash ington. This is the  sor t of 
briefing,  a s you know, you cannot get in the  fie ld, and I had to wait 
for my r etu rn  before I could be assured.

Now, since re turn ing to Washington  about 10 days ago, I have 
had  my brief ings. I am told th at  the  brief ings I had were the  same 
th at  were given to the President , and  the  Sec reta ry of S tate,  and 
other top officials in Government, and  I assume th at  were given to 
you, Mr. Chairman, in your executive session, and  I now share  the  
view of our top political and mil itar y lead ers th at  no milita rily  
signif icant  violat ions of SALT II—by th is I mean those that  could 
affect the  stra tegic balance—can take place with out detection by 
us.

So, I am satisfied and can in good conscience support the  treaty .
I do so here  and I sha ll do so in speeches  arou nd the  coun try in 
coming days.

Second, w ith regard  to Soviet reac tions to courses of ac tion th at  
have  been suggested by some witnesses who have  appea red before 
you, before your committee in recent  days, in all frankness,  with  
my some 30 years of experience in deal ing with  the  Soviets, I 
consider  myself somewhat bet ter  qual ified—although I again  say I 
am not an expert, bu t be tter quali fied—to est ima te Soviet behavior 
than  o thers  who have  not  had the,  I might say, dubious privilege of 
living cheek by jowl w ith our Soviet adversarie s.

In my view, rejection  would not lead to Armageddon, just as 
approval of the  tre aty will not bring in a new era  of United States- 
Soviet cooperation, bu t it will in my view pu t an end to the  SALT
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process for the  foreseeable future—and make politica l and  s trateg ic 
competition  with the  Soviet Union more uns table and  possibly 
more dangerous.

Amendments  to the  tre aty  th at would amo unt  to man dated re­
negotiation to resolve issues in our  favor, as has  been suggested by 
some witnesses, are  inadvisable, in my view. At best, such  a course 
would reopen issues of concern to the  Soviets which are now re­
solved in our  favor, thus unr ave ling the  whole fabric of t he  treaty  
itse lf and  at  worst, the  Soviets would simply  refuse  to discuss 
changes w ith us.

This is essentially what Brezhnev said in his toa st at  Vienna, 
and I was the re to hear it, and wha t Gromyko rei ter ate d in his 
press conference subsequently in Moscow. There are times  when 
we should  take  Soviet sta tem ents at  face value. This, I feel, is one 
of those times.

Now, finally, a word on my personal approach  to United  States- 
Soviet relations. I have long felt, and I have said so publicly many 
times, th at  our rela tionship  with the  Soviets is esse ntia lly an ad­
versary  one. It is not one th at  can be based on mutua l trust, 
confidence, friendsh ip, not now, not in the  foreseeable future, not 
in my view, unt il there is a basic  change in Soviet world outlook, in  
Soviet philosophy, in Soviet behavior .

This does not mean th at  we mus t regard each oth er with hostil ­
ity and  unmitigated suspicion , but  it does mean  th at  we must  be 
hard headed  in our assessment of Soviet objectives, th at  we must at 
all time s rema in ale rt to the need to guard our  v ital  interests , and 
th at  we should be fra nk—not offensive, but fra nk —in expressing 
our disapproval of Soviet behavior.

On the  policy level we should, in a word, recognize and operate 
on the  need to cooperate  on some matters, to regula te competition  
on others,  and to try  to defuse around the  world tensions which 
might possibly lead to a dangerous  confron tation  between us.

All of this  means, it seems  to me, th at  any Ambassador mus t 
approach  his job in Moscow with a mixed view, a view comprising 
both respec t and contem pt, or perhaps I should use a milder word 
since I m ust always be m indfu l of the  fr iendly Soviet press reaction 
to what I say, let ’s say disapproval. Respect for Soviet mil itary 
stre ngth, for Soviet persi stence in pursuing those basic political 
objectives, Soviet determ ination  to tak e adv antage  of perceived 
weaknesses in their  adve rsari es, coupled with  opportunities  and 
world developments which may open up and  may give them  the 
chance to project their  influence abroad,  and final ly, respect for 
Soviet loyalty to their  own ideological aims  in deal ing with the ir 
own people and their  so-called friends  and  allies , respect in the  
sense  t ha t we must recognize that  t his is a n element of power that  
we have to take into account.

Disapproval—disapproval  of their  ideology and  of th eir  contem pt 
for the  principles of individual freedom, the  dign ity of man, the  
religious ethic, which und erlie our own philosophy and behavior 
and  those of our friends and  a llies in the West.

This, of course, works  both  ways. The Soviets also have a mixed 
view of us, also composed of respect and contem pt. In this  case it  is 
contempt,  and not ju st  disapproval. Respect for our mil itary 
stre ngt h, respect  for the stre ngth of our economy, and hopefully,
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respect for our  dete rmin ation to tak e all necessary steps  to protect 
our  vi tal interests.

On the  o the r end of the spec trum , contempt—again I sa y not just  
disapproval—contempt, as the y see it, for our  tendency to shift  
policies from one adm inis trat ion to another,  our  v acil lation in pur ­
suing  policies once determined, ou r tolerance of individual freedom, 
which they regard as unbridled license, tan tam ount to anarchy,  
our search for a warm and  friendly  rela tion ship  with a power 
whose ideology condemns e verything we s tand  for.

There are  more elements, of course, to the mix, bu t these are  t he 
important ones as I see them.

I have felt  th at  the  A merican Ambassador in Moscow, in reflec t­
ing this  mixed view of Soviet power  and in projec ting our  national 
inte rest , should  not be r elu cta nt  to speak his mind  both to the  host 
governm ent and to his superio rs in Washington as well as, of 
course, the  American people and the  Congress, in his public ap­
pearances back here.

Pla in speaking, of course, has  its hazards—blasts  in the Soviet 
press, and the occasional cold shou lder by Soviet officials, and, of 
course, on this  end, angu ish in Washington, in the  executive 
branch.

Despite some rough periods, I believe th at  this approach has 
commanded the  respect, adm itte dly  very grudging  respect, of the  
Soviet leadership . After all, Soviet leaders themselves are straig ht­
forward, fran k, frequently  insensitive to oth ers ’ concerns, and I 
have managed, I think, to develop a dialogue with Brezhnev and 
some—not all of his colleagues, but some—in order to project  this 
point of view.

In any  case, I feel s trongly th at  an ambassad or does a disservice 
to his country  if he shades the views of his Governm ent to make 
them  more  pala table to his host, his Soviet host, and  if he puts an 
unwarranted gloss on his host governm ent’s positions in his com­
munications with Washington.  Any other course, in my view, can 
lead to miscalculation and misunderstanding,  ne ither of which we 
can afford in this  dangerous a nd  u nstable world.

As to the  future, I do not believe Moscow is going to be any 
easie r for us to deal with  even with SALT II and  even with  a new 
generat ion of Soviet leaders in place. Ideology will cont inue  to play 
a role in Soviet policy. Soviet values and  world views will remain 
very differen t from our own. This means  cont inued repress ion of 
dissent at  home and suppor t of radica l movem ents abroad. This 
friction and  unpleasa ntness in rela tion s thu s will cont inue  between 
our two countries. It is incumben t on both  sides to regu late  the 
mutually harm ful competition  and  expand the  mutua lly  beneficial 
cooperation. I am sure, Mr. Cha irman, th at  we will c arry our share 
of t he  load. Given my skepticism of Soviet intentions, I cannot be 
sure  the  o the r side will do the  same.

Tha nk you very much.
[Ambassador Toon’s pre pared sta tem ent  follows:]

P repared Sta teme nt  of  Ambassador Malcolm Toon

In my statem en t today, I would lik e to discuss SALT again st th e broade r back ­
ground  of U.S.-Soviet rela tions and in th is context,  to state my rea son s for suppor t­
ing the  T rea ty.



Since I will be speaking to you in my capacity as a “Soviet expert,” perhaps I 
should give you my qualifications for doing so.

Our relationship  with Moscow has occupied me for over thi rty  years, from the 
onset of  the  Cold War to the present. I am now on my th ird assignm ent in Moscow. 
I first served there in 1951-52 as political officer and again in the  early 1960’s as 
political counselor. I have served in Berlin. I directed Soviet Affairs in the  State 
Departmen t for a number of years. I have served as Ambassador in two Eastern  
European capitals, in Prague  and in Belgrade. Finally , I have been Ambassador in 
Moscow for the past  two and a half years. In all, I have served under nine U.S. 
Administrations and have dealt with the  Soviets under  Stalin, Khrushchev and 
Brezhnev.

I am sometimes called a hard-liner. Personal ly I don’t thin k I’m a hard -line r—nor 
am I anti-anybody. But since I made the  tran siti on from World War II PT-boat 
commander to career diplomat I have found that  I served my country  most effec­
tively by speaking frankly to the people and governments I was accredited to about 
American views and  values, and by expressing frank ly to my own governmen t and 
people my views on how best to advance American interests.

It is from this  background tha t I speak today about U.S.-Soviet re lations and the 
role of SALT in th at  relationship. I believe I might usefully begin by ta lkin g about 
the Soviet regime and how I thin k we should deal with it.

At the risk of resta ting the obvious, let  me sta rt with some basic tru ths . The 
Soviet system reflects a view of history, a concept of man’s re lation to the  state , a 
complex of values and principles tota lly different from our own. Historians can 
argue whether  this view is tradi tiona lly a Russian one or a basically Soviet view 
imposed from above in 1917. I am inclined to thin k that  Lenin and Stal in took an 
essentia lly Weste rn philosophy, Marxism, and shaped it to fit Russian reali ty so 
that  from Sta lin’s time until the present the re has been no fundamental conflict 
between Soviet ideology and Russian nationalism.

In any case, the considerable resources of the  Soviet Union are now, and will 
continue to be for th e forseeable futu re, effectively mobilized in support of a distinc­
tive and, in my view, distorted historical world outlook. The Soviet regime does not 
accept and will not tolerate ideas o f free expression and of free individual choice as 
we understand them. It will try to vindicate its ideology by stifling dissent at  home 
and often by supporting  abroad various repressive regimes which proclaim them­
selves Marxist-Leninist.

Beyond ideology, geography and hhstorica l experience have also shaped the Soviet 
system and  the policies of its leaders in important ways. Centuries of invasions from 
both East and West have left the ir ma rk on the outlook of the Russian people and 
of it s rulers. The Soviet leadership has  invested massive efforts to achieve security 
on Russia ’s borders, in par t by seek ing to push those borders outward . This historic 
atti tude, to which the Communists have added the ir preoccupation with military 
strength as a key element of political power, may explain, though it does not justify, 
why the  Soviet Union present ly mainta ins a military machine  ent irely dispropor­
tionate to any  objective assessment of its needs. The cost of th is ques t for absolute 
securi ty and for greater political influence by means of military stre ngt h has been 
enormous. It has meant depriva tion for the  Soviet people and str ain  and friction in 
the Soviet Union’s relations with its neighbors, with sometimes dangerous conse­
quences for world stability. Total secu rity such as the  Soviets seek can only mean 
insecurity  for others.

The same passion for security extends to the Soviet domestic scene, although here 
some s trik ing  changes have taken place since my first tou r in Moscow in the early 
fifties. Sta linist terr or has ceased. Nonetheless, organized dissent still meets with 
official hostility , especially when it poses a direct challenge to the  Party ’s official 
line. Yet I am inclined to believe that  domestic repression  would be much more 
severe if the  Soviet Union were to give up its policy of detente  because then  it 
would be even less concerned about world public opinion.

A centra l question of U.S. foreign policy for the past thi rty  y ears —and one which 
is still very much with us—has been how we should deal with this  complex and 
repress ive system. I th ink  we m ust  begin by seeing the Soviet Union as it really is. 
Not, as some see it, 260 million people who want to be like Americans, nor, as 
others see it, 260 million Genghis Khans, ready, willing and able to conquer the 
world. It is a unique nation trav elling slowly along a course of its own, exploiting 
powerful built-in strengths, yet beset by confounding weaknesses—most importantly 
in the  economic sector—and pursuing  objectives and methods profoundly different 
from our own.

We must also look at  the Soviet Union and our relations with  it in a long term 
perspective. If we focus on the  sho rt term, we cannot be hopeful of changing eith er 
the  direction of the  Soviet Unio n’s movement or its tendency to override both
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individuals and powerless countries th at  get in its way. If we continuall y ask 
ourselves how much progress we have made in the  las t 24 hours or in the last week 
or even in the last  year , we will have to say frankly: not much. But if we tak e the 
longer view, if we look back at the period of the Cold War and the distance we h ave 
travelled since th at  time, then  I believe th at  despite a succession of pend ulum  
swings in our relat ions , we can see grad ual forward movement. Over the  pas t 
decade Soviet leaders  have, out of the ir own self-in terest, modified the  way the y 
deal with the ir own people. And as I mentioned, the y are  not indiffe rent to world 
public opinion. Despite fluctuations, the re has been a long-term upward tre nd  
towards useful cooperat ion in those areas where our  inte rests  overlap. One of the 
most i mpor tant of these is a rms control.

For those who have watche d the Soviet Union  for t hi rty  years, since the dept hs of 
the  Cold War, as I have,  there are grounds for cautio us optimism th at  patience, 
persistence and hard-headedness on our pa rt can even tually bring Soviet leade rs to 
see t ha t the ir inte res t is served less by a continual mil itar y build-up and  by m ilit ary  
adventures abroad and more by negotiated limits  on arm s and by res tra int  in oth er 
part s of the world.

Clearly, we must not expect too much too soon. As President Car ter has said, we 
must avoid excessive swings in our public mood, from an exaggera ted sense of 
compatibility with the  Soviet Union to open expressions of hostility. In my view a 
troublesome misunde rstan ding about the  real natur e of deten te developed in the 
early 1970’s which led to uncritical and heedless euphoria. Detente does not mea n 
th at  a millenium of fr iendship or mutu al tru st has arri ved —which is impossible, in 
any case, without  a basic change in Soviet philosophy and outlook. At most det ent e 
repre sents a growing sense  in this nuclear age of the  need to cooperate on some 
matte rs, to regulate competit ion on others and to agree on the means of defusing 
tensions which could lead to dangerous confrontation. And that  is all, noth ing more.

Bringing about any basic changes in the  Soviet system must be viewed as a very  
long-term proposition. But  the  prospect for change, slig ht though it may be, is b ett er 
served if there is some degree  of engagement between our  two countries . And in my 
view it  is equally mis take n to question, as many are  doing today, th e value of tryin g 
to cooperate wi th Moscow a t all.

We need to keep clea rly before us our own objectives in our relatio nship with the 
Soviet Union. We wa nt to minimize the  likelihood of di rect  confronta tion th at  could 
escalate into suicidal mili tary  hostilities. We wan t to minimize the  chances of 
destabilizing superpower conduct in the  developing world. We want to maximize  
mutual unde rstan ding—which is not, let me stress, depen dent on mut ual tru st— 
which can c ontrib ute to the  f irst two goals and also lead to beneficial cooperation in 
those areas  w here our intere sts overlap.

Having established wh at we want  out of relation s with  the  Soviet Union, we m ust  
set out methodically, pers isten tly and realist ically  to  a chieve it. Needless to say, I do 
not hold with the  notion th at  all we have to do is sit  down and reason with the 
Soviets to achieve our aims. I believe th at  on any given issue we should star t with 
the assumption th at  we a nd the  Soviets are  at  opposite poles and tha t they will se ek 
to take advantag e of us wherever possible. But at the  same time, we should have  
enough confidence in ourselves  to welcome a dialogue and to use our ingen uity to 
forge solutions which will att rac t the Soviets by meeti ng some of the ir inte rest s, 
which at the same time  are  consistent with our most essential objectives and, most 
impor tant, which will not weaken our securi ty or th at  o f our Allies.

Our policies will cont inue  to conflict. In my view, the  present Soviet leadersh ip 
continues to believe in the tradit ional  Marxis t-Lenin ist goals of “world revolution.” 
But I also believe t ha t the same leadership is convinced th at  the ir global aims will 
not be promoted by a nuclear  war. While argu ing for “peaceful coexistence” be­
tween East and West, the Soviet Union has continued to serve as protector and  
suppo rter of radical, essen tially  anti-Western cur ren ts in the Third World—which 
the  Soviets have labelled “national liberatio n movements.” Such a view of the world 
offers us little  comfort. However, it should also not lead us to conclude th at  mu tua l­
ly beneficial cooperation is impossible. It is possible—if it is carefully conceived and  
executed without  any illusio ns or utopian perceptions of what is feasible.

In my view, histor ical circumstances have combined to make real dis arm ament  
measures attra ctiv e to the Soviet leadership. Ten year s ago, few knowledgeable 
Americans would hav e believed tha t we and  the  Soviets could sit  down toge ther  and  
agree to limit strategic nuc lear weapons.

Working out good agreements with the Soviets—ones which they will carr y out  
because it is in the ir int ere st to do so, yet which serve our purposes also—can tak e 
years. In some insta nces  it will become clear th at  the re is no mutual ity of in ter­
ests—and when this  happens  we must have both the good sense to realize it and th e



will to walk away. But we need to keep in mind our long-range goals, to set a course 
and to st ick to it.

Clear-eyed calculation of our nationa l objectives is a prerequisite for dealing with 
the Soviet Union. That  has been the appro ach of thi s and previous administra tions 
in arms control matte rs, and especially in SALT.

I will not dwell on the contents of the  SALT agreem ent. Let me jus t mention 
what I see, from my pa rticu lar vantage point, as some of its main benefits. I think  it 
will introduce a substantia l element of stabi lity in our relatio ns with the Soviet 
Union. In my view, it is important th at  the  Treat y places equal ceilings on the 
strateg ic arse nals  of both sides, ther eby  ending a previous numerical imbalance in 
favor of the  Soviet Union. It preserves our options to build the forces we need to 
main tain the  st rategic  balance. It enha nces  o ur ability to monitor Soviet actions and 
is adequ ately verifiable—an essential fea ture  in any agreement with  the Soviets 
since we cann ot rely on goodwill.

Here let me say that  I had ear lier stat ed publicly th at  I would actu ally oppose a  
trea ty which could not be a dequately verified. In light of the loss of o ur facilities in 
Iran,  I reserved my position on the  Treaty. Now that  I have had a briefing by the 
experts here in Washington, the  s ame briefing  given the  President, I agree with him 
and with Secret ary Brown and the  Jo in t Chiefs of Staff. No mili tari ly significant 
violations of SALT II could take place with out detection. I would n ot be here today 
to recommend this Treaty if I did not believe that.

Finally , a main  benefit of the Tre aty  is that  it leads directly  to the  next step in 
controllin g nuclea r weapons an d establishes a basis for f urther  cooperation with the 
Soviet Union  in this impo rtant  field.

I would like in this connection to say a few words about  the negotiation of the 
Treaty. A view frequently expressed by those critical of the Trea ty is th at  we could 
have gotte n a better deal if only we had been more persistent, less eager to get an 
agreement—in a word, tougher. The corollary to this  is th at  we still can seek a 
bet ter deal and can rectify our pas t mistakes  by going back to the Soviets and 
renegotiat ing the Treaty. I am convinced that  both assumptions are  profoundly 
wrong. They rest in my view on a fallacious view both of what  actually happened 
and of wh at is possible and feasible in our relations with the Soviets. I thin k we will 
be dangerously  deluding ourselves if we believe otherwise.

As regards the negotiation of the Treat y, I am confident th at  the  Agreement is 
the best th at  could have been obtained. We could not have gotte n more out of the 
Soviets on any specific issue with out having to pay a n unacce ptable price in anoth er 
par t of the  agreement. I say this  on the  basis both of my own involvement in the 
SALT negotiations and of my long experien ce with the  Soviets.

I t hin k we should also be clear-headed about the  prospects for renegotia tion. If we 
go back  to the Soviets to demand th at  certa in issues be negotia ted in our favor, on 
the basis of am endments passed by the  Senate, this will at  best result  in a reopen­
ing of those issues which were resolved in our favor—and the re are  many. Or they 
will tu rn  us down flat. In eith er case, this  would kill the  Treaty.  I do not thin k we 
should ent erta in any illusions on this score. The Soviets signed the  Treaty  because 
they believed it was in the ir nat ional interest to do so, as we believed it was in ours. 
They wan t SALT and they have imp ortant reasons for wan ting it. But I cannot 
imagine  any circumstance  und er which we could persuad e them  to ente r into a 
Treaty which they regarded as disadvan tageous to them  or to accept an agreeme nt 
which, at  our insistence, was revised in our favor. This simply will not work. From 
thi rty  y ears’ experience dealing with the Soviets, I can tell you th at  I believe t ha t to 
thin k otherwise would be not a leap  of faith, but a leap of folly.

In this connection, I think it is imp orta nt to unde rstan d why the  Soviets want  th e 
Treat y. In my view they do wan t it and largely, I would say, for the same reason 
th at  we do. While basically antagonistic toward us, the  Soviet leadership has come 
to realize  that  world war, involving nuclea r weapons, canno t advance  Soviet global 
aims. The Soviets therefore are interested  in the  development of a more stable 
relati onship with us and in decrea sing the likelihood of a dangerous confrontation 
between us. In addition, the  Soviet leaders want to place some limits on the  
resources  which now go into stra tegi c weapons and to have addition al resources to 
devote to other purposes. While they, as we, unde rstan d the need for strateg ic 
par ity and second-strike capabi lity, they are not inter ested  in investing in nucle ar 
weapons systems which t hey hope never to use—so long as they are  convinced they 
can forego such sytems with out harm ing thei r national secur ity^

At the  same time, it is naive  to suppose th at  the  Soviet Union is in such a 
desp erate  economic s tate  th at  the Soviets m ust swallow a SALT package disadvan­
tageous to them. I thin k thh s is wrong, and I think the  argum ent  is dangerous. It 
would be equally naive to suppose th at  Brezhnev is so anxious  for a SALT agree­
ment th at  he would be prepared  to override all opposition from his colleagues and
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enter  into an agreement  disadvantageous to the Soviet Union. No one with genu ine 
experience of the Soviet Union would credit this for a minute. Under no conditions 
would Brezhnev go c ount er to Soviet intere sts, and even if he were so inclined, in 
the  intere sts of self-aggrandizement, he would no t have the  power to do so.

And what if the  Sena te fails to ratify SALT II? In my opinion, this  would be a 
severe blow to U.S.-Soviet relat ions genera lly and to the  SALT negotiating process 
in partic ular. I would not go so far as to say th at  rejectio n of SALT II would eit her  
put  a halt  to all disarm ame nt negotiations, or cause a perm anent rup ture  in our 
bila tera l relations. But the  disarmam ent process as well as our overall bila tera l 
relatio nship  would be hu rt, and at this point no one can say how much time would 
be needed to repa ir the damage.

Moreover, I believe the  Soviets see an alte rna tive  to a SALT II agreement—a 
risky one but one with considerable  appeal. If the  Senate fails to approve the 
agreemen t or insists on changes unacceptable  to the  Krem lin, the  resu lt will be a 
crisis of confidence in U.S. leaders hip among our Western Allies. Driving a wedge 
between the  U.S. and its Europ ean Allies is a goal of Soviet foreign policy which 
long predates arms control. I am persuaded th at  Moscow would exploit a breakdown 
in the  SALT process to pursue  this goal with a vengeance. And I believe th at  they  
would have some success in doing so. The resu lt could be increased U.S. isolation 
and a breakdown in our efforts  to stimulate  improvement  in the conventional  and 
nuclear defenses of Western Europe.

Let me make clear th at  I do not expect t ha t ratificatio n of SALT II will produce a 
clima te in which all will be sweetness and light in our relatio ns with Moscow. 
Nothing could be fur the r from reality. Ours is an adve rsary relationship, and we 
will always have a sub stan tial  measure of friction, problems, unpleasantness .

Looking ahead, wha t changes can we expect? Prediction in Soviet affair s is a 
notoriously risky business and  ordinari ly I studiously avoid tryin g to forecast Soviet 
behavior. But we can and should examine domestic Soviet factors tha t could have 
an  influence on Soviet foreign policy and Soviet behav ior abroad. We need to be 
aware of these, if we a re not  to  be surprised  at  Soviet actions.

Before long we will be deal ing with a post-Brezhnev leadersh ip. Here we have a 
key variable  in the  Soviet political equation whose exact  weight is impossible to 
assess. We do not know when this  will be or who will succeed him. The emergence 
of Brezhnev’s real successor will take time. There will be a period of jockeying for 
position within the Politbu ro. Even if one perso nality emerges, it may take him 
several years to achieve Brezhn ev’s present preeminence, as was the case with 
Brezhnev himself. During  pa rt of this period we can expect some degree of turn ing  
inward and a reluctance to take initiat ives or make bold moves. This may be 
accompanied by some hard-line  posturing: Both Brezhnev and Khrushchev took a 
hard line in opposing th eir  predecessors only, of course, to espouse “peaceful coexis­
tenc e” and “detente,” respectively, once the ir positions were secure.

The Politburo has clear ly not been free of disag reem ent during the past eight 
years. But at the same time, Brezhnev has—so fa r as we c an tell—been careful  not 
to get out too far  ahead of his  colleagues and to bring  them  along. His has been and 
continu es to be essentially  a consensus policy. This, I believe, makes a major 
repudiation  of Brezhnev’s policies unlikely, provided those policies are  inta ct and 
viable when handed over.

My confidence in this, however, would be sign ificant ly reduced if the  longstand ing 
and painfully achieved underta king to control and reduce strategic arms were to be 
in disarray.

There is speculation—mostly, in my view, uninfo rmed—about competing inte rest  
groups within the leadersh ip. There  are those who argue  th at  there are  hard-l iners  
and moderates in the  Politburo  and that  we m ust stre ngt hen  the  hand of the  lat ter  
agai nst the former. I think I know the cu rrr en t Soviet leadership as well as any 
Wester ner, and I would find it difficult, if not impossible, to identify who belongs to 
which group.

There are those who are less interested tha n others in establi shing a cooperative 
relatio nship  with the United Stat es—for example, the  doctrinaire Par ty func tionar­
ies, the  KGB, and perha ps the military. And the  worst case in terms  of American 
inte rest s would be a stro nge r voice in policy making for these groups. The result  
would be a higher Soviet tolerance  than  durin g the  Brezhnev years for temp orary 
increases in U.S.-Soviet tension.

The best case for American interests  probably would involve a stron ger voice for 
relatively non-ideological techn ocrats , who perceive a need to increase  imports  of 
Western  technology, who und erst and  the economic an d nat ional security benefits of 
arm s limitation, and who are relatively more inclined to defer or de-emphasize 
policies which increase U.S.-Soviet tension.
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An imp orta nt—perhap s the most imp ortant —preoccupation for any fut ure  Soviet 
leadership, as it has necessarily been of th e pres ent one, will be t he performance  of 
the Soviet economy. Here the prospects are not  encouraging: all indicators point to 
a continued sluggish performance durin g the 1980’s with increas ing competit ion for 
scarce resources, a backward agri cult ural  sector, and powerful vested inte rest s in 
the  burea ucracy opposing any  change in the sta tus  quo. A dec lining rat e of popula­
tion growth will decrease the  manpower pool available for labor—and incident ally 
for milit ary manpower. Nationalism, combining with othe r frus trations,  could 
become a prom inent consideration for Soviet centrali sm.

But we should not delude ourselves t ha t economic difficulties will m odera te Soviet 
behavior abroad  or, in themselves, cur tai l the  Soviet defense effort. It would be a 
dangerous illusion to base our own policies—in SALT or elsewhere—on the  assump­
tion that  the  Soviets cannot afford to compete  with us in an all-out arm s race. It is 
dangerous, because it would dare Moscow to try  to leapfrog us in stra tegic  arms. 
Moscow respects  our technological abil ity and certai nly would not welcome a no- 
holds-barred arms race with us. But hist ory  has shown th at  the  Soviet regime will 
demand any sacrifice from the Soviet people necessary to assure an adequate  
military posture. And t he Soviet people, lacking any effective means to object, have 
little  choice but  to comply.

In dealing with the futur e leaders hip, as with the present one, I thi nk  we must 
continue  to pursu e our efforts at  cooperat ion where possible and wher e consistent 
with our natio nal security. SALT II wi ll not produce a  h armonious relat ionsh ip with 
the  Soviets. But even though it will not  elimi nate the abrasive eleme nts of competi­
tion between ourselves and the Soviets, it will nonetheless enhan ce world stability 
and set the  stage for fu rthe r negotiations and on arms control and political issues. It 
will enable  us to move forward to SALT III—to fur the r reductions in our strategic 
arsen als and to continued efforts to lower the risk th at  our competit ion could eru pt 
in nucle ar war. History will not forgive us if we do n ot continue to probe—without 
in any way harmi ng our own nationa l securi ty—the ext ent  of Soviet sincerity in 
this criti cal field of strategic arms control.

FORWARD MOVEMENT OF ENGAGEMENT WITH THE WEST

The Chairman. Tha nk you very much, Mr. Ambass ador, for both 
your  abbre viated sta tem ent and  for the  len gth ier  wri tten  sta te­
men t which you have subm itted . Taking  the  long view, as you do, 
in your paper, you spea k of the  bell igerent isolationism which 
chara cteri zed Soviet policy in the  earl y years, cer tain ly throu gh 
the  Sta lin era, and the n wh at you call gra dua l forw ard movement  
of eng agem ent with the West.

Seldom do we recognize in this  coun try th at  there was a length y 
isola tionis t period in Soviet foreign policy, jus t as there was such a 
period in our own in the 19th  century. The process of forward 
movem ent toward  an engagem ent with  the  West is a subject th at  I 
would like to question you on first. How far  can Soviet leaders let 
it go? Do they  have a need  for our marke ts and our  technology? Is 
th at  need sufficie nt for the m to sacrifice  any thing signific ant in 
orde r to keep the  comme rcial rela tionship  a hea lthy one?

Ambassador Toon. Mr. Chairman , I thi nk  the y do have a need 
for our technology and  cert ainl y a desire. This has been demon­
str ate d clearly on man y occasions in the  past, bu t I thin k we are  
wrong if we assum e th at  we can use our technology and our trade, 
for example, as levers in order to brin g abou t changes  in Soviet 
beha vior and Soviet policies, either  foreign or domestic.

I thi nk  this has been demo nstra ted ra th er  clearly , if I may say 
so, by the  Jackson-Vanik amen dmen t, and I thi nk  it has been 
dem onst rated  ra ther  clea rly by other developm ents.

The Chairman. Mr. Toon, if I may in ter ru pt  there, do you th ink 
we can use the  SALT II Trea ty as a lever to ext rac t concessions 
from the  Soviet Union or to shape the ir behavio r in other ways?
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Ambassador Toon. Absolutely not, and  I would hope we would 
not try  to do th at.  The Soviets a re a proud  and independent people. 
They think the y are  on the  right trac k. They think their  policies 
are  correct, and they are  not abou t to liste n to us or to anybody 
outside the  Soviet Union as to the  need for a change in thei r 
policies, nor are  the y apt  to respond to any  sort  of pressures  th at  
we might w ant  to  apply to them.

I thin k this has  been demonst rated  clea rly down thro ugh  the 
years, and I think  we must  ta ke this into account.

The Chairman. If you do not at tribu te the  ra ther  subst antia l 
increase in Jew ish  emigration  from the  Soviet Union since mid- 
1977 to the  Jackson amendmen t, the n to wh at do you at tribu te  it?

Ambassador Toon. This is not an easy question. It is a ques tion 
that  we have focused on very assiduously over the  past year in the  
Embassy in Moscow. I can ’t give you a defin itive answer. I can give 
you a complex of possible reasons for this very  welcome develop­
ment. One is th at  the Soviet Union—and some may not believe 
thi s—is in my view concerned to a degree with its image in the 
world. Therefore, it felt  t ha t one way of improving  it s image would 
be to  expand Jewish emigra tion.

Second, I think  the  Soviets probably  fe lt they might, through  this  
measure, thro ugh  thi s policy action,  have  some impact on the  
Senate, not only with regard to the  SALT ratif ication  process, but 
also with regard to the possibility of removing wha t they  r ega rd as 
a highly offensive am endm ent, the  Jackso n-Vanik  am endment.

Finally , I th ink  you have  to take  into consideration the  fact—and 
thi s has been pointed out to us by refuseniks in Moscow—th at  
the re has been a vas t increase in the  num ber  of applications  for 
emigration , and therefore, according again to the  local expe rts in 
Moscow, the increase in emigration  is not necessar ily a very impor­
ta nt  development in itself. It is simply  a funct ion of a vastly 
expanded number of appl ications to leave the country. You tak e 
you r choice.

The Chairman. I th ink they are  all plausible  reasons. I agree  
with you; I always have  agreed that  those  who think we can push 
the  Soviet Union around  by atte mpting  to  impose conditions of one 
kind  or ano ther  are  wrong. Ju st as we would not  respond to such 
pressures or even consider doing so, I thin k, ne ither will they.

IDEOLOGICA L COHESION HAS DECREASED

There are some ex pert s on the  Soviet Union, Mr. Ambassador,  as 
you know, who, in comparing intern al conditions today with what 
they were in Sta lin’s time, asse rt th at  the people are less ideologi­
cally cohesive today than  the y were then , th at  the y are  less collec­
tivist oriented in social behav ior, less disciplined , and  perhaps less 
fearfu l. Would you ag ree with that?

Ambassador Toon. I th ink so, bu t I think  the  Soviet populat ion, 
which has  become na tura lly  cautious in its behavior  down through 
the  yea rs because of th e fea r of the secret police in the  Stal in era, 
is not going to behave in a very  bold way. I thin k it is t rue that  the 
terro r we knew when Sta lin  was alive is no longer a fea ture  of the  
Soviet political scene. Nonetheless, the  KGB [Soviet Secret  Police] 
is still  a force to be recko ned with, and most Soviet citizens are
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very care ful about  what they  do and  what  they say, because they 
know th at  the y could be cracked down upon very  easily indeed.

With regard  to the  ideological appeal of the  Soviet system and 
the  Soviet doctr ine and the  Soviet ideology, it is t rue , I think , that 
the  Soviet leaders are very disappointed in the  att itu de  of the 
youth in par ticu lar , the  fact th at  t hey  do not respond with enthus i­
asm, for example, to a lead art icl e in Pravda.

I have the  misfor tune of read ing  the  language, and  I can unde r­
stand why they  don’t respond with enth usia sm to a lead article in 
Pravda. Noth ing could be more  boring, but  in any case this  is a 
problem for the  regime.

They now can no longer st ir  the  emotions of the  people by 
refe rrin g to the  G reat  October Revolution. They can sti ll do th is to 
a cer tain  exte nt by refe rring to the  great and valid explo its of the 
Soviet people during World War II, but  even this  is losing its 
appeal , and  this is a ma tte r, I think, of genu ine concern to the 
Soviet leadership, not only to thi s one, bu t to the  one that  may 
follow an d the one after that . I do not think  we should  help them 
out with this  problem.

Senator Church. Neither do I, b ut I am wondering whether this 
change in atti tude with in the Soviet Union, the  problem you have 
jus t described, may be assert ing  some pressure on the Soviet Gov­
ern me nt that  would affect or tend  to moderate  its foreign policy 
objectives. Do you see any  rela tionship  between inter na l develop­
men ts of this  cha rac ter  and the  external policy of the  Soviet 
Union?

Ambassador Toon. To a  degree, but not a very signi fican t degree, 
in my view. Certain ly the  problems that  they face in the  economy 
have forced them to tak e a much more forthcoming view toward  
the  W est than they  m ight  o therwise have done.

Second, and on the  negative  side, the  problems they face in 
cont rollin g the ir people have made them  tak e a more  conservative 
view with  regard  to the  exchange program and  to exercise very 
tight control over ideas th a t come in and contro l over the  visitors  
who come to th e Soviet U nion  on the exchange program.

So, I thin k to a modest extent some of these intern al develop­
ments do have some imp act  on the  Soviet policymaker , but  I think  
it is important to recognize  th at  while the re are  forces at work in 
Soviet society for change, they  are  working  very  slowly and very 
gradually . I do not th ink th at  they will soon have the resu lt th at  
all of us hope will ult imate ly take place—that  is, a basic change in 
Soviet posture, Soviet behav ior, and Soviet world outlook—for a 
long, long time to come.

In any case, these  changes, it seems to me, can only come to 
frui tion  and can only be product ive if they ope rate  from with in and 
with out outside pressures. Tha t is my view.

REASONS SOVIET UNIO N WANTS SALT

The Chairman. I have one final quest ion in the  time left to me, 
Mr. Ambassador. It is a question th at  we have asked many of our 
witnesses, and I thin k you are  as well qualified  as any to an swer  it . 
Why do you th ink  the  Soviet Union wants SALT II?

Ambassador Toon. Pu t very simply, the y regard SALT II as 
being in the ir intere st. Tha t is why they  wa nt it. They will not



13

pursue any policy and  they will not tak e any  action th at  the y do 
not regard as being in the ir self-in terest. I th ink it is i mportant  for 
us to recognize t ha t ju st  because it is in  the  Sovie t self-in teres t does 
not mean th at  it is antagonist ic to our own self-interest. I do not 
think  tha t is th e case at  all.

Second, I thi nk  the Soviets are  inte res ted  in trying to put a cap 
on the stra tegic arm s race, prim arily because they  know, ju st as we 
know, th at  i f in fact  we should engage in an  all out arms  race, they 
can do nothing bu t lose, because of the  str ength  of our economy 
and the  built-in  weaknesses and complications  of th eir  own econo­
my.

Finally, I think  th at  t he Soviet i nte res t in SALT is geared  to the 
Soviet desire to be seen as an equal with  the United State s on the 
world scene. I th ink those are  the  basic reasons, but  I would add 
one final objective. They  have an int ere st in stab ility  in the  world. 
They have an in ter es t also in dem ons trat ing to the  Chinese th at  
they can cooperate with us in a very significant way.

I think that  basically  is t he way the Soviets look upon SALT II.
The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
Sena tor J avit s?
Sena tor J avits. T hank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, than k you for being with us. I have had much 

experience with  you in other capitals, and I value your test imony 
here very much. I am sorry  to see you leave our  service, however.

EFFECT OF SAL T REJE CTIO N ON  SOVIET LEA DERSH IP AN D 

REN EGO TIATION

The two things th at stand out from your sta tem ent  to me are  
these,  one that  you have touched on, and the other you have not 
yet  touched on. Wh at is your judgment  as to what will happen if 
we reject SALT II in terms  of a reneg otiat ion? The second, which I 
would like to ask you, firs t occurs toward the la tte r part of your  
statement; wha t hap pens in respect to the  chan ge in Soviet leader­
ship? This is a cri tica l ma tter to us because  it is very likely to 
occur. In your sta tem ent , you u nde rtake to analy ze the  idea, which 
I myself have raised,  th at  there are  hawks  and  doves in the  Poli t­
buro, or h ard line rs and  moderates , a s you call them.

Your own view is th at  ther e are  operatives and that  the re are  
nei the r hawks nor doves. There is a group, you say, whose influ­
ence in Communist pa rty  policy would be, “the  worst case in  term s 
of American inte rest . Th at is the  doc trinaire  party  funct ionair ies, 
the KGB, and perh aps  t he  m ilitary.”

Well, that is a pretty big slice. It almost sounds like the  whole 
apparatus. Could you refine that  for us in your think ing?

Ambassador Toon. Sen ator Javit s, firs t let me say th at  I appreci ­
ate your warm rem arks. I thin k perh aps I should clarify my own 
position, since you have expressed reg ret  th at  I am leaving the  
service. I think  everybody should know th at  I am doing this by 
choice, and that  I am not  a victim of cer tain  developments th at  
have  taken place in Wash ington in recent weeks. [General  laugh­
ter.]

With  regard  to your questions, Senator Jav its , I happen to feel, 
as I think  I pointed out  in my sta tem ent , th at  while  it is fasc inat ­
ing to deal with the  quest ion of pers onalities in considering the
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succession problem, it frankly is not a very produc tive pursu it, 
prim arily because we know very  litt le about  the  people in the 
Politburo except for t he top man and  Gromyko and perhap s one or 
two others . I have tried  to overcome this  hand icap by insis ting  on 
access to all members of the  Politburo. I have  been singu larly  
unsucce ssful in doing this. This  is my biggest reg ret  in my 2 ¥2 
years as Ambassador in Moscow.

Despite the fact th at  I speak  th e languag e, despite  the  fact th at  I 
know very  well the Soviet scene, and despite  the  fact  th at  the 
Preside nt himse lf asked me to get to know the  people in the 
Politbu ro, in the  leadership, who migh t possibly succeed to power 
when Brezhne v leaves the  scene, I have been unab le to do this. I 
have been told by Mr. Gromyko  in his very glib way, you know, 
Mr. Ambassador, we have a diff eren t system. I said I und erstand 
tha t, bu t I think it is t ime to change it, because this  sor t of denial 
of access does not do our mu tua l und erst anding any  good at all.

Sen ator Javi ts, I thi nk  the  imp orta nt thin g for us to do is to 
focus not on person alities  bu t on policies. My own view is th at  no 
ma tte r who succeeds Brezhnev, he or his colleagues will have very 
littl e altern ativ e to pursuin g basica lly the  same foreign and int er­
nal policies th at  we have seen Brezhnev purs uing  over the  past 5 
or 6 ye ars.

The reason for th at  is, conditions in the  world are  such that the 
Soviet Union has very litt le choice. The Soviets have  deep concern 
over China,  as you know. This  means  for the  most pa rt th at  they 
seek—but not at any price to thems elves—a relax ed Western flank. 
This mean s that some form of d etente, perh aps not the same as we 
know it now, bu t some form of de tente is requ ired  in order to meet 
Soviet basic interes ts.

The second thin g is, the y have  a very weak economy. I do not 
wan t anybody to get the  impre ssion th at  I thi nk  thei r economy is 
grin ding  to a halt. I tho ugh t so 20 years ago, but I was wrong. I 
now feel that the  Soviet economy, no ma tte r wh at its condition 
may be, will muddle thro ugh . There is some thing  inh ere nt in the  
system th at  makes this  inevitable , but  the  point  is, they  do have a 
weak economy, and they need close relat ions  with  the  Western 
ind ust ria l world.

This also means th at  the y have to have some form of deten te. So, 
I th ink the  imp orta nt th ing for us to focus on is the fact th at  the  
policies will rema in more  or less the  same. The re will be some 
nuances which may cause  us problems, but basically the  t hrus t will 
be essentially the  same.

Senator  J avits. And th at  is to be connected  direc tly with your 
view tha t, if we rejec t th e trea ty, the re is no hope for a renego ti­
ation.  Tha t would defy all of the inst incts and  policies of the  
Krem lin, and, as a m at ter of fact, defea t wh at they  want: The 
respectabi lity of bein g the equal of th e United Sta tes  in the  world. 
Is th at  it? They just coul dn’t take  amendm ents . Is that corre ct?

Ambassador Toon. I agre e with tha t, but I can not  be absolutely 
dogmat ic about it, because I simply cann ot predict  Soviet behavior. 
Oth ers may want to do this , but  I can ’t do it, bu t I am convinced 
th at  if you reopen the  tre aty , if you reopen  the  negotiating process, 
you are  going to unl eas h all kinds of problems. You are  going to
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unra vel cert ain thin gs th at  a re fran kly  g rea tly  to our advantage in 
the treaty  itself.

Senator  J avits. Th at brings  me to the  main point I wan ted to 
make; if we do u nravel  the  trea ty, don’t we have  to be p repared  to 
decide in  advance wh at we are  ready to give up?

Ambassador Toon. Precisely.
Sena tor J avits. Aren’t the re those who believe that  t his is going 

to be a  one-way street, only the  Soviets will mak e concessions: give 
up? Aren ’t they completely  deluding themselves?

Ambassador Toon. Absolutely, Senator. I agree  w ith tha t.
Senator  J avits. You do agree. That is a very  imp ortant  issue to 

me.
Second, as to the  problem of defeating t he tre aty and its effect, I 

noticed with gre at int ere st your opinion as to wh at this  will mean 
to “a crisis of confidence in U.S. leadership among our Western 
Allies, and the  fundam ental base of American secu rity is its all i­
ance, especially the  NATO Alliance .” Could you expand on tha t?

Ambassador Toon. I don’t really thi nk  I have  to expand on it, 
Sen ator Javi ts. You have done it very eloquently. My own feeling 
is tha t we have to be more  concerned about our  credibi lity with our 
allies and friends  than  we do with the  Soviets. I feel strongly on 
the  basis of conversations I have had with  our German colleagues, 
our  French colleagues, and  our Brit ish colleagues and others in 
Europe , that  if in fact thi s treaty  is rejected , thi s will mean  to 
them  th at  the  adm inistration is simply not reflecting the  gut  feel­
ing of t he American people in carrying  on important negotiat ions, 
and therefore they  will decide that  perh aps the y should go some 
oth er course. Perhaps the y should adapt to this  new phenomenon, 
and perhaps they may go in a way which would cer tain ly not be in 
the  collective inte res ts of the  Western world. I agree with you, 
Sena tor.

Sen ator J avits. In one word, this is called the  Finlandization  of 
Western Europe?

Ambassador Toon. Well, th at  is your  term . [General laughter.]
I am still a dip lomat.

EM IGRA TIO N OF SOVIET JE WS

Sen ator J avits. There is one last point which was called to my 
mind by your reference to Jewish emig ration and  the  fact that  
the re are  many applications . You know, the  Soviets have always 
used this as a pretext for why fewer people were emig rating. Isn’t 
it a fact  that  under Soviet practice they determ ine how many 
appl ications there may be j us t as they dete rmine how many shall 
leave because of the  pen alti es that  they  can exac t if you even 
apply? You will lose your job, you will lose your  home, your friends 
will lose th eir  jobs, your family , et. cetera. Isn ’t th at  t rue?

Ambassador Toon. It is tr ue.
Senator J avits. So t hey  can tu rn  it on o r off as they please. Isn’t 

that  a  fact?
Ambassador Toon. T hat is tr ue .
Senator J avits. Both in applications and in emigrations?
Ambassador Toon. Yes; therefore, I do not att ach too much 

impo rtance to the opinion of th e refusenik community in Moscow. I 
think  it was important to cite  it as one in a complex of reasons.
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Sen ator J avits. T hank you very  much.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. T hank you, Senator  Jav its.
Sen ator McGovern?
Sen ator McGovern. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, I want to join  my colleagues in commending 

you on your excellen t sta tem ent this  morning . Also, I want  to 
express my apprecia tion for y our  services as A mbassador.

Sen ator Stone. George, would you just yield to me to ask the 
Ambassador to repeat his las t answer? The last  pa rt of his last 
sentence got lost.

Sen ato r McGovern. Sure ly, I will yield.
Sen ator Stone. Mr. Ambassador, when your  said, therefore, I 

don’t att ach too much importance  to—what  was it? I didn’t hea r 
you.

Ambassador Toon. I said, I don’t att ach too much importance to 
the  views of the refusenik community in Moscow with  regard to 
the  reason for the  increase  in the  emigration  ra te  of the Jewish  
communi ty.

Sen ator Stone. Tha nk you. Thank you, George.
Sen ator McGovern. Certainly .
Mr. Ambassador, I j us t wan ted to add th at  I have only had one 

visit to the  Soviet Union, and  that  was in August 1977. You were 
my very gracious host at  th at  time, and I than k you for making 
th at  visit as instructiv e and  as profitab le as it was. I regret th at  
the fire which almost destroyed the Embassy occurred the day you 
took me on a tour  of tha t building.

Ambassador Toon. I am sure  there was no connect ion between 
the  two events.

Senator McGovern. I have always contended tha t. [General 
laughter .]

Ambassador Toon. It was a pleasure to have  you in Moscow, 
Sena tor.

Senator  McGovern. Mr. Ambassador, ear lier  in the  deliberations  
of the committee, Mr. Nitze  and others have argued t ha t one of the 
dang ers in the stra tegic balance between the  U nite d State s and the  
Soviet Union was th at  the Soviet Union is prepar ing  an elabo rate 
civil defense plan th at  might enable  them  to att ack the  United 
States with impunity  knowing that  the ir population could be safely 
tak en care of in a ra th er  elabo rate civil defense  plan. He has been 
making that  point for several years.

As you may or may not  recall, I raised th at  concern with you 
when I was in the  Soviet Union and you and you r exper ts at the 
Embassy told me th at  you could not find any  rea l evidence of an 
elaborate civil defense buildup. I am wondering if I am righ t in my 
unde rstan ding  of wh at the  Embassy told me and  if so whether 
there has been any  change in the  las t couple of y ears  since I was 
there.

Ambassador Toon. No, Senator McGovern, you are  righ t in your 
recollection of wh at we told you. I think  th at  remains  our opinion 
today. I th ink it is imp ortant , however, to poin t out that the  Soviet 
civil defense program is a good deal more comprehensive and ex­
tensive tha n our own, bu t I think it probably is a good deal less 
than  some people, inc luding Mr. Nitze, think.
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It seems to me, as I told you in Moscow, th at  if in fact the  civil 
defense program were  on the scale indicated  by Nitze and othe rs, 
the n we would see evidence of it in Moscow simply by walk ing 
arou nd the  city. I t hink  a t the present time  the ir efforts in the  civil 
defense field a re concentrate d prim arily on protectin g the ir lead er­
ship, as we do, and  on protec ting thei r major indu stria l ins tal la­
tions, but  in my view the y have not gone far  enough  to wa rra nt  a n 
assum ption  on our pa rt  t ha t they  a re fully protecting the ir popula­
tion  and therefore prepar ing  themselves for a first- strike capabili­
ty. I do not thin k th at  is in  the cards at  th e pre sen t time.

Senator  McGovern. The  answer  they give is, they say you people 
don’t read the  civil defense man ual th at  the  Soviet Governmen t 
puts out, and th at  if you were to tak e the  t ime to read  the manual,  
you would see all the plans  there, th at  they have very careful 
prep arat ions for a major effort to cover up the ir own civilian 
population and enable the m to survive a nuc lea r exchange w ith us. 
This  is not my argument . I am jus t trying to mak e the  case which 
the y made.

Ambassador Toon. This is not the  firs t time  the y have done us a 
disservice. In fact, the y are  doing us a disservice when they  said 
that , that  we have not  read  the manual. Of course  we have read  
the  manu al, but  t here is a vast difference between the  manual and  
the  operation of a policy and the implementa tion  of a policy.

I do not think they are doing it on the  scale th at  some people 
who have also read  the  manua l feel they  are. Th at is my view, and  
I th ink it is shared by a good m any othe rs who have been on the  
scene and have tried to examine the  trac es of the  evidence for 
these allegations.

Senator McGovern. Mr. Ambassador,  in your sta tem ent  you say 
the  Soviet Union pre sen tly  maintains a mi lita ry machine ent irely 
dispropor tiona te to any  objective assessmen t of it s needs. Then you 
go on to warn, and I agree with this, th at  tota l secu rity  such  as the  
Soviets seek can only mean insecurity  for othe rs. I sometimes 
wonder, though, if the  two superpowers do not  crea te a kind of 
mirro r image of fears for each  other.

Here you have a cou ntry  which you know be tte r tha n most o f us, 
the  Soviet Union, which has  gone thro ugh  two incredibly trag ic 
world wars in which the  people have suffered enorm ous casualt ies. 
They do have an incredible fear  of China, just ified or not. They 
have  the  memory of t he hum iliat ion of be ing forced to back down 
in the showdown over the  Cuban missile crisis.

I th ink many Americans assume th at  their  enorm ous mil itary 
buildup is pr imar ily an offensive threat designed aga inst us. Is n’t it  
possible that  this  mirro r image scenario could be true , th at  they  
are  as much defensively oriented  and as much fear ridden about  
the  possibility  of a ttack  from the  West or from Chin a as they  are  
motivated by any aggressive designs on the  West or anyone else?

Ambassador Toon. Certainly  it is possible, Sena tor. But I think, 
frankly,  to arrive at  th at  conclusion would reflect a much more 
cha rita ble  view of Soviet policies and att itudes than  I am prepa red 
to harbo r.

I th ink my rema rks in the pape r which I subm itted refe r p rim ar­
ily to the  buildup in centr al Europe. We have  focused on this  in 
gre at deta il in recent years, and none of us can real ly come up
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with  a satis facto ry explanation of why they  feel they  have to have 
a 4 to  1 tank  ratio, for example, or a vast advantage in personnel 
on th e g round , and also a vast  adva ntage in the  ai r.

Senator  McGovern. If I mig ht ju st  break in here,  Mr. Ambassa­
dor, th at  rea lly  is not rele van t to the  strategic  arms balance, is it?

Ambassador Toon. Tha t is tru e. I think  the  stra tegic arms bal­
ance probably does reflect, as you say, a mirror image of w hat the 
other side is t rying to do.

Senator McGovern. Do you th ink it is possible, if not probable, 
that  both sides have overbuilt in term s of the  stra tegi c equation? 
Lay aside the  ma tter of conven tional weapons, but isn’t it possible 
that  both sides have pushed  thi s race  to the  point where they  have 
buil t stra tegi c systems th at  go beyond any rea l defense  require­
ment?

Ambassador Toon. I th ink  th a t is true , and I will go along with 
tha t, bu t frank ly, I think  the  major fault lies with  the other side, 
th at  we were react ing to wh at the y did ra ther  than  thei r reacting 
to what we did. Certa inly  the essence of SALT II is to meet  the 
problem. We are  beginn ing to reduce the  arsena ls on both sides, 
and of course we look forward to even more dras tic reduc tions in 
SALT III.

I fr ank ly am not enti rely  op timis tic th at  th e Soviet Union will go 
along with  these  drast ic reduc tions,  but  tha t, at  least,  is our hope, 
and th at  is our policy decision, but to get back to the  ma tter of 
cen tra l Europe, this really both ers me. I don’t know why they  have 
done thi s sort  of thing. The re is no ratio nal  exp lana tion  for it. You 
can argue that  it is in terms  of the ir histo rical  experience, if you 
will.

Sen ator McGovern. Well, I for one do not try  to rationalize or 
jus tify  thei r buildup in centr al Europe. I do not underst and  it, 
eith er, but it has long seemed to me that  each side, each of these 
two superpowers, is ter rify ing  the  other by needless buildups. I 
fran kly  don’t know who sta rte d it or whether they are  react ing to 
us o r we to them. It does seem to me tha t each time  one side or the 
other gets a new breakt hro ugh  on a more terr ify ing  strategic 
weapon, it is not very long un til the  other side att em pts  to match  
it.

This fur the r creates a clim ate  of unc ertain ty and  fear. If I ulti ­
mately decide to vote for this trea ty, and I may very well so decide, 
it will not be because I th ink it represen ts a real ly genuine arms  
reduction  or even genu ine arm s limitation , but  because I thin k it 
may possibly eliminate  some of t he fear  and uncer tain ty between 
the  two superpowers.

Even a bad deal at least means that  they are  deal ing with each 
other and that  they are  reducing  some of th e elem ent of terror , of 
mu tua l ter ror  that  I th ink is responsible for thi s buildup. I am 
wondering if perhaps  in a different wording, th at  isn’t your conclu­
sion, th at  the chief value  of SALT is to reduce some of th e unce r­
tai nty and risk of error between these  two gre at powers.

Ambassador Toon. I t hink  tha t is a princ ipal adva ntag e of SALT. 
I would disagree with  you to at least this  extent, Sena tor McGov­
ern , th at  th is is a bad tre aty . I do not think  i t is a  bad t rea ty at  all. 
I th ink it is probably a bad treaty  to those who have  a much more 
ambitious idea as to what is possible.
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Senator  McGovern. It is cer tain ly not  wha t we orig inally 
wanted .

Ambassador Toon. Th at is true.
Senator  McGovern. I remember  it. At the time I was in the 

Soviet Union, we had offered a much grea ter  cut in term s of 
nuc lear  weapons and  th at  had been soundly rejected by the  Soviet 
Union, so from t ha t stan dpo int I th ink  i t is disappointing.

Ambassador Toon. I think you are  referr ing  to our March 1977 
comprehensive proposal.

Senator  McGovern. Yes.
Ambassador Toon. Th at was cert ainl y a much  more ambi tious  

proposal  tha n SALT II represen ts at  the  pre sen t time, but  in my 
view it was tota lly unreal istic in term s of its acceptabili ty to the  
Soviets. This was dem onst rated by the  Soviet react ion to it, but  
cert ainl y I think  all of us look forward to the  next  round of 
negotiations  following SALT II, when we hopefully can get Soviet 
agreement to much more  drast ic reduct ions. You are  right , we do 
not  need th e vast  a rsenals we have  today.

Sena tor McGovern. Thank  you, Mr. Ambassador. My time is up. 
Thank  you, Mr. Cha irman.

The Chairman. Wherever the skilled tech nicians  are  in our Gov­
ernment, they  are  not on Capitol Hill. The ligh ts are  not working 
again, which seems to be a chronic problem for this  system. I ju st 
men tion this to mem bers  because you will have  the  time cards  
pres ented by our timeke epe r when the Sena tor ’s 10 minu tes are  
up. Sena tor Percy?

Senator  P ercy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador,  we are delighted to have  you here. We have 

long looked forward  to your testimony. Though you do not call 
yoursel f a hardlin er, you are  perceived to be one. I think  your  
test imony and the  logic behind it is powerful and  really compell­
ing.

Ambassador Toon. Is i t bad to be a hardliner?
Senator P ercy. No; I don ’t think so. I consider m yself  a h ard liner 

when it comes to the  defense of this  count ry. I do not think  we 
would have any differences on that  issue. All along in these  he ar­
ings we have talked abo ut the necessi ty of hav ing behind  our 
foreign policy a very stro ng mili tary  capability. I feel no h esitancy  
in saying that  again , as I have said it thro ughou t my public and 
priv ate  life.

Ambassador Toon. Then I am in  good company.
Senator Percy. I look upon that  as a note of d istinc tion in your  

record, really. I think  because of your thr ee  decades of exper ience, 
your advice is e xtraor din ari ly helpful. I am partic ula rly  inte rest ed 
in the comments which Sen ator Jav its  drew from you concerning 
you r att itude toward  Europe. This tre aty’s effect on NATO is of 
deep concern to me.

SCANTY SOVIET COVERAGE OF U.S . SALT DEBATE

It is a ma tter we must tak e into account. This committee of all 
committees  m ust look into th at  area. I have a num ber  of questions,  
and I will cover as many as I can. I am interested in the  New York 
Times article today about Soviet press coverage  of our considera­
tion of the  SALT II debate. The wri ter  says Soviet coverage has
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been scan ty and  attr ibu tes  it eit he r to a Soviet desire  not to int er­
fere in our  deba te or to a Soviet reluctance to tell its own people 
the  de tails  of the  controversy.

Wha t would be your own ana lysi s as an expert on the Soviet 
Gove rnment and people as to why very litt le has been published 
abou t the Senate  debate on SALT?

Ambassador Toon. It may be a combination of both, Sena tor 
Percy. I th ink probably it reflects a decision made by the Soviet 
Adm inis trat ion to avoid excessive rhetoric  during the  ratif icat ion 
process. This was a commitm ent made, well, not a commitment, 
but  an understanding th at  Sen ato r Byrd though t he had  reached 
with  Brezhnev and Gromyko when he was in Moscow. There is a 
practical  reason for this, of course. You know the  Soviet press as 
well as  I do, and  th e Soviet newsp apers are  ve ry tiny.

There is just no room for the sort  of extens ive coverage that 
would have  to be given to these hearings if in fact you were  to give 
an objective picture,  so I th ink it is a combination of the  two. 

SOVIET SKEPTICISM IN  TRUSTIN G UN ITED  STATES

Senator  Percy. One Soviet observer was quoted in the artic le as 
saying th at  there are  people wri ting  to government officials asking  
why should  we tru st the  Americans and sign this  trea ty?  Now, 
obviously, there is widespread dis trust in thi s cou ntry  and skept i­
cism about the possibility of Soviet cheating. How widespread is 
the  feeling  of skepticism in the  Soviet Government as to whe ther  
they can tru st the American  Government, with  respect to this 
treaty?

Ambassador Toon. Cer tain ly, in the  firs t place, I would not 
att ach great impor tance to a let ter  to the  editor of Prav da or any 
other Soviet newspaper because it is simply not a voluntary  act. It 
is st imu lated by people on high.  I th ink  probably the re is an  innate 
suspicion of what we are  up to.

With  all apologies to  thi s adm inis tration, this was intensified by 
cer tain  things that  we did  in the  early  days of th is administ ration. 
I t hink  this  would be a dmitted readily  by some of my colleagues in 
Washington. They weren’t quite sure  what we were  up to. I think  
while  they  have a cleare r pictu re now as to wh at our objectives 
are,  the re still is a trace of t ha t suspicion which was engendered in 
the  early  days of this  a dminist ration.

Beyond tha t, of course, they have always had a suspicion of our 
intentio ns going all the  way back to 1918, when  we invaded the  
Soviet Union, as you know, with our expeditionary  force in Siberia.

While I do not want to say the re is a  justif ication  for the Soviet 
feeling, there is a sor t of rationale for it. I th ink it is someth ing 
with which we have to reckon. Certainly, the re is m uch less ration­
ale  for Soviet suspicion  of our objectives than  the re is for our 
suspicion of their s.

AMB ASSA DOR TO ON ’S POSITION TOWARD NO MINAT IO N OF TOM 

WATSON

Senator  Percy. I would like to talk abou t your successor for ju st 
a moment. You are  perceived to be opposing the  appointmen t of 
Tom Watson, Jr . As I understand your  position, you would prefer
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to see care eris ts go into a post of this  kind. We might  differ  in 
principle here. I t hink  a  certain num ber  of n oncaree r a ppointm ents  
are  fully justified, and  the  distinguished careers  of David Bruce, 
Averell Harrim an,  and Joh n Sherman Cooper and others bea r out  
my point.

It is refre shing to have some new blood go into the  Foreign 
Service in key posts. Soon after his app ointme nt became known, 
Tom Watson was described in several editoria ls as having no 
knowledge of the  Soviet Union. Since the n the Sta r for one has  put 
on the  record th at  his experience goes back over three decades, 
th at  he does speak  some Russian, th at  he was based the re for 6 
months, that  he worked with high mil itary personnel, and th at  he 
has  continued from those early  days his exper ience  with the  Soviet 
Union.

I strongly support  his candidacy simply  because  I think  the  
Soviets have a trem endous  regard for toughminded, hardheaded 
business people, part icu lar ly those in the  comp uter  field, where  t he  
Soviets are  struggl ing to catch up with  the  Uni ted States . The 
Soviets also have tremendous rega rd for people who are  close to 
the President, and  close to the Secretary of S tate and Secretary of 
Defense. I think  he is un ique ly qualified.

Could you clarify for the  record what your position is with  re­
spect  to your successor? You have been quoted in ways th at  I 
though t possibly may have been somewhat unfai r to you.

Ambassador Toon. I will be glad to, Sen ator Percy. In the  firs t 
place, I know Tom Watson. I know him well. I have  spen t a good 
man y hours  with him in recent days. He is a fine  fellow. He is a 
man of good judgment. I think  if he relies on the  competence and 
advice of the highly  professional staff tha t we have in Moscow, tha t 
he should do well. Obviously, I cann ot sit in judg ment on his 
partic ula r qualif ications for that  job or h is lack of qualifications for 
th at  job. F rank ly, th at  is your bus iness. I do not want to violate the  
Cons titution by tel ling  you  how you should han dle  it.

On the  broade r quest ion about  the  infusion of new blood into the  
diplom atic service, cer tain ly I agree th at  this  is a good th ing from 
time to time, but, Sen ato r Percy, I would caution you and your  
colleagues  that  for every  David Bruce and  Averel l Har riman,  we 
wind up with 10 c lunks,  if I may say so. That may not be the right 
term , but I have in mind, for example-----

Sen ator Biden. It is be tte r tha n naming them. [General laug h­
ter.]

Ambassador Toon. A n umber  of years ago, a dress  manufacture r 
from the  Midwest was appo inted  to a post out in the Far East  and  
came before your committee and did not know the  name of the  
Prim e Minister nor the  cap ital  of the  country  to which he was 
being appointed. In fairness to him, he did say th at  he would l earn 
these two designations before  he  arrived.  [General laughter. ]

I th ink you can car ry thi s principle too far. Of course, I am 
subjective in my atti tud e. I am a professional and  I have been for 
30 years . I happen to th ink th at  th e country  would be bet ter  served 
by having professionals  manning all posts, but hav ing said tha t, I 
recognize as a prac tical  person that  this  is not  in the cards. There­
fore, I do welcome the  infus ion of new blood provided it is very 
carefully  selected.
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AUTHORITY U.S. AMBASSADOR IN MOSCOW SHOULD HAVE

Senator Percy. There have been discussions in the  press  about 
your  own position with respect to SALT II, your  position  with 
respect to the  negotiating posture,  and the  intimacy of you r rela ­
tionship with the negotiators in thi s area . Would you care  to clar i­
fy wha t autho rity  you feel an Amer ican Ambassador in Moscow 
should have  and what rela tion ship he should have with the  host 
government and with the  U.S. Government?

How close should he be keyed in? Does it und ercut the Ambassa­
dor, for instance, if there are  end  runs around him in such a way 
as to preven t his position from being the  prestigious  position it 
should be? Anatoly Dobrynin has  th at  kind of position righ t here 
and has had  ever since he arr ive d in Washington.

Ambassador Toon. Cer tainly, I think  the  Amer ican Ambassador 
in Moscow ought to be completely  clued in on any thing and every­
thin g th at  has to do with our relat ions  with the  Soviet Union, 
whether it is a nego tiating process, whe ther  it is a policy stat e­
ment,  w hatever it is.

Now, in fairness to this adm inis trat ion, I mus t say th at  that  has 
been the case since I have  been Ambassador in Moscow once I 
became legitimate. I was in limbo, as you know, for a number of 
months, but  once I became legit imate, I was clued in on every thing 
that  w ent on with  re gard  to  t he  Soviets.

I al so had an opportuni ty for input not only with  r ega rd to SALT 
II bu t with  regard to oth er policies th at  were being  formulated 
back here toward the  Soviet Union or toward are as in which the 
Soviets might possibly have an  interest , so I have no complaint on 
th at  score. I do feel th at  we could do more in using  the  American 
Ambassador in Moscow, in using  the  Embassy, in speaking for our 
Government.

After all, when you have a person in Moscow who speaks the  
language  and who knows something abou t the  Soviet Union, it 
would seem to me to be to our advantage to spea k direct ly to the 
leadersh ip when you want to get across a new policy, a new deci­
sion on which you w ant comple te underst and ing on the  pa rt of the  
Soviets.

My own feeling is th at  at  the  very leas t you ought to double 
tra ck  every thing throug h the  Embassy in Moscow. Tha t we have 
done to a signif icant  degree during my ten ure  in Moscow, but I 
thi nk  we have a way to go in this  respect.

Senator  Percy. Thank  you very much. Thank  you, Mr. Chair­
man.

The Chairman. Thank  you, Senator  Percy.
Sena tor Biden?
Sena tor Biden. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, I would like to compliment you on what I 

would charac terize  as a very realistic view of the  limits of our 
rela tionship  with the  Soviet Union and what we still try  to call 
deten te. From read ing your sta tem ent  and listening  to you this  
morning, I th ink you may  be asking  for w hat  is more tha n real istic  
to expect of the  American  people and  the  policymakers toward  the  
Soviet Union when you call for method, persis tence , and realism in 
our approach to Moscow.
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It seems to me to at ta in  those virtues the re has  to be some sense 
of a  consensus among those policymakers and among the Amer ican 
people as to who the  Soviets are, wha t they wan t, and wha t they 
are up to. I t is because of th at  missing consensus th at  I find it har d 
to buy completely the  adm inistration’s argu me nt th at  t her e should 
be no linkage between the SALT agreem ent  and  the  activit ies and  
rela tionships we have with the Soviet Union in other par ts of the  
world and in other matter s.

It seems to me th at  the  argu men t begs the  question of the 
context  in which we judge the  merits of the  SALT agreement.  In 
the real political world the  issue is not how many heavy missiles 
Moscow can build but  wh at Moscow in tend s to do with  those mis­
siles, and why is it building  them.

I have a growing sense  of frustra tion aft er having heard your 
testim ony, not because  I disagree  with  it, but because  I guess I 
continue, as do most congressional policymakers, to look for an 
exp ert  who somehow is going to codify for  me my prejudices with  
regard  to the  Soviet Union . In your honest and candid testimony, 
you have acknowledged you r inabi lity to do t ha t even for yourself, 
and  you are  not presump tuou s enough to sugges t you would at ­
tem pt to do it for anyo ne else. Tha t crea tes a cert ain sense of 
frustra tion .

In a sense, the  issue of th e Backfire bomber  is not whe ther  or not  
it has  an inte rcontinen tal range, or whether or not  our F - l l l ’s or 
F B - ll l’s are  a match . The  question is the  interp retations th at  we 
pu t on the Soviets hav ing these  planes at  all, or having the  SS-20 
deployed in Central Europe, or the ir growing Navy, or the ir stead­
ily improving air  defense  system, or the ir conventional arms build­
up in other areas , and  so on.

I would like to go through with you, in the  time that  I have 
remaining, some assump tions that  m any Americans make in trying 
to decipher Soviet in ten tions and see how you a nd we might modify 
our ideas to fit  them a nd match them  to the  r eal  world.

Fir st, your sta tem ent  talks  of t he history of invasions Russians 
have  had and their  response to them, th at  is, the ir search for 
secu rity  throu gh terri toria l expansion. To th at  history, you added 
the  Communist “preoccupa tion with milita ry strength  as a key 
element of political power,” and you concluded th at  these  concepts 
expla in, if not just ify the overblown size of the Soviet mil itary 
machine.

Now, carry ing your  think ing  a  litt le furth er  for us, if you would,
I would like to ask a few questions. Is this history  and drive th at  
we have  witnessed througho ut that  history insurmountable?  Does 
it mean that we should expect to deal with  a Soviet Union which 
will feel itsel f insecure in the  nea r futu re, and as a consequence 
cont inue  to trans late the se feelings of insecuri ty into aggressive  
actions or at least actions which appear to be preparatio n for the  
prospect of taking aggressive action? Calculating how much power 
is enough, do th e Soviets constan tly see themselves under the  gun 
from the  United  Stat es and China, or in your  mind can you see a 
pla teau being reached in essential equivalence and  establishing 
th at  equivalence?

Are we destined  to live with this  parano ia through the  remain­
der of this  century? Do you see any change in it or any plateau?
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Ambassador Toon. I can give you a very sho rt answer. The 
answ er is “Yes.” We are destined to live with  it unt il the  basic 
change th at  I talked about  earli er in the  session comes about, the 
basic change in world outlook, th e basic change in the  way they 
hand le thei r own people, their  friends, and so forth and  th at  is a 
long way down the road.

Senator Biden. There is no evidence th at  th at  basic change is 
forthcoming. There is an  assumption, is ther e not, th at  t he  present 
leadership is much more sens itive  to domestic pressures with in the 
Soviet Union and tha t the re is a more collegial atmosphere  in the 
Politburo as compared to t he  days of Stalin, and th at  th ese  changes 
amount to some significant polit ical change in the  Soviet Union 
and altera tion of the ir struc ture, and that  therefore we can look 
forward to a more reasonable  response from the  Soviets?

Ambassador Toon. I wish I could believe tha t, but frankly I do 
not know of any such evidence. Frankly,  Sena tor, all of us must 
look upon this treaty  on its own merits . We cann ot expect simply 
by passing the  treaty  th at  we are  going to have  access to certa in 
leverage which will brin g abo ut cer tain  basic changes in Soviet 
behavior and policies. That is not  going to happen. I thi nk  it will 
happen in the  long run,  as a res ult  of forces at work righ t now 
inside Soviet society, but as I said before, th at  will not happen for 
40, 50, or  60 years  from now, if you wan t to put a fini te time limit 
on it.

I h ate  to  be so pessimistic, bu t th at  is the  way I see the  s ituation.
Sen ator Biden. Let me pu t it ano the r way. If we do not continue 

the  process which is referred to as detente, do we impac t upon 
those forces at work in the Soviet Union and  the reby effect the  
evolut ion which might occur 20, 30, or 40 yea rs down the  road? By 
rejec ting the  process now, do we in any way fundam enta lly alt er 
when th at  would come abo ut or is wha teve r we do irre levant  in 
terms  of when tha t process will e ventually  come to fruition?

Ambassador Toon. Sen ato r Biden, I would say it is relevant  only 
in the sense that passing SALT II will crea te th at  atmosphere of 
stab ility in which we can car ry on what I think has  been a very 
useful dialog with the  Soviet Union over the  past 6 or 7 years  in 
the  strategic  arms  field. I think  rejec ting SALT II removes th at  
elem ent of stab ility  and  therefore jeopard izes the  whole process, 
but I think it is wrong to expect th at  SALT II is going the  have 
any  impact per se on Soviet behav ior or Soviet policy or Soviet 
decisions in the  immedia te future .

Senator  Biden. So we should look at  SALT II and ask if it 
enhances  U.S. securi ty and leave it at  th at?

Ambassador Toon. Precise ly.
Senator Biden. I agree.  Thank you, Mr. Chairma n.
Senator McGovern [presiding]. I guess in the absence of a more 

senio r member pre sen t on the  majority side it falls to me to recog­
nize Senator H ayakawa.

Senator Hayakawa. T han k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, let  me sta rt by tha nki ng you very much for 

your hospitality to my wife and me and all of us in our par ty when 
we visited Moscow in Janu ary of this year.  We had a wonderful 
time, as good a time as one could possibly expect to have  in 
Moscow.
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Ambassador Toon. It was wonderful to have you there, bu t 
having  a good time in Moscow is not saying very much. [General 
laughter.]

Sena tor Hayakawa. You did very well by us, and indeed, we 
were very grateful.

Ambassador Toon. We were glad to have you there.
Senator  Hayakawa. I must say in Ja nu ary we were not suffering 

from a h eat  wave over there .

STATE OF FALSE SECURITY THROUGH SALT II

At the  present  time , we are  perh aps equal to the  Soviets in 
stra tegic weapons, and as I underst and  it we are  far  behind as 
conventional forces and conventional weapons are  concerned, but 
wha tever the  condit ion, it is argued th at  signing the  tre aty  will 
furth er relax our vigilance and our commitm ent to an adequate 
defense, so th at  we a re  not likely even to live up to the  limits  th at  
the treaty  allows us in strat egic  weapons.

Would you care  to comm ent on this  arg um ent that  we would be 
pu t into a kind of stat e of relax ation and false security by the  
signing of th is trea ty?

Ambassador Toon. Senator Hayakawa, firs t of all, let me say 
th at  we were delighted to have you in Moscow, and  we were glad 
th at  we gave you at lea st a tas te of some hospita lity which you 
found acceptable. Frankly, if I though t we were  going to go the  
rou te you suggest by pass ing SALT II, then I would strongly recom­
mend  that  we rejec t it. I do not  t hin k we a re going that  way at  a ll. 
I t hink  we have to ma int ain  a  strong defensive posture. We have  to  
ma intain  our arsenal , one which is the  equ ival ent of the  Soviet 
arsenal , prim arily  because we cann ot tru st  these people. I am 
deeply skeptical of the ir intentions if in fact the y found it possible 
to do certain things with impunity.

Therefore, I would th ink certainly th at  we, as the  American 
people, should be willing to pay the  price, whatev er it may be, in 
order to maintain essent ial equivalence, as we call it, or a strong 
defensive posture, as I pu t it myself. It is absolutely  essential to 
stab ility  in the  world and  to our own security.

Senator Hayakawa. Secretary Brown has said th at  with the  
tre aty  signed and agreed to, we would still  have  to spend an 
additional $2.5 bi llion a year on defense and  stategic  equipment, I 
suppose, and without the  treaty , we would have to spend $5 billion, 
so eit he r way, life will be expensive  for us for some time to come.

Ambassador Toon. I do not  think any  of us who have defended 
the  SALT Trea ty or the  negotiat ing process has ever maintained 
th at  the  resu lt would be a savings in defense expenditu res.

Senator Hayakawa. Of course not.
Ambassador Toon. I th ink frankly I would respect Secretary 

Brown’s judgment in this respect.
Senator Hayakawa. But  the re is enough  sen tim ent  against  the  

increase of expenditures on weaponry th at  we are  likely not to 
spend either  $2.5 bil lion if signed or the  $5 bill ion if not signed. Is 
th at  not the  case?

Ambassador Toon. Then  we a re in trouble.
Sen ator Hayakawa. OK, then, we a re in troub le. I think  th at  is 

a q uite  sa tisfac tory answer, sir.
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U. S.  STRATEGIC INF ERIOR ITY  BY THE 1 9 8 0 ’s

In the  ear ly 1980’s, I und ers tand that  we will be in a stra tegi cal­
ly inferior position vis-a-vis the  Soviet Union as regards strategic 
weapons. Would you expect the  Soviets to take gre ate r political 
risks under  those conditions?

Ambassador Toon. Senator  Hayakawa, I am not sure that  I 
agree with your premise. I do not  think that  we will be in an 
infer ior stra tegic position in the 1980’s. One thin g is clear. One 
pa rt of the  Triad will be vulnerable in the  1980’s, and  tha t, of 
course, is the  Minuteman missi le force. That, of course is why we 
have to develop the M-X, in order to shore up and  offset the 
vuln erabili ty of the Minutem an, but  the  oth er two parts  of the 
Triad  are  going to remain fai rly  viab le a t th at  point, so I would not 
say t ha t we are  going to be s trat egically inferior .

The second part of your ques tion was what , sir? I am sorry. I 
didn’t quite catch it.

Senator Hayakawa. Would you expect th at  the  Soviets would 
under take greater risks  and  be more ventu resom e as a result?

Ambassador Toon. If they felt they  had a stra tegic advantage 
over us, then I would th ink the re would be a very  good chance 
indeed of the ir taking the sor t of politica l risks  backed up by 
mil itary power which would cause us deep concern. I think  that  is 
ent irely possible.

Sen ator Hayakawa. Since Vietnam, we have been extremely 
unwilling  to venture  into the outside world, and it seems to me 
th at  the  practical consequence of this  has been the  expansion of 
Soviet adventurism in Africa and elsewhere .

In your opinion, have we encouraged th at  by our  very steady 
policy of  nonin terve ntion anywhere?

Ambassador Toon. I th ink to a cer tain  degree  th at  is true.  I 
th ink  the  Soviets moved in Africa in the  firs t place not in accord­
ance with any grand design, but  simply because  the opportuni ties 
presented themselves for extension of Soviet politica l influence, 
and  second, because the y felt they  could do so with impunity  
because  of the ir assessment of the  Amer ican domestic political 
scene.

Senator, I th ink  i t is incum bent  upon us—on you as a  responsible 
legislative official, on me as a respons ible official of the executive 
branch, and on the  American  people—to decide just what  are  our 
vita l intere sts, and to mak e sure  th at  the re is no unc erta inty  on 
the  other side as to wh at those are, so th at  the re can be no 
miscalculation in the  future  which might res ult  in a serious con­
frontation  be tween us.

I th ink  we should mak e absolutely clea r w hat these are.
Senator Hayakawa. This is exactly the  reason why to a consider ­

able exten t I agreed with  wha t Senator  Biden was saying about 
linkage and nonlinkage.  It is hard to ma intain  a nonlinkage posi­
tion when you consider all the other Soviet activ ities in the  world 
as perhaps  an index of wha t the  future  might hold. I am simply 
sta ting  my rese rvat ion in this  respect.

Ambassador Toon. Senator, as I said before, I think you mu st 
assess this treaty  on its own merit s. If you think  as a res ult  of 
passing the  tre aty  th at  you are  going to affect  Soviet behavio r— 
this  is simply not in the  cards—the n I don’t think  you ought to go
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th at  route. I t hin k you should look at  the  t reaty  and  decide wheth­
er it is in our nationa l intere st to approve it. I happen to think  
th at  i t is.

Senator Hayakawa. Thank you very much.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairma n.
Senator McGovern. Sen ato r Glenn.
Senator  Glenn. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Ambassador Toon, it  is good to see you again. I would like to ask 

a question that  might app ear  unre lated , but  it is not. I saw one 
press  repo rt a sho rt time ago that  in your ten ure in Moscow you 
were given an opportunity  once a  year to go on Moscow television. 
Is th at  correct? Is the re any regu lar program th at  you are  permit ­
ted to appear on each year?

Ambassador Toon. Yes; it is on our nat ional day, the Fou rth  of 
July . It is a rar e privilege accorded to every Ambassador in 
Moscow to speak on Soviet television on his nat ional day. I happen 
to have  a rather rare  ta lent  in Moscow in the  a mbassadorial corps, 
spea king  Russian, so I do i t in the  Russian language, and it is qui te 
effective.

As one of your colleagues pointed out, I thi nk  it was the  cha ir­
man, in my fi rst yea r in Moscow I was denied the  privilege because 
they  had  seen the  advance text, and the re was a paragraph  in 
the re on human righ ts which  they  did n ot like, and they suggested 
th at  I abbreviate the  text , and  I said I would be g lad to. They said 
to tak e out that  paragraph . I said; no, I will abbreviate  it in other 
respects . The answer was th at  I did not app ear  on television , but I 
have appeared for the  l ast  2 years.

Senator Glenn. We have  had wha t I view as almost a spectacle 
in thi s coun try of Georgi Arba tov being on our  nat ion al television 
here  on half-hour shows, nat ional programs such as “Issues and 
Answers,” trave ling to various cities in thi s coun try, put ting  forth  
the  Soviet view of SALT. Do you think  they would welcome my 
going to Moscow and pu ttin g forth  some American views on SALT 
on n atio nal  television in Russia?

Ambassador Toon. No.
Sen ator Glenn. Do you th ink it would be a futi le gesture if I 

proposed such a thing  formally?
Ambassador Toon. No; I meant  to say th at  they would not wel­

come your appearance on Soviet television , but  I think  possibly 
they  might reckon with  it, and  you migh t succeed. I would be glad 
to look into i t when I get  back.

Sen ator Glenn. Well, I had  thought of th at  at firs t in jest, but  
the n la te r on, pe rhaps  seriously, that  i f we a re to be open and have 
tru st  in each other, which thi s treaty  is supposed to engender in 
the  futu re, that  we should  the n sta rt communicating with each 
other .

It seems to me if we have certain reservat ions  abou t par ts of 
SALT in this  country , it would be good to spell those out to the  
Soviet people and hopefully open up a dialog in th at  regard that  is 
not there now. As was alread y mentioned in the  hearings this 
morning, they  get a spoonfed view of every thing regarding SALT.

Obviously, if we are  to have  some sort  of rapp rochem ent or 
con tinuation of meaningful det ent e with the  Soviet people, which I 
hope is a people-to-people rela tion ship  and not just the hierarch ies
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of government,  then  somewhere, somehow, some tim e we have to 
star t having people-to-people contact on our differing views, or we 
will n ever work out our difficulties.

Ambassador Toon. I agree, Senator. The next t ime  you see Arba­
tov and  he is appearing  on “Issues and Answers” or some other 
program, jus t tell him th at  you underst and  th at  Toon does no t get 
the  same privilege in the Soviet Union.

Sen ator Glenn. I will be glad to point that  out. I did see him 
only briefly while he was here . I had met him when we were your 
guests in Moscow a y ear  or  so ago.

SUPPORT FOR SALT HINGES ON VERIFICATION

Before you left Moscow to come back, you indicated that  your 
support  for SALT would perhaps hinge on the  monitoring and 
verification aspects, which  to me indica ted th at  you believe that  
the  Soviets would cheat if they  had a chance  to do so. Is that  
correct?

Ambassador Toon. I would not wan t to take th at  chance, Sena­
tor. I c an’t say th at  they  would chea t if th ey felt they would not be 
caught, but I thin k frankly it is up to us to make  sure  that  t ha t is 
not the  case and that  t hey are  not given th at  s ort  of temptation . It 
is not quite correct  to say that  I would oppose SALT if I felt it 
would not be verifiable.

I said simply th at  I had  to assure myself th at  the  treaty  was 
verifiable before I could make  up my mind as to whe ther  I would 
go tha t route.

Senator  Glenn. Well, let me put  it in differen t words, then . I 
guess you would not have much confidence th at  they would always 
operate  in our best intere sts  within the  framework of SALT unless 
we could check on it.

Ambassador Toon. None whatsoever.
Sena tor Glenn. I c ertain ly share th at  view. I have been through  

all of the briefings th at  I am sure  you have  been through and 
which Senator Biden mentioned here. There are  things moving in 
this area that  c anno t be talked about publicly. We know th ere  is a  
lot of effort going on to replace  the  monitoring capabi lity th at  we 
lost in Iran.

Since you have come out very solidly in your  stat ement  this  
morning  tha t you do feel the  t rea ty is verifiable and is monitorable 
now, would you say th at  it is moni torable now or are  you basing 
your estim ate of this  on wha t you have been briefed that  we hope 
will take place in the  future?

Ambassador Toon. I feel strongly on the  basis of my briefings 
th at  we can detect any  signif icant  mil itar y violation of th e tre aty 
that  would have an  impact on the  stra tegic balance and we can do 
that  now.

Senator Glenn. Are you talking abo ut deployments?
Ambassador Toon. Well, I would ra ther  not go in to the  deta ils, 

Senator.
Senator  Glenn . OK, that  is what happ ens all the  time in these 

open hearings. I am  not being critica l. It should  happen. Sometimes 
we get into sensit ive areas on such ma tte rs that canno t be dis­
cussed publicly. My difficulty with some of t he adm inis trat ion wit­
nesses that  have appea red before us is, they talk about  some of
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these things as if eve ryth ing is in place and ope rating righ t now, 
and  that  we are  not giving  away any intel ligence information to 
say some of these  thin gs are  systems still being  put together.

I want to see t his be verifiable and monitorable from the day we 
agre e to this and the  day the  treaty  goes into effect. Tha t may be 
possible. I am cert ainl y not  ruling th at  out, but I think we have 
perh aps  too much talk these days of prospective things which we 
are  assum ing will ta ke  place  by cert ain time  periods, and I want to 
sge more g uarantees th at  these  will in fact take place.

Ambassador Toon. Senator , I will be frank with  you to this  
exte nt. I am perfect ly aware  that we suffered a ra ther  serious

(
intel ligence loss when we lost the facilities in Iran. It is my under­
standing that we are  now studying ways and mea ns of offsetting 
th at  loss. I am confident th at  that can be done in the  fairly  nea r 
futu re. We don’t have th at  offsetting  capability  a t the  moment, but  
l Jo not  thin k that  has a bearing  on our abil ity to detec t the  sorts 
of v iolations about which I was speaking ear lie r in my statement.

Sen ator Glenn. Assuming we do not have  those now, then I 
would disagree  with your second stat eme nt, because I think  as far 
as moni toring numbers is concerned, and deployed weapons sys­
tems, we have that  and can do th at  with a fine accuracy. I th ink  as 
far  as monito ring other key elements of th e tre aty  such as launch- 
weight, throw-weight, MIRVing, et cetera, I hope some of those 
things work out so th at  we can monitor with  absolute  reliabi lity.

The re is a lot being developed along th at  line, and I am not 
pessimistic about that  tak ing  place, b ut I w ant  to see that  be a fact 
when this treaty  goes in to effect.

Ambassador Toon. I ag ree, Senator.

CONNECTION BETWEEN SALT AND MBFR

Senator Glenn. Do you believe that  the re is a rela tionship  be­
tween SALT and MBFR [mu tual and balanced force reductions]? 
We have seen a mammoth  b uildup in Soviet forces of a convent ion­
al na ture  on the ir eas tern European fron t while we have negotiat­
ed SALT, and we pe rhaps have even gotten behind in convent ional 
forces and  don’t really know for sure, but  the re are  7,000 NATO 
tan ks and 20,500 Soviet tank s which they  claim are  defensive.

Now, th at  is a lot of defense against our 7,000 tanks.  Can you 
spell out a littl e bit of t he rela tion ship  between SALT and MBFR 
and why you thin k we have held up our nego tiations or why the 
negot iations have been held up while we have nego tiated SALT? 
Why could they have not gone on along togeth er?

Ambassador Toon. I do not, quite frank ly, think  th at  the re is a 
direc t rela tionship  between SALT and MBFR. I thi nk  the  only 
rela tionship  is the one spelled out  at Vienna itse lf when both sides 
expressed the  hope that  successfu l conclusion of the  SALT agree­
men t would provide a desi rable impulse to the  negotiations in 
Vienna . Th at has not yet happened. We hope it will happen in the 
futur e.

The basic problem in Vien na, as you know, Senator , is the  fact 
that  we cann ot agree on the  da ta base. We have  a disparity  of 
something like 180,000 between the ir esti mate as to what they 
have in the way of armed forces stre ngt h in Cen tral  Europe and 
ours.

4 8 -2 5 0  0 - 7 9 - 3
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Senator Glenn. Well, Mr. Arbatov,  when he was here , indicated 
that  he felt MBFR was being held up pending  completion of SALT.

Ambassador Toon. Well, th at  may be Arba tov’s view, but I do 
not share  it.

EFFECT OF SALT ON  SINO-SOVIET RELATIO NSHIP

Sen ator Glenn. What abo ut the  Sino-Soviet rela tionship  and 
how tha t may be affected by SALT? What considerat ions of foreign 
policy in the  Sino-Soviet conflict would influence Soviet behavior 
toward us? Could you comm ent briefly  on tha t?

Ambassador Toon. Well, I thin k, Sena tor, th at  virt ual ly every 
foreign policy decision mad e by the  Soviet Union is filtered  
thro ugh  the  litmus of thei r relat ionship with  Peking. They are  
deeply concerned abou t the  Chinese and they reach almost every 
foreign policy decision in care ful consideration  of the  impact that  
this  will have on their  relations  with the  Chinese. So, to that  
extent  I think the  SALT agreem ent  has some rela tionship  with the  
China  picture.

Senator Glenn. We may get into some discussion of that  later . 
My time is up. Ju st  let me say that  when we were  in China in 
Jan uary,  in the  People ’s Republic, I met  with  Deng Xiaoping and 
some of the generals and  Army chiefs of s taff there. I asked them  
abou t the ir view of SALT and  they said they did n’t thin k it did 
much. I asked if they would be willing to par tici pat e in a broad­
ened SALT since they  are a nuclear power. I also asked, would 
they be willing to pursue  talk s with the  Soviet Union and the  
Uni ted States , and they s aid, well, if  we could get a treaty  tha t was 
more meaningful, perh aps they would. They did not rule  out the ir 
par ticipat ing in future  talk s. I thought  t ha t was ra th er  interesting.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman .
Ambassador Toon. I would not hold my bre ath  unt il that  hap­

pens.
Senator Glenn. I would not eithe r, but it was an inte rest ing 

comment.
The Chairman [presiding], Mr. Ambassador, in connection with 

you r last  answer, do considerat ions of China and  Soviet concerns 
color t he ir mili tary  policy as well as t he ir foreign policy?

Ambassador Toon. Yes; I don’t thin k the re is a ny question about 
that.  I think, for example, the ir reluctance to even contem plate 
drastic  reductions to anyth ing  in the  m ilitary  field is re lated  d irec t­
ly to  th eir  concern about China.

The Chairman. Thank  you. Senator  Lugar?
Senator  Lugar. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Ambassador Toon, you ment ion th at  you have been characterized 

by some as a  hard liner rega rding Soviet affairs.  You say you do not 
accept that  specifically bu t you point out your  reali sm as you take 
a look at these affai rs in your long service. Now, for this  reason I 
am disappointed in the  conclusion you have reached on the  SALT 
II Treaty , and let me give the  reason  for my disappointment.

As you are not a naive onlooker in this  situ atio n, you have not 
tried  to make all sorts  o f defenses as to  why the  Soviets might have 
been building on and on to defend themselves here  and there, I 
thin k you have charact eriz ed pret ty accu rate ly a long-going bui ld-
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up of a tough mind ed regime which contin ues even more  so in the 

convention al realms.
Now, in th e proposition th at  you look at  here,  could n’t you say 

th at  the Soviets are in fact buil ding  for a pote ntia l scen ario  in 

which they ar e going to be dom inant and in which the y see the  

Soviets as No. 1. They would have a possibility for defe ating every ­

body in sigh t, includ ing ourselves.
What in SALT deters  any  of thi s for a moment?  Is it your 

suggestion th at  thi s will conti nue becaus e the process is usefu l and 

the  need to keep  talk ing abou t it has some value and th at  it is best 

to keep play ing  along with the  game even if you thin k it is a 

total ly dom ina nt stra tegy  and even if we are  asleep at  the switch ? 

Isn’t the re a pote ntia l service on you r pa rt simply to sound the  

alar m bell and to say we had be tter cut  the  nonsense of SALT II, 

reject this  tre aty , and get on with  eit he r of two courses. One would 

be sub stan tial  disa rma ment, in which ou r ICBM’s would not be in 

such jeopa rdy, an d in which oth er legs of t he  tria d migh t not be in 

such jeopar dy. We need to proceed to do those thing s th at  we need  

to do with the  Ame rican  public fully on notice th at  we are  in 

troub le because  th e public is n ot on th at  notice.
Knowledgeable people like you rsel f come back and in a laid-back 

style the public is being  told, pass SALT, stop nuc lear  war, you are 

safe, and for a sma ll expe ndit ure of money you can sort  of buy 

peace.
Now, you know be tte r and I know bet ter . Why would it not have 

been bet ter for you simply to have sounded  the  alarm and said, 

SALT II is no good a nd  it is tim e we go t our act toge ther  and began 

buildin g up the  thin gs we need in thi s coun try.
Ambassad or Toon. Sena tor, the  answ er to th at  is very simple. I 

have  not take n th at  decision because I simply  do not believe th at  

SALT II is not any  good. I thi nk it is a good trea ty, prim arily  

because it does set modes t limits on our arsena ls, our stra tegi c 

arse nals, and it is the  beginning , I thi nk , possibly, dependi ng on 

the Soviet reacti on to SALT III, of an effective arm s control pro­

gram .
Certa inly  I agree  basic ally with your  th ru st  th at  we can not 

afford to let down our gua rd. Certa inly, signin g SALT II and the  

fact th at  the  Soviets are  prep ared to sign SALT II is no indica tion 

at  all th at  they have  sudden ly over nigh t tak en  a much more 

benig n view of the  United  State s of Ameri ca. Th at is simply not 

the  case.
In th at  respect, perh aps  I am a har dliner . I hap pen to think  th at  

th at  is ju st a realis tic asse ssme nt of wha t the  Soviets will do if in 

fact the y thou ght they could get away with it.
Now, with rega rd to the  need to ma inta in our defensive posture  

in a very good, solid shap e, th at  is some thing  th at  we have to 

decide as a ma tte r of nat ion al policy. It has  not hin g to do with 

SALT II. We have to do it anyw ay because the  Soviets are  doing it. 

Therefore , we must tak e th e necessa ry steps in ord er to cope with 

them  and  to make sure  th at  they do not receive a cer tain  adva n­

tage which  they could exploit for the ir own politic al purposes.
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EFFECTIVE LINKAGE BETWEEN SALT AND  STRONGER DEFENSE

Senator  Lugar. But you keep saying that  i t real ly has noth ing to 
do with SALT II. It has eve ryth ing to do with SALT II. Do you 
really believe as a policymaker th at  the  odds are  good th at  afte r 
SALT II is ratifi ed the Pre sident  of the  United Sta tes and the 
defense establishme nt are  going to be successful in get ting  on with 
the  M-X missile as r eally  a basic item? You know, I am not  certa in 
th at  I believe that  for a moment. I don’t think  the  suppor t has 
been engendered  by the  P res ident of the  U nited  S tates for the  M-X 
missile. Why, he doesn’t even know yet how he would deploy it.

No decision has been made on this. It is a pig in the  poke, and 
you are  saying it is a differen t item,  as if we ant isep tica lly have 
SALT II on one hand and a defense posture on the  other. How 
should we be linking the  two? Wh at is the  effective way for those 
who support SALT II but  want to make sure  the  defense continues 
on to mak e doggone su re th at  occurs?

Ambassador Toon. I do not th ink the  answer is not to sign SALT 
II. I do not think that  is th e answer at  all . I think  t he  answ er is, if 
in fact thi s is necessary, and  I had not though t th at  it was, to 
convince the  American public th at  we have to go the  M-X route, 
that  we have to do cer tain  oth er things in orde r to maintain a 
hea lthy  defensive posture and  e ssen tial equivalence with the Soviet 
Union. I happen to think  th at  we are  going to go this  route. 
Perhap s I have more confidence in the American people tha n you 
do, Senator , with all due respect, but  I think  the  American people 
will suppor t this thing,  and the y had bet ter,  because  if th ey do not, 
we ar e in trouble.

Sen ato r Lugar. I am sure the  American people will support it, 
but  the question is w hether  the Pres iden t of the United  States  will 
do so. It has not been th e people who have uni latera lly  been 
making defense decisions and obviating weapons systems while we 
were even in the process. This is the dilemm a with which we are  
faced. How do we wicke t in some will on the  pa rt of our own 
adm inis trat ion to do those things which have to be done?

I don’t know the answer  to tha t. Tha t is why I am appealing to 
you as somebody who surely  must  have though t abou t this. It is 
just not manifest t ha t the se things are  going to occur.

Ambassador Toon. I was und er the  impression, Senator, that  the 
Preside nt had already made the  decision on M-X.

Senator  Lugar. Well, the Pres iden t finally, I would say in the  
las t 60 days, with the  brea th  of the  SALT hea ring s coming down 
upon him heavily, has indicated some disposition in that  manner, 
bu t even on this  comm ittee,  in these hear ings , the re are people 
expressing the  viewpoint th at  things should never be built. You 
couldn’t get a unanimous feeling on th is comm ittee that  i t ought to 
happen. I hope you would be able  to get a major ity.

Now, I thin k we are in for some heavy sledding.
Let me follow up with one more question. You say you think t his 

offers a modest basis for some arms control. Now, on wha t basis? 
Every scenario we have been presented with  by the Secretary  of 
State, Secre tary of Defense, shows a piling  on of missiles and 
launchers, one on top of another. As this  thing  progresses, we 
recognize that it offers some very modest caps, modest caps in the
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launchers,  but  not in the  missile production and not in all sort s of 

other thing s th at  mig ht be br ough t in.
What  is the  basis for antic ipati on th at  arm s control is going to 

come from this ?
Ambassador Toon. I did not say anti cipa tion , Senator . I said I 

had the hope th at  perh aps this  would prove to be a firs t step  
toward  effective arm s control measu res. Now, t his  depends in larg e 
meas ure on the  Soviet reaction , and I do not  fran kly know wh at 
the  Soviet reac tion is going to be. I know wh at the ir reac tion was 
in March 1977, and  if in fact th at  is the  prec eden t on which we 

build, then  the  outloo k is very pessimistic.
Senator  Lugar. It cer tain ly is. Than k you very  much.
Ambassador T oon. I still hope.
Sena tor Lugar. Th ank  you.
Than k you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. You r expression  of disappointm ent th at  this  

committee is not una nim ous—well, I can th in k of few occasions 
when  this committee has  been unan imous on any  issue. I suppose 
th at  happen s in the  Soviet Union, but  it is not  likely to happ en in 

the U.S. Senate.
Ambassador Toon. It  happe ns every day in the  Suprem e Soviet.

The Chairman. Sen ato r Stone?
Senator  Stone. Th ank  you, Mr. C hairm an.

SOVIET REJECTION OF MARCH 19 77  PROPOSAL

Mr. Ambassador, why did the  Soviets reject the deep cuts th at  

we offered in  March 1977 ?
Ambassador Toon. I think  prim aril y becau se the  deep cuts 

me ant  a virtual collapse  of t heir SS-18 arsena l, and  they  were not 
about to do th at  at  this  partic ula r junct ure .

Senator  Stone. Why, if it were balanc ed, did the y not prefer, as 
we, t he relative safety  of a  lower level of wea pons?

Ambassador Toon. Sometim es the  Soviets behave in an irr a­
tion al way, and  I t hin k the y did a t th at  pa rticu lar  time.

Senator Stone. Was it reall y irra tion al, or were  they acting in 
th ei r perceived best intere sts ? What you said ear lie r was a lot 
more credible, th at  the  Soviets always act in th ei r best inter ests.

Ambassador Toon. They  were actin g in their  perceived best in­
tere sts.  They were irr ati on al perha ps from the  stan dpo int of se nsi­
ble arm s control. The second fact, Sena tor, is, the y have a genui ne 
conce rn about China  and  are  not about to engage  in substan tial  
dras tic cuts in the ir ars ena l unti l th at  concer n has  disappeared. 

Th at is a  long way down the road.
Sen ator Stone. Do you perceive  t ha t the  main  substan tive  reason 

which you thin k they had  in the ir mind for rejecting  the  cuts was 
their  concern about  t he  Chine se situ atio n?

Ambassador Toon. To a larg e measure; yes.

RADIATION FOCUSED ON U.S.  EMBASSY IN MOSCOW

Sen ator Stone. Mr. Ambassador, you have been the re for 2 ¥2 
years. You have been describ ed twice here as a har dliner . Why do 
we tolera te the  bom bard men t of our U.S. Embas sy in Moscow by
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harm ful rad iation,  radiation  whic h is harm ful to every one’s 
hea lth?

Ambassador Toon. Primarily  b ecaus e we can  do nothing abo ut it.
Senator  Stone. Why?
Amba ssador Toon. We made pro tes ts on every app rop riat e occa­

sion. I myse lf took it up with Brezhnev twice. They ma intain  with 
a perfect ly str aig ht face—and thi s is one illu stra tion  of why it is so 
difficult  to deal with these  people—the y mai ntained with  a stra igh t 
face th at  there was no rad iati on being focused on the  Embassy, 
th at  what had happene d was a gen eral  incre ase in the  level of 
radiation in the  area because of the num ber of hospitals th at  had 
been bui lt and  labora tories  and so forth, and th at  this  is perfectly  
normal in any  urba n env iron ment arou nd the  world. Th at is what  
they  said. Of course, this  arg um en t was tota lly unac ceptable  to us, 
but  in fact  since they refused  to adm it they  were bomb arding the 
Embassy with radia tion, how could they  go along with  a suggestion 
th at  they stop it, but now in fact  it has been stopped. I don’t know 
why, prim ari ly because I rea lly do not know why they  did it in the 
firs t place.

We ha ve a numb er of the orie s abou t this.
Senator  Stone. Are you sur e it has been stopped?
Ambassador Toon. Ju st  rec ent ly it was cran ked up again, within 

the  pas t 2 weeks.
Sen ato r Stone. Tha t is w hat  I read.
Ambassador Toon. Again, I am not excusing Soviet behavior. 

They ought to stop this  sort  of thing. It is an inh um an thin g to do, 
to irr ad iat e human beings. Th at is precisely what the y are  doing.

Sen ator Stone. Mr. Ambas sador,  th at  is t he problem. Are we not 
excusing th at  inhuman  behavio r when we le t the m do i t?

Ambassador Toon. What is your suggestion as to wh at we should 
do?

Sen ato r Stone. I thi nk  we should tak e stro nge r actio n tha n jus t 
mak ing a suggestion or a protest.  Many thin gs can be done at  the  
level of diplomacy, many  thin gs, and we have not  done anything 
but mak e a suggestion or a protest.

Ambassador Toon. Sen ator , I can assu re you th at  we have given 
this  very serious consi deration down thro ugh  the  year s, prim arily  
because  I am on the  spot and it is a problem for me with my 
personnel, but  we have ye t to come up with  a satis facto ry answer. 
If you could come up with  one, except in general  term s, I would be 
happy to listen to you.

Sen ato r Stone. How abo ut withdraw ing from the re,  withdrawin g 
from th at  building, and tell ing  the world th at  the  Soviet Union 
rad iates our building, and  it is unh ealthful , inst ead  of jus t suggest­
ing. Mr. Ambassador, the reason I am pursuin g this is not this  
issue alone. All thro ugh  thes e hear ings I have been concerned not 
with verifica tion so m uch as wha t we do w hen we find them doing 
something  wrong. W hat good does it do if  all we do is suggest, if al l 
we do is request,  but  we never insis t or we rar ely  insist, and when 
we do we accept their  versi on? Tha t is the  problem.  We a re about 
to en ter  into a very maj or agree ment,  one in which, if we don’t 
know if the tre aty  is verifia ble, nobody is going to vote for it, but  
wh at good is verif ication if when we find the m doing something
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wrong we stop at  a suggestion or even worse, accept the ir versio n 
of the ir straight- faced lie?

Now, you know it is a lie th at  they  were  not rad iati ng our 
Embassy because you even know th at  the y started up again 2 
weeks ago, right?

Ambassador Toon. I agree with most of wh at you said.
Sena tor Stone. I t ha nk  you for th at.
Ambassador Toon. Except that  I have yet  to detec t a solution to 

the  problem, and  certainl y, with all respects, Senator, the  solut ion 
to the  problem is n ot breaking  diplomatic rela tion s with the  Soviet 
Union.

Sena tor Stone. I did not suggest breaking relations. I suggested 
moving out of the  bu ilding.

The Chairman. Into the  st reet . [General laughter .]
Senator  Stone. You know, into the  str ee t would focus thei r 

atte ntion on you. They  might  have to put  you on Soviet television 
if you did it. [General laugh ter.]

PROTEST OF SOVIET ACTIVITIES IN  CUBA

Mr. Ambassador,  in your 2 Vfe year s of service in Moscow, did you 
prot est Soviet activi ties  in Cuba in any  respect?

Ambassador Toon. Yes; we have.
Sena tor Stone. Wh at did you protest, and  wh at was the  resu lt?
Ambassador Toon. As I recall, it was with  regard to the  Mig-23 

problem. This was some time ago, and fran kly , I think we were 
satisf ied with the  Soviet reaction.

Sena tor Stone. Was it a reaction in action, or was it an explana ­
tion of the ir version of wh at has happened?

Ambassador Toon. It  was prim arily an explanation , but  we came 
to the  conclusion th at  our  concern was perhap s unduly exagger­
ated.

Senator  Stone. Wh at abou t the visit of the Go lf II  submarines to 
Cuba in 1972 and 1974? Did we p rotest tha t?

Ambassador Toon. From  1972 to 1974 was before my time  in 
Moscow.

Senator  Stone. Then you were n ot aware of th at  si tuation?
Ambassador Toon. I cannot recall  at  the  moment.  I was in 

Israel.
Senator  Stone. All right.  Mr. Ambassador, you were the re when 

South Yemen invaded  North  Yemen with  suppor t from Eas t Ger­
many , from Cuba, and  from the Soviet Union, at  least  materie l 
support. Did we protes t th at  in Moscow?

Ambassador Toon. Yes; we made representatio ns about th at  in 
Moscow.

Senator Stone. Did we get  any response?
Ambassador Toon. I th ink the situatio n has calmed considerably 

since we made representation s. Now, I do not say it is necessarily 
because we did, bu t the  s itua tion  has improved.

DETECTION OF SOVIET  RADAR TESTING IN  AB M MODE

The Chairman. Were you in Moscow when we detected the  tes t­
ing of Soviet rad ar in an  ABM mode, some more  tha n 30 or as 
man y as 40 times , a ccording to Mr. Nitze?
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Ambassador Toon. I am not sure  th at  I am competent to answ er 
that  quest ion. I just  do not have any  knowledge at the  p rese nt time  
of that .

Sena tor Stone. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.

The Chairman . Sena tor Helms?
Sena tor Helms. Mr. Ambassador, I w ant  to say a t the  outset that  

I respect you. I mean not to offend you, but I hope you will obtain  
a copy of t he transc rip t of your test imony this  morning and  read 
for yourself your own assessment of the  backbone of the  United 
States and its relationship with  the Soviet Union. I was going to 
ask almost precisely  the quest ions th at  Senator  Stone has  jus t 
asked you about the microwave radiation.  The Amer ican people 
are  persuaded th at  this  Gove rnment, our State Departm ent,  rolls 
over and plays dead every time  it  gets into a confronta tion with 
the  Soviet Union,  even on the  question, as Senator  Lugar pu t it to 
you, of arms  reduction.

Now, if ever there was an opportu nity  for the  United Stat es to 
stand up and  say to the world, we are  willing, we are  anxious to 
reduce nuc lea r arms, that  is when  we should have done it, but no, 
wha t we did is, we went with  our  ha t in our hands, or so it 
appeared, and  said, how would you feel about a litt le bit  of arms 
reduction, and they said, “nyet,” so we backed off and  they  had 
the ir way.

The same thing is t rue  with  respect to the  bom bardment of the 
U.S. Embassy. I hope you will read your testimony about our 
react ion to tha t. I say th at  not in a c ritica l way.

RELIGIOUS PER SEC UTION  IN  SOVIET UN IO N

Now, let  me raise ano ther question. We are  a ll concerned and all 
aware of the  persecut ion of religious mino rities  in the  Soviet 
Union, part icularly  the  Jew ish  people, but  I wan t to raise a littl e 
question about some others. I am receiving a lot of mail from 
Bapt ists and people of othe r denom inations concerning the ir 
hum an rights in the Soviet U nion  which a re being violated.

What efforts have we rea lly  made, Mr. Ambassador, to bring an 
end to such persecu tion not  only of the  Jews but  of the  Baptists, 
the  Methodists,  and all oth er denominations represen ted over 
there?

What can you say for o ur postu re in that  regard?
Ambassador Toon. Sen ato r Helms, I think  we have  made our 

position perfectly clea r in the  public domain. We have tried  to 
focus world public opinion on this  problem, not only with regard to 
the plight of the Jews, bu t also with regard to the plight of the 
Baptists  and othe r C hristia n elements there. I think  in very practi­
cal term s we have to recognize this  is a  basically intern al problem, 
and  the re is n othing rea lly  that  we can do to change the situa tion 
with  regard to these  people who, after all, are  Soviet citizens.

The most we can do, and I th ink  we have done it very adequately 
in this  sense, is to focus world public opinion on the  problem, and 
to make representation s to the  Soviets and the  Soviet leadership on 
appropriate occasions, which we have done man y times.

Senator Helms. And the  resul ts have been almost nil. The perse­
cution  continues. Mr. Ambassador,  I raise thi s line of questioning
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again not to be in an  adversary  position with you. I hope you 
understand that .

Ambassador Toon. Of course.
Sena tor Helms. I was in London early in July, and I met with  

about 75 Members of the  House of Commons and made a litt le 
speech to them. Then  we had a question and answ er period, and  I 
mus t say to you th at  they do not und ers tand the  U.S. posture in 
term s of standing up for things th at  count in a confrontation with  
the  Soviet Union.

Now, all of th at  having been said, and the  record of the Soviet 
Union  in terms of keeping agreements and tre ati es  being what it 
is, even if this SALT II Trea ty were a good tre aty , which I do not 
agre e that it is, would you not have some apprehension about w hat 
may flow from this  tre aty in term s of rela tive  nuc lear  strength ?

Ambassador Toon. Senator , I think  th at  is the basic reason why 
we feel strongly  th at  the treaty  ought  to be completely verifiable. 
In my view, no tre aty  with the Soviet Union or frankly with any 
majo r power should res t on trus t. We should be able to walk out of 
the  treaty  i f in fact th at  is w hat the  Soviets are  doing. So we m ust 
keep a very careful  w atch  on this whole th ing.

Senator Helms. Well, we are making a grave mista ke in this  
committee and in the  Armed Services Committee with letting var ­
ious witnesses get by with interchangin g the  words “mon itoring” 
and “verification.” The re is a decided difference between the two. 
Monito ring is a science. Verification is a  political judgment. Again,
I am concerned about the posture  of this Nat ion when there is a 
confronta tion with the  Soviet Union. I agree  with the  things th at  
Senator Stone said. I ab solut ely do. Why, why, why?

Now, some years  ago, not  many years ago, the  Int ern al Securi ty 
Subcommittee of the  Sen ate  made a study of 1,000 treatie s that  
were ente red into by the  Soviet Union with  oth er nations, includ­
ing with  this one. It found th at  in all but j us t a handful  of them, 
the  Soviets had violated those treat ies. That is the  concern that  I 
have about SALT II, even if it were a fair  tre aty  for this  country, 
which I do not believe it to be.

Ambassador Toon. Senator , the  immediate  precedent for SALT
II is SALT I. In term s of compliance, I th ink  the Soviet Union 
honored its obligations under SALT I. Now, let me say this  in 
addition. Certa inly the  Soviet Union, if it felt th at  any  trea ty, no 
ma tte r how solemnly ent ere d into, acted aga inst its basic self- 
inte rest , would walk  out, would scrap the  trea ty. I th ink we should 
do the  same thing  if we found ourselves in th at  sor t of position.

Senator  Helms. It is a mat ter of good faith , too. My time is up. 
Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.  Mr. Chairman,  t hank  you.

The Chairman. I think  the diplomat ic history would pre tty well 
dem ons trate that  all countrie s adhere to treati es as long as those 
treaties are  in the  self-in teres t of the  countries, and th at  this is not 
exclusively a ma tter th at  relate s only to the  Soviet Union. It is a 
ma tte r o f nat iona l behavio r thro ugh the  years.

One would expect that  if the United States were to find at any 
time th at  this  treaty  impaired our natio nal secu rity inte rest s, we 
would the n opt to abrogate the trea ty, which would be our right.

Ambassador Toon. I would hope so.
The Chairman. Sena tor Sarba nes?
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Senator  Sarbanes. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.

DEGREE OF RESTRICTIONS SALT PLA CES  ON  UN ITE D STATES AND  
SOVIETS

Mr. Ambassador, first, I wan t to than k you for your sta tem ent s 
which reflec ts some very hard thin king. I do not thi nk  you are  a 
hardliner  or a softliner, you are  a ha rd thinker . That is what we 
ought to have. I part icularly  welcome this  point about the tendency 
of this county to swing from one end of th e pendu lum to the  other 
in our atti tudes, giving too much significance to detente, while in 
an ear lier  period, perhaps going too far  the  other way, with the 
cold war  a ttitude . You need a stead y, tough, reali stic att itu de  a t all 
times.

The Jo int  Chiefs testified th at  the  tre aty  would place substan tive  
rest rictions on the Soviets and  only nominal rest rict ions on us.

Fir st of all, do you agree w ith that?
Ambassador Toon. I th ink  I agree with  t ha t judgment.
Senator  Sarbanes. We have had the  argument  th at  the  balance 

has been shif ting against us over  the  SALT I period, and  even 
before that , and that  this  tre aty offers us an opportunity  to catch 
up.

If t ha t is the  case, why would the Soviets agree  to such a treaty?
Ambassador Toon. Senator, I th ink they  would agree  primarily  

because they see o ther  a dvantag es in the  tre aty  which they consid­
er offset some of the disadvan tages which have been cited by the 
Chiefs. I th ink  th e imp orta nt thing to recognize is th at  we have not 
nego tiated a treaty  which is completely to our  advantage. Tha t is 
impossible. I thin k all you can negot iate with  the  Soviet Union is 
equal ity. You cannot negotiat e super iority.  Therefore, they see cer­
tain advantages in this from thei r point of view, ju st  as we do.

Senator Sarbanes. Do the  Soviets think  th at  a tre aty will lull 
the  Uni ted States so that  it will not do a  num ber of thing s in the 
stra tegi c force a rea  th at  it is free to do under the  treaty ? Tha t the  
atmosphere created  by the  tre aty  will lead us to relax so tha t, 
while the treaty  perm its us to significantly  bols ter our strategic 
forces, the  Soviets calcu late  th at  we will not as a prac tical ma tter 
avail ourselves of the opportunity.

Ambassador Toon. Well, th at  may en ter  into thei r calculations, 
but it seems to me th e important thin g for us to focus on is the will 
of the adm inist ration backed up by the  American  people and the  
Congress to do the  thin gs we feel have to be done in order  to 
ma intain  a healthy defense posture , so it  r eally does not depend on 
wh at the  Soviet calculations are. It depends  on wh at we are  pre­
pare d to do, and I am satis fied that  we will do th e necessary thing.

Senator Sarbanes. But  why would they agree  to a treaty  that  
places only nominal res tric tions on us unless t hey  sense we will no t 
avail ourselves of the  legal  opportuni ties which the  t rea ty gives us?

Ambassador Toon. I suppose you are  talk ing  specifically about  
the protocol and wh eth er the  limi tatio ns of the protocol will be 
extended beyond the  life of the  protocol. Now, this  may be the  
Soviet inten tion in the next negotiating round, and I would not 
exclude that possibility . In fact, I would th ink that  is probably  
what they have in mind, but they  cannot succeed in this  tact ic 
unless we a re prepared to go a long w ith them.
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My own feeling is th at  we are  strongly dete rmin ed to end the 
protocol in 1981, and  t ha t is it.

Sena tor Sarbanes. I was inte rest ed in you r view that  the  deep 
cut  approach and  in fact the futu re as we move toward SALT II is 
very  much rela ted  to the  Soviet position on China, which you see 
as really blocking fu rth er  significant a rms  reduct ion.

Ambassador Toon. Well, I would use the  word “dras tic” ra th er  
than  “significant.” I j us t do not know. I know w hat  th e Soviets said 
in Vienna,  for example. They said we can ’t go very far  down this 
road unless other powers, and they  never ment ioned  China specifi­
cally, come on board. I think we have to take this  into accoun t in 
estimat ing what the  possibilities  a re.

Sena tor Sarbanes. How fearful do you think  the  Soviets are  th at  
they will u nde rtak e a major arms  commitm ent without SALT, and 
th at  our technology would allow us to out stri p them and place 
them in a very difficult position?

Ambassador Toon. I thi nk  they  are  concerned about that  possi­
bility,  but I thi nk  it is imp orta nt for us to recognize that  despite  
the fact that we have  a significant economic margin over them, 
the y would pay the  necessary price in terms  of depriving the  
popula tion of cer tain  things  in order  to ma intain  the  pace w ith us.

I think  in  the long run they  would have to lose s imply because of 
the  s tren gth  of our economy, and they  know that.

EFFECT OF RATIF ICA TIO N PROCESS ON  SOVIET BEHAVIOR

Senator  Sarbanes. Do you see Soviet behavior in the  world as 
improved or more responsible now because the SALT Treaty is 
pending and they would like it ratified?

Ambassador Toon. The world is fa irly placid at  the  moment, but  
I do not thin k we should read that  as an indication  of Soviet 
res tra int . I thin k possibly the  reason for this is th at  t he opportuni­
ties  are  not there at  the present time  for Soviet exploitat ion. If 
something  should happen in the next  month or two, I think the  
Soviets would be prepared to move in response to the ir perception 
of thei r own self-in terest.

I do not thin k I would count on res tra in t in th at  sense.

SOVIET CO NV EN TION AL  FORCE BU ILDU P

Sen ator Sarbanes. Wh at is behind this tremendous buildup of 
Soviet conventional forces?

Ambassador Toon. We discussed th at  ear lier  in the  session, Sen­
ator, and  I frank ly don’t know. Do you mean in cen tra l Europe for 
the  most part?

Senator Sarbanes. Yes.
Ambassador Toon. I do not know why they  have  done this. It 

may be a product of thei r defensive men tality, or the ir historical 
experience. It may be in fac t that  they  ant icip ated  a much gre ate r 
stre ngthen ing  of the  NATO mili tary  machine than  in fact hap­
pened. It may be, finally, th at  this is in the  na ture of some sort of 
payoff to the  mili tary  as a resu lt of Brezhnev’s policies. I do not 
know. All I know is, thi s is not justi fied by the circum stances 
objectively seen in cen tra l Europe, and the re is no excuse for it at 
all in my view.
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Sena tor Sarbanes. Do the  SALT II term s enh anc e our abili ty to 
monitor wha t the  Soviets are doing with  th ei r strategic forces?

Ambassador Toon. Yes. To the  ext ent  th at  the re are provisions 
of the  tre aty  which do provide us with  certa in monitoring. For 
example, the  tele met ry encryptio n provision provides us with a 
cert ain abili ty in this respect.

Sena tor Sarbanes. Knowing Soviet his tory  as you do, were you 
surpr ised by the  ext ent  to which the y were opening up cer tain  
thing s in order to per mit  monitoring for verification of the tre aty ?

Ambassador Toon. I have been surpris ed in general by the  
nat ure  of the  dialog th at  we have had with the  Soviets since the  
beginnin g of the  SALT process.

Sena tor Sarbanes. Would you please  develop th at  a litt le bit ? I 
thin k it would be helpful.

Ambassador Toon. Well, I thi nk  15 years ago, none of us who 
felt we knew something  a bout the  Soviet Union anti cipa ted th at  we 
would get into this sort of rea lly exten sive  dialog involving awfully  
sensitive thin gs with  the Soviet Union , but  this  has happe ned, and 
this has been an  encourag ing aspect  of the process.

Senator  Sarbanes. Than k you. I see th at  my time  is up. Tha nk 
you, Mr. Chairma n.

The Chairman. Than k you, Sen ato r Sarbanes .
Sena tor Percy, do you have any fu rth er  questions?
Sena tor Percy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman . I have  one fur the r 

question. We would like to draw  upon Ambassador Toon’s vast 
experience in dealing  with the  Soviets to get his judgment  on how 
two co mpeting  forces can effectively deal with one other .

The Pre sid ent  has said th at  we will be a mil itar y power second 
to none. The Joi nt Chiefs ha ve in a sense conditioned th ei r suppo rt 
of SALT upon our moving ahe ad to regain  our rela tive  mili tary  
stre ngth . Many people have said  in this  debate th at  you can deal 
with the Soviets only with sup erio r force. Wh at sor t of superi or 
force is most effective aga ins t Soviet designs? That is, we have 
mili tary , political, as well as world public opinion, and  economic 
power. Do we have to be supe rior,  second to none in every  single 
are a to gain the ir respect? Would you comme nt on jus t how do we 
do t ha t?  How do we effectively  compete with out puttin g them in a 
posture and a position whe re the re is deep resentme nt, hostility, 
and a feeling of inse curity such as they  h ad aft er the  Cuban missile 
crisis?

Could you ju st comment on th at  one are a?
Ambassador Toon. I thi nk , Senator, we do not have  to get our­

selves in a super ior mi lita ry position necessari ly. We have to make 
sure th at  we are  not in an infer ior position. We must  mai ntai n 
esse ntia l equivalence. Now, with rega rd to the  oth er elements of 
the  relatio nship, the  politic al, economic, social and  cult ural , and so 
forth , I thin k it is gen eral ly perceived in the  world th at  we are  
vastly superior to the  Soviet Union in our politic al philosophy, the  
stre ngt h of our  economy, in our moral  approach  to the  problems of 
the  world.

I thin k the proof of that,  frankly, is th at  there is no coun try in 
the  world today, no people in the  world today th at  wants  to emu ­
late  the Soviet examp le. On the  cont rary , the y look to us for
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leadership and  not  to the  Soviets. Tha t, I think, is a real  indication 
of the rela tive  s tre ng th of our two societies.

Senator Percy. Thank  you very kindly.
The Chairman. Thank  you, Mr. Ambassador.
Let me announce that  we have two more witnesses, bu t I do 

wan t to accommodate any Sena tors who wish to have a second 
round. Senator  Lugar?

Sena tor Lugar. I appreciate  tha t, Mr. Chai rman . I want to 
follow up once aga in the  question Senator  Sarbanes  asked and  to 
which the  Am bassador responded honestly.

Mr. Ambassador, he asked with rega rd to the  thea ter  buildups 
and  conventional armaments, just how extensive these  have been, 
and  likewise your own mystification as to why, whether it is simply 
th at  th e mil itary cont inues on and mus t be satisfied .

It appea rs to me to be important for the  record  to indicate th at  
those  sorts of buildups do appe ar to be continuing in the  thea ter 
sector, leaving the  stra teg ic aside for a moment, and the  theo ry 
th at  I propounded earli er in quest ioning you general ly is th at  the  
Soviets simply wish to be dominant. In other words, one reason 
why you continue to build  arms  beyond those th at  could os tensibly 
be required for any sor t of defensive purposes is, that  you wish to 
intimidate,  if not to invade, and at  least to make cert ain that  you 
are  in a position to so tota lly influence the  con struct of affairs. I 
th ink that  is a very valid  reason why a country  migh t wan t to do 
that , though a very frighten ing  reason.

In your judgmen t is thi s not the  prim ary  reason why they  are  
doing it, or would you still  say simply th at  you do not know?

Ambassador Toon. It  could very well be. I was talk ing  about the  
buildup in central  Europe . Now, c learly, one of th e reasons  which I 
forgot to mention to Sen ato r Sarbanes for the  buildup in central  
Europe is that  the  Soviets  look upon this  as an ins trument of 
political control. Everybody knows th at  if it were not for the  Red 
Army, why, the  Soviet Union would not dominate Eas tern  Europe 
today. But with rega rd to your  broader question, I think  frankly 
this  depends on us.

Clearly , the  Soviets can gain all kinds of superio rity  in conven­
tional forces as they seem to be aiming at  right now, but whe ther  
in fact they  use these  in ord er to project the ir politica l influence, in 
orde r to bring about a conf rontation  with us which they hope they 
migh t win, really  depends on us.

I thin k frank ly I have enough confidence in the  A merican people 
and thi s adm inis tration and  the  Congress to realize th at  that  will 
not happen.

Senator  Lugar. T hank you.
The Chairman. Mr. Ambassador, your test imony has been ex­

trem ely helpful this  morning . I w ant to thank  you for it.
Ambassador Toon. Tha nk you very much, Mr. C hairman.
Senator Sarbanes. Mr. Chai rman?
The Chairman. Yes, Senator Sarbanes?
Senator Sarbanes. If i t is agreea ble to our next witnesses, would 

it be possible  to hea r from them at  th e same time?
The Chairman. In fact, it would be necessary to do that,  and I 

was going to propose it, because it is now 11:55 and we do have an 
afternoon  hearing.
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Senator  Sarbanes. Thank you. I th ink in this  way we will at  
least  have a  chance to hear the ir prepared testimonies.

The Chairman. Yes, Senator. I do th in k we should proceed in 
that way. Mr. Ambassador, tha nk you very  much for your  tes ti­mony.

Let me ask our  two next witnesses, Mr. Helmut  Sonnenfeldt and 
Prof. R ichard  Pipes, if they would come to the  table.

Helm ut Sonnenfeldt has been working  on East-West  rela tion s 
almost as long as Ambassador Toon. He has spen t 23 years in the  
State Depar tme nt and in the  National  Secur ity Council. He has 
been respons ible for analyz ing Soviet behavior  a nd advising  policy­
makers how to deal with it.

As a partic ipa nt in thre e sum mit sessions between President  
Nixon and Sec reta ry Brezhnev, he has seen the  Soviet leadersh ip 
in close quar ters, but he also brings to our hearing  the  perspective 
of a scholar,  a titl e he now holds at  the  Brookings Inst itut ion. 
Counselor of the  State Dep artm ent when  detente was still a word 
Washingtonians could use with  equanimity, he remains  a valued 
cont ribu tor to public counsels now th at  deten te is a word to be 
whispered  o r shunned.

Not by his choice, he has been made  the  autho r of a doctrine.  
This morning  he comes to urge a strategy,  and we welcome the 
chance  to hear his views.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt, if you will pre sen t your sta tem ent , then  we will 
tu rn  to Professor Pipes, then we will ask questions of you both.
STATEMENT OF HON. HELMUT SONNENFELDT, BROOKINGS IN­

STITUTION, FORMER COUNSELOR, DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
WASHINGTON, D.C.
Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Thank you very much, Mr. Cha irman and 

members of the  committee and Sen ator Boschwitz.
I th ink in the inte rest  of t ime I will be brie f in my prel imin ary 

rem arks because I have given you a writte n sta tem ent which 
should go into the record.

I am pleased and honored  to be here  to par tici pate in your very 
impor tan t deliberations on t he  SALT Treaty. When you invited me 
to testify , Mr. Chairman, you asked that  I comm ent on the place 
occupied by the SALT process and the  partic ula r tre aty before you 
in the  broad context of U nite d States-Soviet rela tions. It is to that 
complex problem which has  in some ways already been addressed 
in earli er testimony th at  I have directed the  comments in my 
paper .

It is often said th at  SALT should be judged on its own merits. 
That is hard ly a disputab le proposition. The quest ion is how these 
merits  are  to be defined, whether narrowly or broadly, and I am 
inclined to want to see  th em  defined broadly.

I believe in a nut she ll th at  SALT nego tiations and possible or 
actual  agreements in th at  area should be pa rt of a broad range  of 
policies and actions designed to protect our intere sts  in a world 
where Soviet power has  been steadily increasin g and Soviet ambi­
tions  are actively asse rted . Our purpose mus t be to see to it th at  
the  uses of Soviet power  are  res trained  and th at  at any given 
moment and also over time Soviet leaders recognize that  the  risks  
of assertive and aggrandizing  uses of power outweigh the  benefits.
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I believe th at  thi s is essential for any positive  evolution in our  
rela tions with the  Soviet Union. Arms control may have some 
useful role to play in stru ctu ring our  policies along these lines and  
for the purposes indicated. Much of American arms control  doc­
trin e, and partic ula rly  the  doctrine underly ing the  SALT negot ia­
tions, has gone on the presum ption th at  there  is an overriding 
mutua l interest between ourselves and  the  Soviet Union in this 
are a and that  is the inte res t in the  prev ention of nuc lear  war.

I thin k this  is a notion, appealing  thou gh it may be, whose 
valid ity needs to be questioned and examined more deeply. In any 
case, the  slow progress in arms  contro l negot iations, including 
SALT, and the  very  margina l accom plishments to date  in these 
negotiat ions, suggest th at  other factors than  a mutual int ere st in 
preventin g war are  a t work as well.

I think we need to define  our purposes  with respec t to SALT in 
American terms. Th at clearly  includes  the  prevention of war, and 
to th at  exte nt it may overlap  to a degree  with the  inte rest s of t he 
Soviet Union. But we cann ot ignore, and  we must central ly incor­
porate  in our policies, in our defense policies, and in our nego tia­
tions with the  Soviet Union the  protec tion of ou r secur ity and well­
being in the face of  challenges posed to us and  other nations by the 
emergence of the  Soviet Union as a majo r milita ry power on the  
internatio nal  scene.

I see no sign th at  the  impulses and ambitions which have carr ied 
the Soviet Union to the position and sta tus  th at  it has reached to 
dat e are subsiding. On the  contrary, they rem ain  a central ingredi­
en t in Soviet conduct. Soviet intere st in arm s control, including 
SALT, remains subord inate to them.  I should  say that  ever since 
the  Bolshevik revolution , ever since the  Soviets first  raised the  
disa rma ment issue, a term that  is still  pre ferred to arms  control, 
the y have sought  to pur sue  throu gh it cer tain  very  concrete politi ­
cal and mili tary  aims.

In the days of thei r weaknesses, early on, the  purpose was to 
att em pt to inhibit and demobilize the ir potent ial enemies as much 
as possible through agi tation and thro ugh  mobilizing the  so-called 
masses  agains t bourgeois governments.

In Sta lin’s day, when  the  United  S tate s had its  nuclear monopoly 
and  substan tial  nuc lear super iority , Soviet arm s control or disa rm­
am ent policy was heavily  d irected, again principa lly throu gh agi ta­
tion, mass movements and  the signing  of appeals, such as the  
Stockholm Appeal, toward inhib iting  the  p oten tial  American use of 
nuc lear weapons and the building of the American nuclear arsenal.  
These  were very concrete aims for the  Soviet Union because the  
United  States  had to rely  on its nuc lear  and stra tegic power in 
orde r to offset the  tradit ion al mili tary  advantages  that  the Soviet 
Union  had on it s own periphery, and which aft er the  Second World 
War it was cont inuing to build up with  considerable momemtum 
and at  considerable sacrif ice to the population of th e Soviet Union.

Consequently, Soviet arm s programs and Soviet stra tegy  was 
direc ted at offsetting the principal coun terweight which the  U nited 
Sta tes was mar sha lling to this  massive Soviet power on the  Eu r­
asian land mass. Thus, even in the  days when Soviet disa rma ment 
policy was essen tially  agit ational,  it pursued very  concrete Soviet 
interests.
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It is worth bear ing in mind at all  times  th at  this subordina tion 
of arms cont rol or disa rmamen t to overrid ing political  goals has 
neve r changed in the  case of the Soviet Union. Soviet devotion, 
Soviet belie f in and Soviet a dherence to certain abs tract princip les 
like stab ility  has never been any where nea r the  same as has  been 
the  case in American arms  control doctr ine and American s trategic 
doctrine, and in our political discussions on th e matter .

The Soviet system is strongly  geared to the  accumula tion of 
mil itary power, and this  has  been  a fact which has not changed, 
par ticu lar ly since World War II. For us, this  inelu ctab ly leads to 
the  conclusion that  we cann ot in the  foreseeable future  expect to 
avoid maintain ing  our own stro ng and diversified mi lita ry pro­
grams. Arms control arr angem ent s may affect the  pace and the 
cha rac ter  of some of the se mi litary  programs, but  they are  at  best 
likely to be modest and almost cert ainly unlikely  to contr ibute 
substantially  to the balance we r equ ire for our securi ty.

In my prep ared  stateme nt, I have  said a num ber of th ings about 
the  rela tion ship  of stra tegic forces and the  stra tegi c balance to 
regional mil itary situa tions in various par ts of t he world, part icu­
larly  in Europe. In our deba tes concerning the  s ecurity situation in 
Europe, we frequently ignore th at  it remains  NATO doctrine, 
agreed  NATO doctrine, th at  t he  conventional  forces o f the alliance, 
the  t he ater  nuclear forces of  th e alliance, and the  s tra teg ic nuclear 
forces of the United  S tates con stitute  a whole.

We tend to forget also th at  NATO doc trine, and  indeed European 
secu rity depends upon a strategy  t ha t calls for potent ial first  use of 
nuc lear  weapons by the  United  States . That is an accepted NATO 
doct rine  which  has never been changed.

To point that out by itself  demonst rates  beyond doubt the  inte­
gral  rela tionship  be tween the sta te of the  s trategic  balance and the  
sta te of regional balances.

I would like to make one fur the r comment , Mr. Chairman, on 
the  matt er  of the difference, alleged or real, between the  United 
Stat es and the Soviet Union on the  ma tte r of the possibility of 
nuc lear  war. The Soviets do not make a distinctio n between dete r­
rence  and war fighting, indeed, between dete rrence, war fighting, 
and war  winning.

They do believe in deterrenc e because they do n ot wish to suffer 
the  catas troph ic consequences of a nuc lear  war. But  it is clear that  
thei r mili tary  programs, par ticu lar ly in rece nt decades but  really 
from the  beginning, have  always been based on the  proposition 
th at  the  best de ter ren t is th at  capab ility which also carries the  
gre ate st potential for figh ting  a  w ar in the  event  d eterrence should 
fail.

We are sometimes much less clear  about thi s proposition tha n 
the  Soviets, even though  we do ourselves  procure programs that  
have  utility , real util ity,  in the  fighting of a war should that  prove 
to be necessary. But we a re less c lear about t he  inte gra l connection 
between credible and usab le mili tary  force and  deterrence,  det er­
rence  not only of s tra teg ic atta ck against  the  Uni ted States but of 
mil itary action in oth er par ts of the  world, notab ly in Europe.

Mr. Chairman and  gentle men, it is for this  reason that  I think  it 
is important that  wh at happens in the  context of SALT and the  
circumstances  in which  SALT is implemented do not in any way
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derogate from the  credibility  and the  potent ial usabil ity of A mer i­
can mili tary  forces. This SALT agreem ent  places cert ain modes t 
limitations on Soviet programs. It is often said that  it does not  
inhibit any prog rams of our own. There is, of course, a quest ion 
whe ther  these  prog rams have in the  firs t insta nce already been 
tailored to fit SALT prescrip tions. But even ap ar t from that , you 
have had test imony here  that in rega rd to the  M-X, one of the 
cri ter ia for its deploymen t must  be its veri fiability  under SALT. 
That is clearly a con strain t placed by SALT on an American mili­
tary  program.

There has also been  some question about the freedom of action 
which the  United Sta tes  might have with  resp ect to thea ter  weap­
ons in Europe, partic ula rly  the  cruise  missiles, whose deployment 
is now prohib ited for 2 years in the  protocol, and  t he possibilities o f 
cooperation  with  allie s with  respect to these partic ula r weapons as 
well as o thers.

Mr. Chairman, it is my view t ha t before the ratif ication process 
on this  treaty  can be properly completed, the  questions that  have  
been raised, at the  very least  in these matt ers—the deployment 
mode of the  M-X and  its compatibility  to SALT requirements,  the  
cruise missile prog rams and possible potent ial cooperation  with  
allie s—need to be clear ly resolved.

I believe the  means for doing so are  avail able , given the  sched­
ules that  you have  set  for yourselves in regard  to the  ratif icat ion 
process.

Since you asked me to talk about the  broade r context as well, I 
would like to do so very briefly. The mi lita ry relat ionship is, of 
course, dominant between ourselves and  the  Soviet Union because 
it is so dangerous, because of the pervas ive mil itar izat ion of Soviet 
policy, and because of the  fact, as has been pointed out, th at  
milita ry power is the  principa l asse t of th e Soviet Union. Its other 
att rib ute s turn  out to be not near ly so a ppealing or effective in ter ­
nationa lly as was once thought.

I do believe th at  the Soviet Union has, partic ula rly  in rece nt 
years, become more conscious of its needs with respect to the  
outside world. This is tru e in economic ma tter s, in commercial 
relat ions , in financ ial relat ions , in technology exchange , and in 
oth er respects.

The re are other mat ters—the e nvironment, nuclear nonprolife ra­
tion, the  regime of the oceans, various  other things—in which the  
Soviet Union has found it  desirable,  perh aps more tha n some of us 
believed some years ago was likely, to par tici pat e in the  int ern a­
tional system.

It is my view th at  on the whole these are  desi rable trends and 
afford us opportuni ties for conducting policies th at  increase Soviet 
stakes  in  a  more  di sciplined orderly int ern ational system.

I believe we should consciously and delibera tely  follow policies 
th at  increase the  degree to which the  Soviet Union  needs to rely on 
the  ext ern al world and  obeys the disciplines  of the  inte rna tion al 
system from which it seeks benefits. This is not a substitu te for 
ma inta inin g a balance of usable mil itary forces across the  whole 
spec trum of military power, because I believe withou t that  we will 
find our  security  cons tantly in jeopardy, I mean our  security broad­
ly construed , because it involves the security of others.

4 8 -2 5 0  0 - 7 9 - 4
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It is in th at  sense that mi litary  policy and our oth er policies 
should form a single whole, and it  is therefore th at  I believe tha t 
SALT as well should be a prod uct of our overal l strategy toward 
the  Soviet U nion rat he r t ha n the oth er way around.

Tha nk you very much, Mr. C hairman .
[Mr. Sonnenfeldt’s prepared sta tem ent follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Helmut Sonnenfeldt

I am honored  to appear before you and  to be afforded the opportunity to partici­
pate in the  deliberations concerning the Sena te’s action on the SALT II treaty 
completed and signed by Presidents Carter and Brezhnev at  Vienna on June 18, 
1979.

When you invited me to testify, Mr. Chairman, you asked that  I comment on the  
place occupied by the  SALT process, and the trea ty before you, in the  broad context 
of U.S.-Soviet relations. This is a complex question, but I welcome the  fact tha t you 
have posed i t in this way. It is often said that  SALT II should be judged on its own 
merits. This is ha rdly a disputable proposition. The issue is how these merits  a re to 
be defined.

In my view, SALT negotiat ions and  possible or actual  agreements must be viewed 
as p art  of a broad range of policies and actions designed to protect  our interests in a 
world where Soviet power has been steadily  increasing and Soviet ambitions are 
actively asserted. Our purpose mus t be to see to i t that  the uses of Soviet power are 
rest rained and tha t at any given moment and also over  time, Soviet leaders recog­
nize th at  the  risks of assertive and aggrandizing uses of power outweigh the bene­
fits. I believe this to be essentia l for a positive evolution of our relations with the 
Soviet Union.

Arms control, particularly as it may relate to the  most dest ructive weapons, is 
frequently seen as having intrinsic  value, since the incalculable damage that  would 
resu lt from nuclear war gives even adversary powers strong  mutual  incentives to 
stabilize military relationships in ways tha t would make the outb reak  of such wars 
less likely. Much American arms control theory—and, indeed, of our approach to 
the  SALT negotiations—has been based on this premise of mutual  interes t. I believe 
this  premise to be only part ly valid and still to be largely unproven. At any rate, 
the  slow progress in arms contro l negotiations, and the modest accomplishments 
which they have produced to date , suggest t ha t other factors tha n a mutual inte rest 
in preventing war a re at work as well.

It is for this reason that  I have stated what I believe to be our  broad purpose in 
conducting our policies toward the  U.S.S.R. in term s of ou r own, American, inter­
ests. These interes ts clearly include the prevention of war  and may, in t ha t respect, 
overlap  to a degree with the inte rest s of the U.S.S.R. But they  cannot ignore, and 
mus t central ly incorporate, the protection of our security  and well-being in the face 
of challenges posed to us and other nations by the  emergence of the Soviet Union as 
a major military power in the inte rnat iona l arena. I see no sign tha t the impulses 
and ambitions which have c arried the  Soviet Union to the position and status it has 
reached to date a re subsiding. On the contrary , they rema in a central ingredient in 
Soviet conduct. Soviet inte res t in a rms control, including SALT, remains subordina t­
ed to them.

It should be observed th at  since the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917 and the subse­
quent establishment of the  Soviet state, advocacy of disarmam ent has been an 
important  inst rument of Soviet policy. In the  early  years, it was intended as one 
means of inhibiting  external enemies from ac ting individually or in concert against 
the then still weak and fragile  Soviet state. Soviet disarmam ent policies were 
agitational, and designed to mobilize the “masses” against governments. But the ir 
goals were quite concrete in a period when Soviet fears of  foreign interven tion, even 
if objectively exaggerated, were real. It was a fter  all the  Bolshevik leadership itself  
which had declared the surrounding “bourgeois” world as its enemies and which 
had proclaimed itse lf to be the  agent of allegedly inevitable historical processes 
which would transform oth er societies, and the  inte rna tion al system as a whole, in 
the image of the Bolshevik Revolution. Communist doctrine and the beliefs of its 
proponents antic ipated th at  those destined to be superseded would resist by force. 
Their prepa rations and plans, imagined or  rea l, needed to be undermined.

The stress on disarmament remained prominent in Soviet policy af ter World W ar 
II and continued to serve the  quite practica l and concrete aim of braking the  
defense efforts of nat ions feeling themselves threate ned  by Soviet ambition  and 
pressure. The agi tationa l content and methods of Soviet policy were, if anything, 
even grea ter in the  post-War period than in the twentie s as countries on the
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U.S.S.R.’s periphery reacted to the satellization of Eastern  and Southeas tern 
Europe, Soviet claims to terr itory elsewhere and the  evident commitment of the  
Soviet Union to the building of massive mil itary  forces.

The decision of the  United States to parti cipate in collective security arrang e­
ments with nations threatene d by potentia l Soviet expansion, and the reliance of 
the  United States on atomic  weapons as the ultimate  sanction against  such expan­
sion, made these weapons a special target of Soviet disarmament policy. (In retro­
spect, it is perhaps paradoxical tha t the  United States relying as it did on the 
nuclear sanction, also concentrated its disarmam ent efforts  on the control of nucle ­
ar  weapons. The Soviets, of course, saw these efforts as designed to perpetua te the 
United States monopoly.) Meanwhile, the  Soviets themselves moved with vigor to 
equip themselves with nuc lear  weaponry and the requis ite delivery systems in order 
gradually  to neutralize the  very weapons on which the U.S. and its allies relied to 
offset the tradi tiona l mil itary power of the U.S.S.R. on the  Eurasian landmass.

It was in the Khrushchev e ra that  Soviet leaders began to recognize tha t agitat ion 
and extravagant disarmame nt proposals alone would be unlikely to block the de­
fense programs of the  West. Consequently, the  decade from the mid-fifties to the 
mid-sixties saw the beginnings of exchanges at  the negotiating  table about more 
specific measures to limit arms . The Soviets evidently came to see that  if binding 
limitations on Western programs were to be achieved, they  would probably have to 
accept some restric tions on their own programs. There developed, too, a hes itan t 
recognition tha t in the  era  of nucle ar weapons some kinds of cooperation in reduc­
ing the  risks of miscalculation might have merit. Thus, aft er tortuous negotiations, 
agreements such as those on limiting atmospheric testing,  on non-proliferation and 
on the establishment of the Hot Line proved feasible.

For the Soviets, however, agreem ents of this  kind did not take the place of 
mili tary  strength . While Khrushchev, like Brezhnev afte r him, was conscious of the 
economic burdens of amassing military power in all its dimensions, the long-term 
momentum of Soviet programs did not slacken. Disarmament negotiations—or 
“arms control” negotiations as we came increasingly to call them—were an adjunct 
of Soviet military policy. This has not changed, even as in subsequent years the  
subject matter  and scope of negotia tions has broadened to include strategic arm a­
ments. When limitations have been accepted, the Soviets have generally mainta ined 
vigorous programs within, and up to, the very margins of the  limitations. Other 
programs not affected by agreements have been pressed to offset restrict ions and 
prohibitions imposed by agreem ents.

There has been much debate in the West—and in your  hearings—about the 
motivations underlying  the persistent Soviet commitment to the accumulation of 
mili tary  power. Stal in’s decisions in the mid-forties sett ing priorities, which in 
essence have changed little,  might originally well have been due to his dete rmina­
tion to ensure  tha t the Soviet Union would never again suffer  the  catastrophies of 
invasion and occupation and th at  the Communist regime would never again be 
brought to the brink of dest ruction by externa l attack. But even if this “defensive” 
purpose of Soviet power and expansion was a t first dominant in Stalin’s time, the 
concept of security on which it was based in fact implied that  other countries, 
part icularly  those near the  Soviet Union, would be under constan t pressure from 
the weight  of Soviet power. As time went on, the  Soviet definition of security 
became increasingly expansive, in part, no doubt, stimulate d by the reactions of 
other countries which felt themselves threa tened  precisely by the  broadening Soviet 
definition of security.

The Soviets have stressed that  wha t they seek is equali ty of equal security, tha t 
they are “catching up”. But the Soviet view of equali ty is heavily colored by the 
evident conviction tha t the  thr ea ts to Soviet security are  unend ing and somehow, 
despite its vastly enhanced mil itary strength, always leave the  U.S.S.R. in grea ter 
danger tha n the United States with  its surrounding oceans and milita rily unthre at­
ening neighbors. The Soviet response is to seek “compensation” through more 
mil itary  power. Catching up seems to be a permanent process which, in the perspec­
tive of the  outside world, looks like a quest for military advantage. Considering 
where the  momentum of the ir mil itary programs will carry  them  in the years to 
come, the  notion tha t the Soviets are  catching up, even if th at  is what they 
themselves believe, cannot be a source of comfort.

In addition , it has become appar ent  over the years  that  the  sources of growing 
Soviet influence  in the world were not to be found in the  att rac tion s and achieve­
ments of the  Soviet domestic system but  largely in th e fact that  increasingly diverse 
and far-ranging military capabi lities enabled the U.S.S.R. to  become more active in 
inte rna tion al politics. Although in the early  stages of the  decolonization process, th e 
Soviet Union  seemed to offer a source of economic and other supp ort to new nations , 
and some of the lat ter  seemed impressed by Communist doctrines and prescriptions,
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the Soviet model made little  lasting headway. Moreover, the struggles and divisions 
within the so-called socialist camp raised serious questions  a bout Moscow’s ab ility to 
lead or even shape an internatio nal system of diverse nations, peoples and societies. 
Whether nearby, in Eas tern  Europe and Asia, o r in remoter regions, it was milit ary 
stren gth th at  was—and remain s—the chief att rib ute  of the  Soviet Union’s role.

It is hard  to know to what extent Soviet leade rs and elites acknowledge these 
realities to and among themselves. What  is clear , however, is th at  Soviet politics, 
especially in periods of maneuver for succession but also in more normal times, are 
geared to preserving the  priorities that  sust ain the  military under pinnin gs of Soviet 
policies. It is eviden t also that , in these circumstances,  arms control arra ngem ents  
can have little  intrinsic appeal to the  Soviets. Of course, they want to see potential  
enemies constrained, particularly  the United States with its impressive economic 
and technological resources. And they probably wish to have grea ter cer tain ty in 
the ir economic planning . But they are  unlik ely to want to see the princip al source 
of the ir inte rnation al influence significantly curtailed.

From the American standpoint , the aspects  of the  Soviet evolution sketche d so far 
will seem profoundly pessimistic. They do le ad ineluctably to the  conclusion th at  we 
canno t in the foreseeable futur e expect to avoid maintainin g strong and diversified 
mili tary  forces of our own. Arms control  arrangemen ts may affect the  pace and 
char acte r of some militar y programs, but  they  are  likely to be modest in effect and 
are almost cert ainly  unlikely to cont ribute substa ntial ly to the balanc e we require 
for our security . But if we mai ntain  our  milit ary stren gth, and if it is seen and 
known to be usable in the numerous contingencies with which we ma y be confront­
ed, we can still  have considerable scope for policies t ha t contribute to restr ained and 
even c onstru ctive relationships with the  Soviet Union.

Before tur nin g to this latt er aspect of the  problem, it is necessary to address, 
briefly, the  relatio nship between strategic , or interc ontin enta l, mil itary forces and 
those with other roles. For it is by examining this relationship, perplexing and 
intangible as it may be in some respects, that  light can be shed on the  oft-repeated 
question as to the utility  of modern stra tegic forces.

As al read y noted, in the early post-War period, th e United  States relied chiefly on 
its monopoly, and then its superiority, in nucle ar weapons and their  delivery sys­
tems, to deter significant regional Soviet milita ry aggression. Even then , however, 
the  th reat  of nuclear retali ation  was insufficient to prevent every form of Soviet 
pressure against neighboring areas or to contain enti rely  Soviet instrusions by 
means sho rt of direct milita ry action s into various par ts of the  world.

The Korean  War led us to the recognition th at  we would requ ire conventional 
mili tary  power to protect our inte res ts in many circumstances; it broug ht about the 
increase  in our stationed forces in Europe and the estab lishm ent of a number of 
milit ary commands w ithin NATO and elsewhere.

In due course, the development of early  generations of Soviet long-range nuclear 
weapons delivery systems, required our introducing nucle ar weapons to buttre ss our 
the ate r forces in Europe and elsewhere. Questions came to be raised, rightly or 
wrongly, whether the United Sta tes could be expected to put  its own cities in 
jeopardy in the event of limited Soviet attac ks in cent ral Europe. This, among oth er 
reasons, led the French  to develop the ir own nucle ar weapons. The British main­
taine d and modernized theirs .

With time, as they acquired more diversified nuclear weapons and means for 
their  delivery, t he Soviets moved to deploy them with the ir forces in centra l Europe. 
Medium and interm ediate  range nucle ar weapons were targeted  in increasing num­
bers again st Western Europe. These developments, along with the  steady and cumu­
latively impressive improv ements in Soviet conventional  the ate r forces, in turn , 
obliged our Allies and us to und erta ke programs to stre ngthen  our own convention­
al forces and to improve reinfo rcement capabilities. We now also have the urgent 
task  of modernizing the the ater  nuclea r forces w ithin NATO. And the British and 
French are reported weighing modernization options for the ir respective nucle ar 
forces in face of improving and  increasing Soviet nuclea r capabili ties for use against 
targ ets  in Europe.

NATO has continued to rely  on conventional forces, nuc lear  forces in the the ate r 
and American strate gic forces to deter  attack . Moreover, it remains NATO doctrine 
th at  the  Alliance would, if necessary, initi ate the use of nucle ar weapons in the 
event  conventional forces are  unable to repel attack . At the  same time, whate ver 
the  adequacy of par ticu lar conventional, i.e. non-nuclear, capabilities and improve­
ment  programs in the  Europ ean thea ter, the re is widespread agreem ent th at  be­
cause of the evolving nu clea r balance in all its elements,  effective de terrence of non­
nuclear attack requires large and modern non-nucle ar forces on our side so th at  if 
deterren ce fails we would not be confronted at  once with the  decision to reso rt to 
nuclea r weapons.
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Yet, as noted, the  security of the  Alliance continues to depend on the credibi lity 
of our nuclea r posture, both within the European thea ter  and in the form of o ur 
strategic forces. More particularly, it depends on a continued ability of the United  
States to control the  process of escalation, if t ha t has to be resorted to. I t is in this  
perhaps esoteric but crucial respect that  the most serious questions have been 
raised among those concerned with the defense of Europe. They have arisen because 
of the  concern that  at  both the  theater and intercontinental  levels, the  ability  to 
control escalation may be shifting to the Soviet side—that our strategic  forces may 
be “decoupled” from our and th e Allies’ o ther  forces.

If NATO’s stra tegy  is to continue to have meaning, it is essential tha t at  all levels 
of nuclear power we have survivable and flexible forces. And it is for this reason 
alone tha t we must  be concerned about the futu re of each leg of our strategic Triad, 
as well as the nucle ar forces located in Europe. These concerns have been frequent­
ly voiced in these hearings. They are legitimate concerns.

To be specific: I believe, first, tha t an effective and credible American commit­
men t to the defense of Europe demands that  we ac t rapidly to equip ourselves with 
survivable ICBMs while also proceeding with the modernization of our SLBM and 
bomber forces. I believe t he re  should be no shred of doubt not only tha t the  United  
States is legally able under SALT to proceed with the MX program, including an 
optimal basing mode, but th at  it is actual ly doing so. I single out the  MX in this 
context because questions as to the compatibi lity of certain of its possible basing 
modes with provisions of SALT II have been raised. I believe these doubts need to be 
removed by word and deed as promptly as possible. But I wish to stress also the 
urgency of proceeding on schedule with the other s trateg ic programs.

A second specific point rela tes to the European nuclear  theate r forces. Since 
effective deterrence of att ack  in Europe requires diversified, accura te and modern 
nuclear weapons, I believe the United States  should at  this  stage make clear  in 
word as well as deed, i.e. in the  programs Congress authorizes and funds, that  it 
does not intend to renew the  prohibition now contained in the  Protocol to SALT II 
against deployment of ground and sea-launched cruise missiles beyond 600 km in 
range. There are othe r reasons for taking these  actions, e.g. the  needs of the  navy, 
but  I consider them especially necessary in the context of European defense and  our 
Alliance commitments.

Third, I believe tha t the considerations just  mentioned also require us to leave no 
doubt whatever tha t SALT provisions dealing with cruise missiles of whatever type 
do not preclude us from undertaking any kind of cooperation, from technology and 
other transfers  to the coordina tion of forces, which we and  our Allies may judge to 
be necessary.

I have dwelled on the rela tionship  between strategic  forces and European defense 
because it is in t ha t context th at  th e growth of Soviet capabilities  has long posed the 
most complex problems of stra tegy and programs for us and our Allies. These 
problems will continue and will require constant attention. I see no prospect at  the 
moment  tha t arms control agree ments eith er on strategic or on theater forces will 
alleviate our difficulties. My concern is that  they should not make them greater.

But, in addition to the problems of European defense, we must also recognize tha t 
Soviet m ilitary  deployments and actions can jeopardize our interests  elsewhere. The 
direc t relevance of the stra tegic force balance to such contingencies is hard er to 
demonstra te than in the case of European defense. But the re can be little doubt 
that  the  strategic balance that  exists today and is projected to exist in the  years to 
come at  the very least makes decisions to use American forces more complicated 
and hazardous than  they were even five or ten years  ago. Above all, the changed 
and changing strateg ic balance  does require  us to give a tten tion  to the state  of our 
naval and long-range intervent ion forces. It would be a dangerous situat ion indeed 
if t he Soviets, under the umbrella  of the developing s trateg ic balance, saw increas­
ing opportunities for uncontested uses of their own or proxy milita ry forces.

Soviet arms control propositions bearing on these  situations have generally 
sought to constrain  us more tha n the  U.S.S.R. In some instances, e.g. in connection 
with the  establishment of facilit ies for our use on Diego Garcia , the  Soviets have 
resorted  to traditional agita tiona l techniques and political pressures to impede us. It  
seems unlikely  tha t arms control arran gements can be looked to  for much help in 
safeguarding  our interests.  Not, a t least  until the Soviets judge the  risks of in terven ­
tion to be sufficiently g reat  to make  negotiated res tra ints that  a re equitable  in th eir  
effects a more at tract ive alte rna tive for them.

I should like to make some furth er comments on the  Soviet view of the role of 
milit ary power because of its bear ing on an evaluation of SALT and other arms 
control efforts. It is frequently contended that  a major difference between the 
United States and the Soviet Union is tha t we tend to see mili tary  forces, part icu­
larly nuclear forces, as having chiefly a deterre nt function whereas the Soviets
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intend and actu ally  procure such forces to fight wars. Related to this  difference, 
the re is the furth er proposition tha t while we tend on the whole to see nuclear wars 
as unwinn able in any meaningful sense, the  Soviets regard them  as w innable and, if 
war were to come, would intend to fight  it through to victory. Soviet doctrinal 
writings, mil itary exercises and force dispositions  suggest th at  Lenin’s adapta tions 
of Clausewitz remain valid for pres ent Soviet leaders: political goals can still be 
pursued in war, indeed must be, even if des truct ion is unprece dented.

I believe th at  the  distinction between deter rence  and war-fighting is not one tha t 
the  Soviets make. They, too, wish to det er or avoid war. They give eve ry evidence of 
recognizing the  catastrophic consequences of nuclear conflict, altho ugh they, far 
more tha n we, devote efforts and resour ces to limiting these consequences. How 
confident they are in such efforts, however, is difficult to de termine . But the  Soviets 
do proceed on the  premise th at  war-fig hting forces a nd war-winning doctrines are 
the most effective dete rren t to atta cks  against themselves, and the  most effective 
res tra int  on an enemy’s recourse to mil itar y force in a crisis, what ever  the  origin of 
th at  cris is—precisely because such forces are  usable if deterrence fails.

In many crises of th e past, the  Soviets found themselves dete rred  from pressing 
for major advantages; in some, indeed, they found themselves  backing down when 
faced with a seemingly credible th re at  of militar y action against them. It is this 
kind of situation  which the  Soviets have  sought, and continue to seek, to avoid by 
their mil itary build-up. One of their  purposes in pursuing arms  control, including 
SALT, is to support  this objective, although they place the ir main reliance on t heir  
own progra ms rath er than on arms  control.

While some Americans suppor t wh at may be called a “deterrence-only” view of 
the role of military, par ticul arly  nuclear forces, this  has not in fact been our 
dominant atti tude to date. We, too, have sought to procure forces and weapons 
systems and to adopt doctrines th at  enable us to fight if necessary. But we have 
continued to have vigorous debates about  the wisdom and mora lity of thinking in 
terms  of fighting nuclear wars. Ironica lly perhaps, many of those most critical of 
“Strang elovi an” war scenarios, have  urged us to procure  forces which could be used 
prim arly  for the most destru ctive atta cks  on population centers.  The more vulner­
able our cities (and those of the  Soviets), it has in effect been argued, the more 
effective the  de terrent.

As will be evident from my e arl ier  comments on European  defense, I believe th at  
dete rrence increases as the usability of weapons and the  credibility of our  commit­
ment s and doctrines for the ir use increase. I take  this view not because it happens 
to be th at  of the Soviets but because  by acting on it we do, in my judgment, have a 
more effective deterrent to atta cks  on our inter ests and, ultim ately , to war, given 
the  nat ure  and direction of Soviet milita ry programs. I believe th at  SALT agree­
men ts should in thei r terms  and  in thei r effects be compatible  with the main te­
nance of our war-fighting capabi lities or else SALT will det rac t from, rat her  tha n 
enha nce deterrence.

More fundamentally, the time may well have come to review our arms control 
doctrines and approaches which now go back more tha n twen ty years and still 
domin ate our negotiati ng goals. “Stability”, a key concept in arms control, does not 
appear to have impressed the  Soviets greatly. While many Soviet analysts, especial­
ly in the Institutes with which many of us are  familiar, have adopted American 
vocabulary, Soviet forces in practice bear no necessary resemblance  to stability 
criteria.

For example, while the  Soviets accepted the ABM treaty , they have continued to 
assign major resources to resea rch and development for anti-missile  defense. Mos­
cow’s ultima te intent ions in this  field remain unclear. But anti-missile defense, 
anat hem a as it is to stab ility  doctrine, is hardly  so to the  Soviets. Defense against 
airc raft  is clearly a high Soviet priority, to the  point th at  the bomber leg of our 
Triad must now be dras tica lly modified in order  to pen etrate  to its (second strike)  
targets . How long the  25-year old B-52 force will remain an adequate  launch 
platform in the face of Sovie t air  defense efforts remains to be seen.

The Soviets have refraine d from procuring counter-force weapons. Eithe r the  SS- 
19 or the SS-18, and certainl y portions of both in combination, will thr eat en the  
most reliable and flexible pa rt of our Triad. We are  now faced with acquiring less 
vulnerable land-based forces and adopting launch-on-warning or launch-un der­
attac k doctrines. Some anal ysts  believe the  time has come to give serious fresh  
consideration to defending our land-based forces.

The Soviets have done work on anti-satelli te systems which if developed and  
deployed could thr eaten  the  command, control and communications of our most 
numerous and secure reta lia tor y forces.

Given these developm ents and some of the responses we p lan to make or may yet 
have to consider, it seems at  least questionable  th at  what should determine  our
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policy are arms control  doctrines (e.g. verifiability in the  case of the MX deployment 
mode), rat her  tha n defense doctrines adapte d to the  realit ies of the  eight ies and 
nineties. Whate ver the  ultim ate disposition of the pres ent trea ty by th e Senate, it is 
urgent ly necessary to ensu re tha t futu re SALT ne gotiations , and the purposes and 
doctrines that  govern them, are the product ra ther  tha n the determ inan t of our  
defense policy.

Military issues d omin ate much of our relat ionsh ip with the Soviet Union  but they 
are not the only ones involved in it. The Soviets seek influence  and associations in 
the  world to shift the  geo-political balance, but in the  process they also wan t to 
obtain a variety  of oth er benefits and to meet needs which they canno t fill by 
themselves. Indeed, it is one of the characteris tics of the  present period th at  the  
Soviets have found it necessary and desirable  to intera ct more extensively and  
intensively with the outside  world th an at  any time in the ir history. These inte rac ­
tions remain marked  by strong hesitations; the  inn ate  auta rkic  impulses of the  
Soviet system remai n vigorous and Soviet resistance to external  intrus ion rem ains  
powerful. Nevertheless, the iron curta in of 30 years  ago has become more porous in 
both directions. The Soviets are  more active, if still relu cta nt and selective par tici­
pants in inte rnat iona l insti tutions, practices and agreem ents.

Many of these developm ents resul t from the  shortcomings of th e Soviet economy 
and its technological backwardne ss. Some are  due to the  fact that  the  Soviet 
resource base, while impressive,  is no longer fully able, and will become less able, to 
meet  the growing demands of a matu ring economy. With the  labor supply tig hte r 
tha n in the  past, increa ses in production depend heavily on improved productivity. 
This, in turn , demands  more  and bette r technology. Soviet agricu lture  continu es to 
be afflicted by uneven harv ests  and a seemingly chronic  inability to meet the 
objective of the  leaders hip to improve th e popula tion’s diet. The consequent need for 
manu factur ed goods, commodities, technology and capit al from the outside world 
has increased Soviet hard currency requirements, since exports, though growing, 
are  inadequate to finance imports. This has led the  Soviet Union to engage in more 
extensive  internat iona l financia l operations and has made it more sensitive  to 
foreign fluctuations, intere st rates and othe r commercia l and economic trends.

Other concerns which have  tended to bring  the Soviet Union more actively into 
the  inter natio nal are na include such problems as envi ronm ental pollution, nucle ar 
prolifera tion, exploitation  of the  resources of the oceans, regula tion of airspace,  etc. 
In all such matte rs, the  Soviet Union is unable to protec t its inter est uni later ally 
and therefore finds it desir able  to partic ipate in intern atio nal  arran gements and 
insti tutions.

More closely related to secur ity, the Soviets have viewed the  widening contacts 
between China and othe r natio ns, especially Jap an,  Weste rn Europe and the U.S., 
with  mounting uneasiness. Ap art  from military measure s, calcula ted to keep China 
und er thre at, Soviet diplomacy also seeks to coun terac t these developments, which 
Moscow interprets  as a hostile  effort at encirclement. Sometimes, this takes the 
form of attrac tive political and economic overtures; sometimes it involves threats.  
Usually,  both elements are  prese nt. Thus, the Japanese and West Europeans and 
the  Americans are simu ltaneo usly offered the  rewards of detente but stern ly 
warned against  milita ry cooperation with China. Elsewhere , the  Soviets seek to 
offset alleged Chinese-inspired encircle ment by efforts of the ir own to surround 
China  with Soviet allies. Soviet policies designed to build influence in Third World 
area s by milita ry suppo rt for and intervention in behalf of, so-called liberation 
movements and regimes engaged in “just” wars, are  in pa rt intended to pre-empt 
Chin a’s influence and to ac quire allies against  it.

The Soviet emergence into the world in search  of beneficial economic, political 
and secur ity connections makes it impo rtant  for us to devise and to pursue a 
comprehensive strate gy aimed at  streng theni ng the incentives for res trai nt in all 
aspects of relations. Put  most simply, and perhaps  somewhat crudely, we and others 
must be clear  among ourselves, and  make it clear to the  Soviets, th at  assertive uses 
of power, and efforts to shift  the  geo-political balance, are  fundamen tally  incompati­
ble wi th productive and constructive relation s in othe r respects.

This is not the occasion to discuss in detail how these  connections or “linkages” 
can and should be established and implemented. What is required in a broad and 
conscious a ttun ing of cooperative projects and associations to mil itary  relation s and 
the overall level of tensions and crises.

It is sometimes suggested th at  in the early seventies, the Administra tion of tha t 
day somehow deluded itself  into believing tha t economic rewa rds and agreem ents on 
“rules  of conduct”, along with SALT I and other  arms  control agreeme nts, would 
ensure modera te Soviet intern atio nal  conduct. This, I believe, is a caric ature  of 
what came to be called “dete nte” .
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Among th e absolutely essential part s of the  comprehensive approach developed in 
the early  par t of this  decade were to have been: (1) An effective balance across the 
whole range of mili tary  power; and (2) the  main tenan ce of high risks, if necessary 
by unambigu ous demonstra tion of our readiness and ability to react  to mili tant 
behavior. In both these crucial respects, we fell shor t of wh at we should have done. 
Important defense programs lagged, in pa rt due to Congressional action and, more 
recently, also due to curta ilments by the Admin istratio n. And in several instances 
of Soviet intervent ion, directly and by proxy, we failed to achieve the  necessary 
consensus at  home tha t our interests were threaten ed and th at  this required action 
on our part. The element of risk was kept excessively low. (It should be added tha t 
positive incentives for Soviet res tra int  were not particularly high either. There  has, 
for example,  been little in our trad e and oth er policies to suggest to the Soviets th at 
a coherent pattern of benefits is to be deri ved from moderation.)

In sum, Mr. Chairman, we must see our relation s with the  U.S.S.R. in their 
totality . We must recognize that  the Soviets are driven by powerful impulses to 
amass mili tary  stren gth and, on that  basis, to consolidate and expand the ir status 
as a power with world-wide interests  and ambitions. This quest for sta tus  is not 
limited by a  d esire to at tain  “equal ity” or “par ity” but is dynamic and open-handed. 
The most effective way for us to deal  with this aspect of Soviet reali ty is to 
main tain our  own end of the milit ary balan ce and to make certain th at  our military 
power is known and seen to be usable. Arms control agreements, including the area 
of strategic weapons can play a modest role in contributing  to mil itary balance; but 
they  may also make it more difficult  to maint ain balance. In any event, however, 
our own defense programs will remain the principal means by which we maintain  
balance  a nd these must, therefore, be our  overriding concern.

Milita ry balance and mai ntain ing high risks for predatory actions  by the Soviets 
provide a basis for pursuing other policies utilizing the  Soviet need for, and reluc­
tan t but  real intere st in, beneficial relation s with the  outside world. We must 
establish and pursue in practice more explicit connections between the state  of 
milit ary and security relations and these  other  aspects. It is possible that  over time  
the economic shortcomings of the  Soviet system, in part caused by its militarization , 
will induce Soviet leaders to practice grea ter milita ry res tra int  and to seek more 
far-reaching arms control limita tions . But this is likely, if a t all, only as a resul t of 
susta ined policies by us and othe rs which make clear to the  Soviets: (1) The futility 
of seeking  militar y advantage; (2) the risks of using mil itary  power, directly or 
indirec tly, for aggrandizement; and  (3) that  ther e is a  direct  connection between the 
relief and benefits the Soviet Union can expect from the  extern al world on the one 
hand,  and the mann er in which it defines and pursues  its inte rests and uses its 
power, on the other.

I believe, in conclusion, t ha t SALT agreements  pursued and concluded in isolation 
from these considerations, th at  is, on the basis of narrow technical “merits”, are 
unhelpful and therefore undesirable. SALT, particularly, because of its at  best 
marg inal effects cannot carry the  burden of regula ting American-Soviet relations. 
The historical record does not  bear out the  proposition th at  arm s control agree­
ments, SALT included, lead to bette r, more restr ained relatio ns. On the  contrary , 
the  more poorly managed the  relati onship  with the U.S.S.R. the  more prolonged and 
tortu ous the negotiations, and  the more likely th at  whatever results  they may 
produce will be negated by in tensified militar y programs.

SALT must support wha t we can fundam entally  do only by our unila teral , and 
Allied, military  programs. This is the military test  th at  must be applied to the 
SALT process and the pres ent treaty .

Completion of the ratif icati on process for this trea ty, in my view, requires that  
the re should be precise answ ers to the questions that  have  been raised concerning 
the  impact of part icul ar SALT provisions on needed American programs and on 
various existing and fut ure  forms of cooperation with  Allies. In addition, it is 
essential  tha t Congressional action this yea r—before final disposition of th e tre aty — 
firmly establish these programs  in our defense budget and force planning. It is not 
too lat e to act on the  p remise th at  SALT is a  function of secur ity policy, ra the r tha n 
the  o ther way around.

Finally, within the  context of our defense policies, SALT should be an integral  
par t of a wider stra tegy  encompassing all phases of relati ons with the U.S.S.R. and  
designed to const rain the mili tant  and aggrandizing aspects of Soviet conduct while 
maximizing stakes in more disciplined and beneficial relation ships with us and in 
the world at large.

The Chairman. Tha nk you very much, Mr. Sonnenfeldt, for an 
excellent present ation.
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Our final witness this  morning is a scho lar who has also played 
an imp orta nt role in our public debate over the  na tur e of the 
Soviet challenge and the  form of America’s response to it. Prof. 
Richard Pipes of Harva rd Univers ity is one of many very dis tin ­
guished Cambridge sages who have found willing students  on the 
banks of the  Potom ac as well as the  Charles. As a researcher, he is 
intimately acquainted with Russia und er the  old regime. As a 
policy advisor, he has  been nominated by a New York Times col­
umn ist for a  h igh post  in Wash ington’s nex t Republican regime. In 
fact, his advice was already sought by the  CIA when it looked for 
author ities on Soviet affairs  to pit aga inst  its own analy sts, by the  
Committee on the  Prese nt Danger when its executive comm ittee  
sought a uth ori tat ive  academic advocates of  its views.

Professor Pipes, I do not know what your  prospects are  for be­
coming a per manen t Washington ian, but  in any  case we are  happy 
to receive you this morning  in these hear ings , and I invite you now 
to make your presen tation,  and then we will go to questions.

Sena tor J avits. Excuse  me, Mr. Chairman. May I ju st apologize 
to both witnesses? I must leave promptly at  12:30, but  I hope to 
hear all of Mr. Pipe’s opening stat eme nt.

STATEMENT OF PROF. RICHARD PIPE S, HAR VAR D UNIVER SITY, 
CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

Mr. Pipes. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chai rman and members of the  committee,  t he  purpose of my 

testimony is to explain  Soviet att itudes toward nuc lear  weapons, 
toward the  prospect  of nuc lear  war, and  towa rds the  arms lim ita­
tion  process. I will address myself obliquely  to several critic al 
questions which have  loomed behind these hearings from the  
outset : for example, why do th e Russians insi st on the righ t to the  
exclusive possession of modern heavy  missiles? Why do they 
demand the  protocol and  the  nonc ircum vent ion clause? In other 
words, why do they  mak e so much of all those thin gs which we a re 
told by the advocates of SALT II have no mi lita ry value, and if 
conceded will not in the  leas t affect U.S. security?  In dealing with  
my subject, I shall draw  on Soviet mil itar y lit eratu re  and wha t we 
know of Soviet stra tegi c deployments , reinforcin g both sources of 
information with references to Soviet history and  politics. It clear ly 
is essential  to try  to und ers tand Soviet behavior in term s of Soviet 
trad itions, values and  aspir ation s, which unfortuna tely  is not 
always done by the trea ty ’s more zealous advocates.

The Soviet regime has from its incept ion placed gre at reliance on 
mi lita ry inst rum entalit ies  both to insu re its inter na l secur ity and 
to purs ue its external goals. Russia is an inh ere ntly poor country, 
and the  Communist system, by depriving the  population  of mean­
ingful  incentives, gua ran tees that it remains  poor. At the  same 
time,  however, the  Communist system, which places the  country’s 
en tire  hum an and economic resources  in the  hands of a self-perpet­
uat ing  elite  of rule rs is excel lently  suited for purposes of m ilita ry 
mobilization.  Such power as the  Soviet Union  enjoys in the  world 
today is due almost exclusively to i ts mil itar y might.

In a world from which all  weapons would be banned, the  Soviet 
Union would a t once become a second-rate  power, since it possesses 
ne ither the  civilization nor  the  materia l wea lth th at  would qualify
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it as a superpower. Contrary to some of the sent iments expressed 
in the  debate over SALT II, there is no contradic tion between 
Soviet Russ ia’s low-living st andards  and her  willingness to commit 
immense  funds  for armaments. The  Soviet mil itary drive is in fact 
a na tural  corolla ry of endemic poverty. These economic factors 
making for milit arism are  reinforced by an ideology which  views 
the  modern age as a time  of a life or death struggle between 
capi talism  and socialism. Mil itar ism is the  very essence of the 
Communist menta lity. It has  apt ly been said th at  Lenin  put 
Clausewitz on his head by tran sfo rming  politics into  the  pursuit  of 
war by other  means.

When nuc lear  weapons firs t made  the ir appearance, the  Soviet 
Gove rnment found itsel f in a quandary. It realized  thei r potential 
importance early  enough. As we now know, Stal in had  a research 
program to construct atomic weapons under way at  the very out­
break of World War II, but the United States forged ahead and 
hence for some time a tend ency prevailed in the  Soviet Union to 
den igra te the  effectiveness of these new weapons. Immediately 
afte r Stalin’s death,  a keen debate developed in Russia on the 
subject in which the  professional mili tary  played a key role. The 
conclusion reached  some time in the  l ate 1950’s an d signaled by the 
esta blishme nt of the Stra tegic Rocket Forces as a separate, fourth  
branch of the  armed  services , was that  nuc lear  weapons have 
indeed become the decisive weapons of modern warfare—the very 
opposite conclusion from the  one reached more or less concu rrent ly 
by Am erica’s civilian s trategists.

Soviet nuclear stra tegy  as well as the  political stra tegy  that 
accompanies it is intern ally consistent and inte llec tually impres­
sive—at any rate  to anyone who is not “a priori” convinced that 
the  Russian mili tary  have nothing  to teach us. It rest s on several 
rela ted  propositions.

One, the  introduction  of nuc lear  weapons with  inte rcontin ental 
delivery vehicles has revolut ionized  warfare  in the  sense that  
henceforth the ultimate objective of a ll war, which is to incapaci­
tat e the  enemy’s mil itar y forces, can be attain ed direc tly and im­
mediately rather than  gradua lly  by means  of m any  sepa rate  oper­
ations .

Two, with in that  context , the  t rad itional  principles of the  science 
of w ar remain fully inta ct. The advantage s of preempt ion, of supe­
rio r qua ntity and qual ity, of good defenses, et cete ra, are as valid 
in the  age of hydrogen bombs as they  had been in that  of gunpow­
der.

Three, even und er the most auspicious circum stances, however, 
nuc lear weapons cause such widespread dest ruct ion that  great 
power conflict which may lead to nuc lear  war  ought to be avoided 
to the  maximum exten t possible: In the  nuc lear age the  struggle 
with capitali sm mus t of necessity assume ind irec t forms such as 
flanking  movements, proxy wars, seizure  of energy resources, and 
all the  other forms which  are  subsumed und er the  general titl e of 
deten te.

Four, it is ne verthele ss possible th at  de tente may fail, and an all- 
out  war with the  Uni ted State s break out, eit he r as the  resu lt of a 
local crisis getting out of control or the  United States, isolated and 
driven again st the  wall, lashing out in a Samson-like  act of univer-
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sal destruction; this  contin gency calls for the  abi lity  to delive r a 
quick surgical preemptive str ike  designed to elim inate as much of 
the  enemy’s nuclear ars enal as possible and thereby to reduce to 
the  u tmo st his ability  to  infli ct damage.

It is sometimes said th at  the  Soviet war-w inning stra tegy  is 
irra tional , and need not be tak en  seriously  in view of th e indisput­
able fact  that  a Soviet firs t str ike  against the  Uni ted States would 
sure ly invite a devasta ting  cou nterat tack on Soviet cities and in­
dus tria l centers . To say that , however, is to assum e th at  a Soviet 
firs t str ike  would come ab out  as the result  of a  coldblooded calcula­
tion. Such an out of th e blue  assaul t is not pa rt of Soviet doctrine, 
and no responsible specialist  considers it likely. A Soviet decision 
to pree mpt would come under conditions of ext rem e crisis, afte r 
the  Soviet leadership had concluded that  general  war has become 
unavoidable. It would not be an act of bold adventu rism , but  of 
desperation; its aim would be to minimize inevi table  casualtie s and 
losses. It mus t be realized  th at  inasmuch as frac tionaliza tion of 
nuc lear  warheads allows one missile to destro y several enemy nu­
clea r systems,  under condit ions of modern war  p reem ption today is 
even more attr act ive  m ilit ari ly tha n it has been in the  past.

The Soviet strategic bui ldup  must be unders tood in the  light of 
these premises and expec tations. The Soviet Union has never 
adopted our  doctrine  of Mu tua l Assured Destruction; nor has it 
ever been content with pa rity or essential equivalence. These are 
concepts of people who do not  believe in the  milita ry and  political 
uti lity  of nuclear  weapons. Once it has made up its mind on this  
issue, the  Soviet Union has  consistently striven  to att ain over­
whelming strategic supe rior ity th at  would make  allowance for all 
kinds of unforeseen  contingencies  as  well as for the  prospect , which 
it take s seriously,  of a p rot rac ted  n uclear conflict.

In these calculat ions, SALT is assigned a role of some promi­
nence, not as a vehicle for gen era l disa rmamen t, as it is with us, 
but as a device which inhibits  U.S. responses to Soviet long-term 
stra tegic programs.

One, on the  most eleme nta ry level, SALT fixes the  number of 
Amer ican systems and the refore  facili tates the  task of estimat ing 
wha t is required to render  the m harmless in the  event of war 
under conditions which I have outlined.

Two, on a higher level, it allev iates in some degree  Russia ’s 
rec urr en t nightmare lest an American technological brea k­
through—such as the  ABM an d the  cruise missile—suddenly null i­
fy the  ra th er  ponderous and  incremental Soviet buildup . In this  
sense, the  acronym SALT can properly be deciphered  to read, 
“Stop the  American Lead in  Technology.”

Three,  las t but  not least, SALT creates in the  Uni ted Stat es a 
political  atmo sphere that  is not conducive to defense expenditures. 
It persu ades  much of the public th at  any improvements in strategic  
forces are  destabi lizing and at  the same time  inhibit s the  U.S. 
Gove rnment from funding weapons  p rograms which may be l imited 
or even prohibited by futu re arm s limi tation trea ties .

All these features  of SALT are inhe rently so benefic ial to the  
Soviet Union  th at  it unders tandab ly likes to depict  SALT as the  
lynchp in of de tente , as it depicts  detente as the  only alt ern ative  to 
nuc lear  holocaus t. It is not so a pp are nt  why an American  adminis-
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tra tio n would adopt this  poin t of view unless it believes th at  SALT 
can be transl ate d into domestic political  benefi ts at  a minimum 
mil itar y risk.

To conclude, let me address  myself to the  quest ion of what  is 
likely to happe n should SALT II, for wha tever reason, not come 
into force.

The re is no cause to believe th at  the  Sen ate’s asse rtion  of its 
constitu tional prerogative to amen d or reject  this  tre aty outr ight  
will res ult  in any of the  har row ing scenario s with which we are 
being regaled. The inab ility  of the  gre at powers to agree on the 
term s of a  treaty  resolving th e differences does not in and of its elf 
cause the  relatio nship  to deterio rate . For the  la tte r to occur, ther e 
mus t be other, more positive  reasons  drivin g the m toward s hostil­
ity. The Soviet leadership  has  ente red into SALT negot iations  not 
in orde r to mai ntai n a favorable  clima te of Uni ted States-Soviet 
rela tions, for had it desir ed the  lat ter  it would not have  dispatched 
milita ry advisors and mer cenarie s to the  four corn ers of th e world 
following the sign atur e of SALT I.

It has  entered into the se negot iations  in the  hope of securing the  
dis tinc t military and political advantage s enu mer ated  above. 
Should  SALT II fail, the  Russi ans would prom ptly  write  it off as a 
bad investm ent, and try  to secure  t he  same res ults by o ther  means, 
if necessary, by a more equi table  SALT. The ir mil itar y programs, 
alre ady  operat ing at  peak  capacity, are  not likely to be acceler ated 
in any  sig nificant way as a result.

There is something very dubious about the  proposition, advanced 
by both the Unite d Sta tes  and Soviet adm inis trat ions th at  we 
eit he r ratify this  tre aty  as writ ten and  advance along the  royal 
road toward peace, or else risk growing enm ity and war. Such 
doomsday scenarios are not only unre alist ic, the y place in doubt 
the  very basis of th e proposed accord, and  I am speaking here as a 
histo rian.

The viability of int ern ationa l tre aties ult imate ly depends on a 
combination of se lf-in terest and good will of t he  signatories. Eit her  
such self-interest and  good will exist in respect to SALT II, in 
which case the  par ties ough t to be willing to nego tiate and renego­
tia te its term s unt il the y arrive at  a gen eral ly acceptable agre e­
ment; or else these  qualitie s are  lacking, in which case the  tre aty  
will not hold in any  even t and ought  to be rejected. Realis tically  
speaking, no tre aty  can be said to advance the cause of peace if its 
sole alte rnative  is hos tilit y and all-out war. Tha nk you, Mr. Chair­
man.

The Chairman. Th ank you very much, Professor Pipes.
I will try  to keep my questions brie f becau se of the  hour.
You make a poin t in your sta tem ent  about Soviet activ ity in the 

Third World as proving Russian dis inte rest  in the  mainten anc e of 
a favorable clim ate  between the  Unit ed States and thems elves.  
Tha t puzzles me. I have not heard any spokesm an for the  tre aty , 
for the  adm inistra tion or any advocate  outsid e the  adm inistra tion 
who has spoken for the  tre aty  claim th at  the  Soviets were  act ing  or 
were likely to act  out  of  an intere st in good will.

In other words, th at  s trike s me as fallin g outside the  scope of th e 
argum ents th at  have  been made for or aga ins t the trea ty.
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Mr. Pipes. The arg um ent which is made in favor of the tre aty by 
most of its advocates run s roughly as follows: “Cert ainly,  this  is not 
a perfect trea ty. The re are  many things wrong with  it, but it is the  
lynchpin of dete nte,  and  detente is quinte sse ntia l to gradual im­
prove ment  in American-Soviet relat ions.  There fore, we ough t to 
rat ify  this  trea ty, which  does not inh ibi t our  matc hing  the  Soviet 
buildup, for the  purp ose of m aint aining  the  process of ar ms lim ita­
tions, or, if you will, th e dialog between us and  the  Soviet Union.” 
They  lay gre at emp hasi s on the impo rtance of SALT in the  devel­
opment of general American -Soviet relations.

I, on the  other han d argue th at  the  Soviet Unio n does no t look a t 
it in this  long-term political way. Rat her , it looks at SALT as 
esse ntial ly a milita ry tre aty , inhibitin g Ame rican  mil itar y develop­
men t, and it will go on doing what they  are  doing in the  res t of th e 
world because it is in th is sense th at  they  define detent e.

The Chairman. In my experience, I have  nev er atte nded leng thy 
or extens ive hearing s on this  committee havi ng to do with a so- 
called  arms  control agr eem ent  th at  involved such a vigorous pres ­
ent atio n for a much lar ge r Americ an arm s budget. Nearl y every ­
body has come here to say yes, SALT, in the  context of a bigger 
arm s budget, yes, SALT, because it helps  to improve  American 
prospec ts for doing wh at it should do m ilita rily.

Maybe this  is a beginning of an Amer ican consensus th at  links  
these two things together, and it will only strength en our resolve 
to mak e certain th at  our  mil itar y is suffic iently  strong. You would 
at  lea st acknowledge the  possibility th at  your  political judg men t in 
th at  respect  might not be infallible.

Mr. Pipes. In respect to what?
The Chairman. With resp ect to the  fact th at  the  Sen ate’s rat ifi­

catio n of the tre aty  would unde rmin e America’s resolve to mai n­
tai n an adequate defense  budget.

Mr. P ipes. I do not say tha t. I say th at  this is a Soviet expecta­
tion.

The Chairman. Do you sha re that expe ctati on?
Mr. P ipes. I would say if you look at  the  experience of SALT I, 

yes, they have a point. I th ink these hearing s to some exte nt will 
overcome this danger , bu t the  hearings on SALT I, which were to 
some ext ent perfu nctor y had  led to this consequence. It has been 
very difficult  for U.S. adm inis trat ions to fund stra tegi c programs 
even psychologically becau se SALT I crea ted the  impress ion in this  
country  th at  we have att ain ed  stabi lity and the refo re anything we 
would do would be destabilizing.

Now, wha t I say here  is: This is how they view the  mat ter.  This 
expectatio n is an added bonus for them  in the  SALT agreem ent.

The Chairman. Well, I can  assure you th at  none of t he testim o­
ny th at  we have received even by the  most spir ited  proponents of 
the  tre aty have suggested  th at  our rati fica tion  of the tre aty  will 
place us on the royal road to peace, as you say, or th at  its rejection 
would res ult  in growing enm ity and war, as you say.

Now, those may be the  ult im ate  choices for this gene ratio n, and 
should th at  happen,  should  nuc lear  war happen, I th ink th at  those 
who surviv e will look back on the  occasion and curse all of us for 
havi ng failed to take  t he  nece ssary  steps to preven t it.
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I do not regard SALT as a very darin g step in the  direc tion of 
reduced nuc lear  arms. The question  I would put  to you is a bout the  
process itself, wh eth er it is anoth er ste p in the  process th at  could 
lead to some m eaningfu l reduct ions in the futur e.

You have heard  Ambassador Toon say  he though t it would keep 
alive the  hope. Wh at do you thi nk?

Mr. Pipes. I see no reason  to th in k so. I think  you will agree, 
Sena tor Church, th at  this is n ot an arm s limitatio n treaty , really . I 
listened on television to most of the test imony of the  Jo int Chiefs 
of Sta ff an d the  Secretary  of  Defense, and  it is very clear to us th at  
upon the  expirat ion of the  tre aty both  par ties  will have more 
warh eads  and  strategic weapons in gen eral  tha n they have righ t 
now.

Now, one can argue  th at  without the  tre aty  the re would be even 
more of a stra tegi c buildup. Th at is an argum ent  th at  I do not 
quite buy, bu t I think one can arg ue th at  way. Th at argum ent  
carr ied some weight when the  Int eri m Agre emen t was signed. 
Then  it was said th at  by the  time  we got to SALT II we would  have 
real  cutbacks. Well, they have not occurred. Now we are  told these 
will happen in SALT III. I worr y th at  this  will not be the  case 
either because when SALT III will be negotia ted, we will be in a 
position of such vast infer iorit y in almost all respects excep t num­
bers of warheads,  which I do not  thi nk  have much mean ing, that 
we will have  to take  the  best barga in we can—and if SALT II will 
produce arm s limita tion, it will be largely  on o ur side again .

The Chairman. Mr. Sonne nfeldt , let me ask you a quest ion that 
occurred to me durin g your  testim ony. You said th at  the re was 
some connection between SALT and wha t we might do. You men­
tioned the M-X, and said, th e fact th at  we mus t build  it in a 
verif iable  mode illu stra tes  the  connection. Well, wouldn’t we want  
to build it in a verifiable  mode anyway, because  of the elem ent of 
inst abi lity  th at  would be injected into the  nuc lear  arm s balance if 
we beg an to hide weapons?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Sen ator Church, I think  the  irony, even from 
an arm s control standpoint, is th at  a mobile missile  makes for 
stab ility  and it is a matt er  of relat ive inconsequence whe ther  we 
can see it and count it.

The Chairman. Why?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Because the  missiles, th at  is, the  launchers  

themselves by the ir mobil ity are  invulnera ble, and  there fore the  
capa city th at  a large  mobile missile force mig ht provide for a 
disa rmi ng counterfo rce str ike agai nst ano the r mobile force is very 
limited.

Of course, the problem th at  we have and will have for a long 
tim e ahead  is th at  the re would be a mixed force of mobile and 
fixed missiles. But from a pure ly arm s control stan dpoint we would 
both  be bett er off i f our  missiles were mobile and  we would be far 
less sensitive to wh eth er our count may be wrong by 10 or 12 or 15 
or 20.

The Chairman. Yes; b ut certainly num bers  are the  othe r pa rt of 
the  equation, and if we had no way of knowing whe ther  the  Rus­
sians had 10 mobile missiles or 1,000, we would feel ourselves in a 
highly  precar ious position, would we not?
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Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Cert ainly as long as we rely as much as we do 
on our fixed Minuteman force, which, though smal l in comparison 
to Soviet fixed forces, is our most reliable and most flexible force, 
thi s is a problem. But I have ano ther concern, Senator Church. It is 
th at  I thin k it may prove to be th e case th at  by having to have the  
verif iabil ity crite rion  for the  M-X basing mode, we will in fact be 
driven to other basin g modes th at  will be open to serious question 
in regard to cost, env ironmen tal considerations, and  so on.

I am there fore not  as persuaded as perh aps some others th at  the  
issue of the  M-X is a  s ettl ed issue. The fact th at  verifiability  is one 
of th e principal cr ite ria  to which we m ust now adh ere  in regard to 
M-X deployment complicates that  problem, and  is one of the  rea ­
sons why I have test ified  to you t ha t it is one of t he issues I would 
like to see settled before one can—I don’t want to give you advice, 
bu t before I perso nally  would wan t to see any  definitive action 
tak en  in d isposition of th is trea ty.

QUE STIO N OF CR UIS E MISSILE AN D ALLIED COOPERATION

The Chairman. You also mentioned the  cruise missile question 
and  the  question of our  cooperat ion with allies. Do you see these  as 
preconditions for rati ficatio n of the trea ty?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. I would like to see the  ground-launched  and 
sea-launched cruise  missiles proper ly funded to the  extent that  
auth orizations can and  m ust  be gotten  thi s year.  I would like to see 
us firmly committed the  procurem ent of those weapons systems. In 
short, I do not believe it is sufficient to contend , which is a lmost  a 
tauto logy under our law, th at  the  protocol cannot  be extended 
withou t fur the r action  by two-thirds of the  Senate.

I would like to know as clear ly as one can, bare ly 2 years before 
the  lapse of the  protocol, th at  it is not in fact the  intention of 
anyone to seek the  extension of t he protocol, th at  the re is not in 
fact any  intention und er foreseeable circumstances  to cur tail  these  
programs. I happened to list en to some test imony before this  com­
mit tee  some days ago in which  one of  the adm inistra tion witnesses 
suggested  that  of course we ought  to ret ain  our options  because it 
is conceivable that  t he  Soviets may make an offer we cannot resist, 
such as offering to throw away all of their  land-based ICBM’s.

Now, I know this  witness acknowledged he was giving an exam­
ple of an absurd  proposit ion, but one ma n’s absurd ity may be 
anoth er ma n’s intr iguing possibility. These programs  are  essential 
to a viable  NATO European defense stra tegy  and I would like to 
see any  question removed rega rding the  possibili ty th at  th at  part 
of th e protocol, or rest rict ions in some other form, would continue 
in effect.

Moreover, were the  protocol restr ictions in some way to continue 
in effect, the  adm inistration’s negotiated sta tem ent—of June  29, 
1979—with  the  allies concerning non tran sfer  would also come in to 
play, because we would then  have a prohib ited weapon and the  
transfer  situa tion  with respect to prohib ited weapons is quite dif­
fere nt from the  transf er situat ion  with respect to limited weapons.

The Chairman. My time  is up. Sena tor Jav its  has  asked me to 
put  one question to our witnesses on his time. His question  is 
whether you would vote—if you were a Senator—for or against  
rati fica tion  on the  SALT Treaty.
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Mr. Sonnenfeldt. If I were to vote today, which for tun ate ly you 
gentl emen  do not  have to do, I would have  the gre ate st hes itati on 
in voting for it. I am hoping th at  thi s process—and  I am sorry to 
use the  word “process ,” which is the  most  overworked word at  both 
ends of town these days—but  I would hope th at  this process th at  
you and the  oth er committees  are  going thro ugh  would make  this a 
ratif iable treaty .

I have raise d a couple of issues abo ut which I feel very strongly, 
and I may say if to clarify them  means  having to go back to the 
Soviets, a ltho ugh  I have an open min d on tha t, I would be prep ared  
to see us do so. I would like to be able to supp ort this  treaty . I 
could not do it today, but I would hope th at  perhaps by October or 
November, when and if the  issues have been clarified , and  the 
budget in all its aspects passed thr oug h the  Congress, and  the 
defense prog rams put on course, I would like the n to be able to be 
in a position to vote for this  tre at y were I to be a Sena tor, which I 
am not.

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Sonnenfeldt. I thi nk  you can 
tha nk  your lucky stars for t ha t. [Gen eral  laug hter .]

Senator  Hayaka wa.
Senator  Hayakawa. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman . I am sorry, I 

have no questions to addre ss dire ctly  to you, Dr. Sonnenfeldt. I 
have to worry  about the  sma ll farm er, among oth er things, and 
was una ble to be here thr oug h your pres enta tion  and did not have 
a chance to hea r it.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. He mak es the  world go arou nd, Senator . I 
thi nk  you did the righ t thing .

Sen ator  Hayakawa. However, I am very glad I got her e in time 
to he ar Dr. Pipes, whose test imo ny I find ext rao rdinar ily  persu a­
sive. Let me see if I under sta nd you correctly. Did you say th at  on 
the  whole, we as Americans ten d to think th at  oth er peoples in the 
world, whe ther  in Asia or Europ e, are  sort of like ourselves, under­
stan dab ly so in our terms , hum an,  but you are  sayin g Soviet soci­
ety is essen tially profoundly differ ent, and it is run , as you say, in 
a cou ntry  in which the en tir e hum an and economic resources are 
in the  hands of a self -perpetuating  elite, and  whatev er the  wish of 
the  common people, its ult im ate  aim is mil itar y modernization of 
the  whole society, and the aim of the  whole society is warlike.

Is th at  your stat ement ?
Mr. Pipes. Tha t is correct . We have special difficu lty allowing for 

the  Russians to be diff eren t from us. We h ave not so m uch difficul­
ty with  people who are  racia lly very distinct. Nobody will ap­
proach, say, an African  trib esm an with the  notion th at  he is jus t a 
backward  American.

When we are dealing with the Russians,  we have  a special prob­
lem, because they  are  of the  same race, they  have  much of the  
same  cult ura l background, a Chri stian  background, and they speak 
a language th at  belongs to the  Indo-European family. Therefore, it 
is very difficult for us to see the fund ame ntal  differences dividing 
thei r history  a nd civilizat ion from our own.

As a Russian his tor ian , I have to ba ttle  aga ins t the  tenden cy of 
people to blur these  differences all the  time,  because th at  is the  
easy thing to do.
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Senator  Hayakawa. That , I think,  is what gives your  test imony 
its par ticu lar  force and persuas iveness , Dr. Pipes. I am very, very 
glad th at  I got here in time  to he ar you. The re are  some anc illa ry 
questions th at  were rais ed in my mind. How do you explai n the n 
our allies and thei r desir e to see us rat ify  the  SALT Tre aty ?

According to rep orts  we have received, the y are  unan imou s in 
wishin g us to rati fy it. Are they in fact actual ly th at  unanimous?

Mr. Pipes. I thi nk  th is question can be answ ered  in severa l ways. 
I thi nk  what they say publicly and wh at the y say priva tely is not 
qui te the  same thing. Wh at they say publicly, at  leas t those who 
are now in office, is, I believe, due to two kind s of considera tions. 
One is direct pres sure s from the  Ca rte r adm inis trat ion. It is very 
difficult for a European leade r whose security, af ter  all, ulti mately  
depends on the  American dete rren t, to come out and  say, no; “the  
Ame rican  adm inistra tion is making a bad dea l.” He reall y would 
find th at  e xtrem ely difficult to say even if he believed in it.

Second, I think there is a belief in Europ e th at  SALT—I thi nk  it 
is a false belief, bu t nev erth eles s it exis ts—tha t SALT would lead 
to a decrease in exp end itur es on stra tegi c weapons and th at  the  
money saved in this fashion would go for beefing up conventional  
forces in Europe.

I thi nk  both of thes e factors play a role, but  I also think if you 
tal k to Europe ans privat ely  you will find many more  doubts than  
the y are  willing to e xpre ss publicly.

Sen ator Hayakawa. Do you thi nk  if the  tre at y were signed we 
would beef up our forces in Europe, our  conv entio nal forces in 
Euro pe?

Mr. Pipes. Fir st of all,  I do n ot believe th at  thi s tre aty  is going to 
lead to a gre at saving of money. Second, even if it should lead to it, 
I don’t quite believe th at  there will be dire ct tra ns fer of t he funds 
of beefing up NATO forces.

Sen ato r Hayakawa. One of my concern s with the  trea ty, Dr. 
Pipes, is whe ther  or not it would act as a kind  of tran qui lize r to 
our public, so th at  we would relax  our  efforts  to mai nta in our 
defense posture.

Mr. P ipes. Yes. Sen ato r Churc h questioned me on this. I thi nk  
the  experience of SALT I suggests th at  the  Russ ian expectation  of 
it acti ng as a tranqu iliz er is to some exten t justi fied.  I do feel, 
however, th at  the  pre sen t debates  to the  exten t th at  they  are  
nati ona lly followed, will hav e a sobering effect, because the re are  
two messages gett ing across  to the people at  large: “It  is not a good 
treaty . You can’t tru st  the se Russians, and  maybe the re ought to 
be amen dments, maybe it oug ht to be rejected. But no ma tte r wha t 
we do, we have to beef up our defense forces.” On the  second 
proposition, I think  the re is a broad consensus across  the  country.

From  th at  point of view, these  debates are  fulfi lling  a useful 
educatio nal function.

Sen ato r Hayakawa. Th an k you very, very much, Dr. Pipes.
Sen ato r Biden [presiding].  Dr. Pipes, I have  seve ral questions.
You indica ted in a ra th er  bold sta tem ent  th at  we will be inferior 

in all aspects  except warh eads. Tell me, will we be inferior in 
term s of launch ers?
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Mr. Pipes. We are  inferio r right now because the  figures of 
launchers from the  Inter im Agreement to the  present  have always 
been higher in favor of the Russians.

Senator  Biden . But the  passage of SALT requires th at  there be 
the  same num ber  of launchers. Now, how will we be inferior?

Mr. Pipes. You measure missiles or launchers not only in num ­
bers b ut also in throw-weight.

Sena tor Biden. No, you don’t. I don’t know anybody who does 
measure it th at  way. Let’s talk about how i t is measured. Le t’s talk  
about warheads,  launchers, megatonnage, and accuracy. What 
other elem ents  of the  stra tegic mix are  the re that  dete rmin e 
whe ther  or  not there is parity?  Te ll me one other one.

Mr. Pipes. Senator , you know very  well the re are  very  many, 
including throw-weight.

Senator  Biden. I said accuracy, megatonnage, warheads , and 
launchers.  Wha t else is there?

Mr. Pipes. How will you g uaran tee  equal accuracy? How can you 
do tha t?

Senator Biden. By our veri ficat ion capability .
Mr. P ipes. But there are  no limi ts placed on accuracy improve­

ments.
Senator  Biden. But we know w hat  th ey have.
Mr. P ipes. Tha t is correc t, bu t you know very well th at  ICBM’s 

are  far more accurate than  SLBM’s.
Sen ator Biden. But we also know very well th at  the cruise 

missile is more accu rate th an  t he ICBM.
We also know th at  our ICBM’s are  more acc ura te tha n the ir 

ICBM’s.
Mr. Pipes. I und erst and  this , Senator, but the re are very many, 

as you know, cr iter ia by which you judge.
Senator  Biden. I do not know anyone in the  s tra teg ic community 

who has suggested through weeks of hearings th at  now, in the  n ear  
futu re, or in the  long-term futu re the  Soviets will equal or surpass 
our  accuracy. Do you know of any?

Mr. Pipes. I am not saying tha t, Senator.
Senator Biden. Wh at are  you saying?
Mr. Pipes. I am saying, if you take throw-weight as your basic 

factor, throw-weight which  allows you to pu t on your missiles 
larg er warheads, with gre ate r yields and if you then catch up in 
accuracy, which is not  controlled and  is uncon trollable, you the n 
are  getting much grea ter  destructive capacity, with the  same 
number of laun chers and  warheads.

Senator Biden. Bu t isn’t it tru e th at  in the  trea ty, for the  first 
time we control fractiona tion?  Isn ’t throw-weight and launch- 
weight a f utu re argument? Isn’t it only releva nt as it rela tes to the 
number of RV’s th at  are  placed on the  head  of that  post-boost 
vehicle?

Mr. Pipes. We are control ling thro ugh  thi s treaty  the  num ber  of 
warheads which eit he r par ty can put  on its missiles. Th at is cor­
rect, and th at  is, as far  as I can see, the  only positive achievemen t 
of this treaty , assuming  it can be verified. I see no others, bu t I 
grant th at  th is is a cert ain plus.

You are questioning my s tate ment th at  the  Soviet Union will be 
superio r by 1985. It will be superior because it will have  an  equal
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number of missi les with a higher throw-weight and an accu racy  
approaching ours. If you know the  relatio nsh ip between accuracy, 
yield, and destructiveness, you know w hat  this  means.

Senator  Biden. But the  fact of the  ma tte r, though, is, isn ’t th at  
countered by th e num ber  of warheads?

Mr. Pipes. We shal l have equal num bers of warheads of dif fere nt 
yields. They sha ll have  larg er warheads with equal accuracy or, in 
some ways be tte r overa ll accuracy, because ICBM’s—which consti­
tut e the  bulk  of t he ir forces—by their  very  na ture are  more accu­
rat e tha n SLBM’s—which predominate  in  our  forces.

Sena tor Biden. Bu t they  do not have superio r accuracy. The re is 
no evidence th at  they do have. They don’t even have equal 
accuracy.

Mr. P ipes. They are approaching i t very rapidly.
Sena tor Biden. They do not have equal accuracy.
Mr. P ipes. I beg to differ with you, Senator.
Sena tor Biden. Let  me ask you, Mr. Sonnenfeldt , you suggested 

th at  on the  protocol we should be more definite  about not extend ­
ing it. My experience afte r severa l weeks of sitt ing  here  liste ning 
to the  testim ony is th at  the  Secretary of Defense of the  United  
Stat es has indicated th at  t here is no inte ntion to extend  the  proto ­
col, and that  we have had in the  negotia ting  documents our asser­
tion  t ha t we have no inte ntio n of extending the  protocol.

Public sta tem ents by adm inis trat ion witnesses and othe rs have  
declared that  we will not extend  the  protocol, and in fact we are  
moving rapidly forw ard to be able to deploy the very thin g th at  is 
precluded in the  pro tocol.

Now, I wonder wh at else we can do oth er than  never having 
agreed to the protocol in the  fi rst instance?

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. T ha t would have been helpful. I am glad th at  
you are  as c erta in, Senator, of these ma tte rs as you are. I do think, 
however, that  we need  an affirmative and binding commitment. 
We need to but tress such a commitment by wh at we do in appro­
pria tion s and authori zations,  and also by what we are  doing in 
regard  to the  basing and  launching modes, par ticu lar ly of the  
ground-launched cruise missile.

Senator Biden. Now we are  t alk ing  a bout  something beyond the  
protocol.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. We are  talk ing  about a comm itment to a 
program, so th at  when the date  of December 1981 approaches—and 
th at  is j us t 2 y ears  away, more or less, by the  time the  tre aty  is 
ratif ied,  if you rati fy it—we will have  ongoing programs which it 
will not be argued are  so modest at  th at  poin t th at  we are  giving 
up noth ing in exchange for something th at  may be offered us from 
the  oth er side, or in respo nse to some th re at  th at  may be made by 
the  oth er side, for example, that  w ith the  lapse of th e protocol, the 
Soviets will go into a major and rapid  mobile missile program 
ap ar t from the SS-16.

In other words, we must be in a position by th e time this  protocol 
ends not to be either  tem pted or thre atened by w hat the  other side 
may propose to cut  our losses or to curta il prog rams to which we 
are  n ot yet fully committed  a t that  time.

Sen ator Biden. You mentioned non tran sfe rab ility of technology.
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Mr. P ipes. Senator Biden, may  I jus t add a footnote to this, 
please?

Senator  Biden. You can af ter I ask my questions. I have  only 2 
minutes  left. You have all the time in the  world, so you can beat 
the  sys tem by continuing to t alk , and I ca n’t.

With regard  to your sta tem ent, Mr. Sonnenfeldt, abo ut nontran s­
ferability , my understanding was that  was the  language  that  the 
Soviets sought. We rejected th a t and put  in noncircumvention and 
have subsequent ly defined nonc ircum vent ion as not  in any way 
precluding our tr ans fer of any technology to our allies.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Excuse me, Senator. The phrase  is “not neces­
sar ily” on page 2 of the  Ju ne  29, 1979, stateme nt. Th at is a littl e 
differen t from what  you have  just  said.

Now, I do not want  to rai se questions on the  rela tion ship  with 
the allies  in a session such as this.

Senator Biden. Why not?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt. Because I happen to have devoted  my life in 

Gove rnment to NATO and  the  building of our allia nce  rela tion­
ships, and  I do not wan t to sit here  to question  wh at adm inis tra­
tion witnesses have said concerning the ir inte ntio ns in regard to 
case-by-case decisions on cooperation  with  allies. But  I do thin k it 
is imp ortant  that  in some way this  issue be resolved very clearly.

Senator Biden. How would you suggest?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt. I would refer you to the  sentence in the  

sta tem ent at the North Atlant ic Council which is in the record 
here and  which, I take it, some people suggest ought to be pa rt of 
the  t rea ty.

With  respect to systems numerica lly limited in the  agreement,  
which  I presume affects these, tran sfe rs would not  be necessari ly 
precluded by the agre ement.

Senator Biden. Does th at  not merely mean th at  we are  main­
tai nin g the option as to whether or not we transf er?  In a given 
case, we may not wish to transf er technology irrespective of what 
the  Soviet position is.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. I completely agree  th at  we should have a 
policy of our own wi th resp ect to the  issue of tra nsfers , but what I 
am concerned abou t is th at  the re not be a shre d of prior commit­
ment to the  Soviets on th at  mat ter.  Incidentally,  it is not ju st  
tra nsfer  of technology bu t the  whole question of how these  forces 
are  coordinated with in the alliance, and the  e xte nt of assistance to 
or cooperation with  the  Brit ish or an independent British force, be 
it of ALCM’s or of SLCM’s. I think it is absolutely  essential th at  
the  whole range of  cooperation  from technology a ll the  way to close 
coordination, joint targ etin g, and so on, be in no way inhib ited by 
commitments we may h ave made to the  Soviets.

For othe r reasons,  we, or they  on the  Europea n side may decide 
to go some diffe rent way. Tha t is anoth er ma tter, but  I do not  
believe that  we should  have prior  commitments or even the  possi­
bility of a  comm itment to the  Soviets in regard  to these  mat ters .

Senator  Biden [presiding]. I fully agree, bu t my time is up.
Sena tor Lugar?
Sena tor Lugar. Thank you, Mr. Ch airman.
Gentlemen, I suppose one of the frustrations th at  those of us  on 

the  committee who are less tha n enth usia stic  about the  tre aty  face
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is t he major  suppositions about  the  Soviet Union and the ir history,  
both recen t a nd past.

It seems to me th at  both of you have  focused on this  in a way 
th at  is very imp ortant . For example, Mr. Sonnenfeldt  has men­
tioned that  the  Soviets, whatever might be our  desire for stab ility , 
have not shared th at fear  of d estab ilizat ion. Mr. Sonnenfeldt, you 
mentioned as I reca ll, the  continued work on the  SS-19 and  the 
SS-18, clear ly larg e counterforce weapons, and  work on ant i-sate l­
lite systems, the  so-called kille r sate llit e projec t, which are  clea rly 
destabilizing.

The fact is, work continues there, and work  on antimissile  de­
fense systems continues.  I have tried to quest ion witnesses and  
point  out th at  I do not  think the  B-52 is a very  cer tain  leg as the 
second leg of our  Triad, and we keep gettin g insistence th at  75 
percent are  going to go back and forth in Soviet airspace with 
rela tive  im punity, which in my judgment  is incredible .

The point you are making is th at  the  Soviets, wha tever may be 
their  general posture,  have not been th at  concerned abou t des tabi­
lization. As a mat te r of fact, Mr. Sonnenfeldt, you contend th at  
whereas we tak e a look at  the  situ atio n as a force that  has  de ter ­
rence, you say th at  the  Soviets in fact are prep ared  to actual ly 
procure such forces to fight wars, and there is the  fur the r propos i­
tion th at  while we tend  on the  whole to see nuc lear  wars  as 
unwinnable  in any  meaningfu l sense, the  Soviets rega rd them as 
winnable . If war  were  to come, they would intend to fight it 
through to victory.

Now, this  is a cri tica l point. Again and  again, various Senators 
or various  witnesses star t out by saying nucle ar war  is un think­
able, it is un winn able . We do not know what the  word “advantage ” 
would mean. All of th at  sort  of test imony has  floated through.

Now, do you mean wha t you say here?  Are  you saying th at  the  
Soviets regard nuclear war as winnable, and  furthermore, th at  
they are  prepared  to fight  and win? They would prefer not to fight 
a war, mind you, bu t they are  prepared to be expansive and domi­
nan t, and if anybody finally  contests thei r world view they will 
fight wars if ce rta in inconveniences occur.

Would you comm ent again  on tha t?
Mr. Sonnenfeldt. You have described my view of the  mat te r 

accurately; maybe more  cogently and  consequently sligh tly more  
categor ically than  I did, but I th ink  in essence  I agree with  it. But I 
think  t ha t the  answer  to that  proposit ion is to prove the  invalidity, 
to demonst rate the  inval idity  of t hese Soviet views. This is why I 
harped again  and  aga in in this  test imony and  elsewhere on the  
necessity to keep the risks  high for Soviet asse rtive  behavior, not 
only in the  mi lita ry realm , but  in the political realm. Incidentally, 
the re was an ea rli er colloquy in response to a question from you, 
Senator Lugar, as to whether the  Soviets are  likely to tak e grea ter  
risks  in the  nex t generat ion because  of thei r mil itary growth.  I 
thi nk  the  danger is not  so much th at  they see themselves tak ing  
gre ate r risks, bu t ra th er  that  a partic ula r course of ac tion str ike s 
them  as not car rying gre at risks  because  of th e way they  c alcu late  
the  balance.

Consequently, I th ink it is essentia l and  absolutely  vital to our  
well-being, but also vital to any kind of effective policy tow ard the
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Soviet Union, that  the  risks  are kept high and th at  the Soviets 
recognize at  all times th at  the  risk s are  high. I would say one of 
the  cri ter ia by which an arm s control agreement should be 
judged—and I think arms cont rol agreements can have some effect 
on the  pace with  which these  things  develop and  their  pred ictabil­
ity, and therefore I think we ough t to pursue them, bu t I t hin k one 
of the cr ite ria  that  has to be used  in judging them  is, do they help 
us keep the  r isks high?

Senator Lugar. Right.
Now, i f we are really ant iwar,  an tinucl ear  war, indeed, anti any 

kind of war , your testim ony is t ha t you mus t keep the  risks  h igh so 
that  our  credibil ity is there. Now, along comes Dr. Pipes, and he 
points out thre e things th at  thi s partic ula r SALT T rea ty does. On 
the  elem enta ry level, SALT fixes the  num ber of Am erican systems 
and therefore facili tates the  tas k of es timating what is required to 
render  them  harmless; namely, the  targ ets  are  the re,  and we are 
dete rmin ed that  they be totally verifiable. We a re determin ed even 
though it may compromise the  security of our system that  the  
Soviets can count, target , and know precisely w hat  the y need to do 
to destroy each of our sites.

Th at is ha rdly an esca latio n of the  r isk for th e Soviets.
Second, it allev iates in some manne r Russ ia’s rec urr en t nigh t­

mare lest  an American technological breakt hro ugh such as the  
ABM or cruise missile suddenly  nullifie s the ir gain s once again. 
This treaty  has removed the  possibility for such a breakthrough . 
Indeed, there are  some in this  committee and in thi s Senate that  
would say t ha t was destabil izing, to even proceed in such a fashion.

Third , last  but  not least, SALT crea tes in the United States a 
political atmosphere th at  is not conducive to defense expenditures, 
and  persuades much of th e public t ha t any  improvements in s tra te­
gic forces are destabilizing,  and at  the  same time inhib its the  
Uni ted States from fund ing programs which may be limited  or 
even prohibited by futu re  a rms l imitation trea ties . In short, I ag ree 
with you.

You have pointed out, both of you, good reasons why we may 
never build the  M-X, and  you are  right . Why, in fact, we may 
extend the  protocol forever, and you are  right . This is th e dilemma 
th at  I t hink we are in as we take a look a t this.

Mr. Sonnenfeldt. If I may say so, Sena tor, since it is a dilemma, 
the re are  two horns , and  we do not necessari ly have  to be impaled 
on both of them.

Firs t of all, to be able  to count  a weapon does not necessarily  
mean  tha t you can target it. What concerns  us, of course, about  the  
land-based missile force as it is now constitu ted, is that  it is both 
countable and  target abl e and with  a high probability  in the nex t 
few years of a sub stantial kill ratio. The submar ines  can be count­
ed because you can see them come ou t of th e building sheds and  so 
on, bu t i t is much more difficult to targ et them at present.

My main concern about the subm arines for the  t ime being has  to 
do with their  command, communications and  control. Air craft can 
be counted, but you can ale rt them  and you can keep them in the  
air  and so on, so I think  we have  to be a litt le careful not to 
exaggerate, at  lea st for the  moment,  thi s problem of counting and  
target ing.
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What I was saying about the  M-X is tha t the  need to a llow the m 
to be counted gre atly complicates our  decisions on basing  a nd may  
also make them  more  expensive. Consequent ly it may make our 
decisions more quest ionab le in term s of th ei r ultima te imp lem enta­
tion tha n I personally  would like. So, I would qualify what you 
have said on tha t score.

Second, in regard  to technology, the re is, of course, noth ing in 
SALT th at  prevents the  United  States from using its technological 
advan tage to look at  various possible weapons systems to cope with  
our problem. That is tru e of defense. I do no t think  we should stop 
tha t. I even th ink th at we ought to take a fresh look at  a ir defense, 
quite apart  from our ongoing programs on ABM point defense.

So, I see no int rinsic  reason why we should  not  let our technol­
ogy continue to provide  us with considerable assets. I would only 
say these  things to add  to your pres enta tion , sir, because I do not 
believe that  the  situ atio n is quite  as bleak as you say, and I do 
believe it is in our capacity to ma intain  the  kinds of risks about 
which I was talk ing  ea rlie r.

I believe the  most imp ortant  role of these hear ings  and this  
process of ratif ication, as Sena tor Church was alluding  to earl ier,  is 
to contribute to public  awareness, congressiona l awareness and 
adm inis trat ion awa rene ss th at  we face serious problems  across the  
board in mili tary  r elat ionships  with the  Soviet Union  over the nex t 
10 or 15 years.

I hope these hearing s have already made  a contribution which 
will be reflected in wh at we do in our defense  budgets.

Senator  Lugar. Mr. Pipes, do you have  any  fur the r comment 
about your three points?

Mr. Pipes. I would like to give you perh aps  one concrete illu stra­
tion of what is me ant  the re.  A lot has been made  of the util ity of 
cruise missiles as a counterforce weapon and  of the fact that  the  
protocol will expire  in 2x/2 or 3 years, allowing  us the n to proceed 
with  the deployments. This  is not the Soviet view.

I would like to read  to you a passage from Pra vda of F ebru ary 
11, 1978. This is what it says—and as you know, noth ing appears in 
Pravda  without ex press ing the  h ighes t po litical consensus.

[U.S. SALT critics] would like to remove from the limi tations sea-launched and 
surface-launched cruise missiles. This is in fact a bla tan t attem pt to insure right 
now t ha t afte r the 3 ye ar term  of the  protocol ends, the re is freedom of action to 
develop such missiles and increase their agreed range above 600 kilometers, and 
ultim ately  to retain the possibility of deploying them  outside of the  United States 
that  is as close as possible to the Soviet borders. Comment, as they  say, is superflu­
ous. I t is surely quite obvious this is yet another attem pt to emasculate the limita­
tions alrea dy agreed upon and  to wreck the agreement as a  whole.

The Russians are puttin g us on warnin g here th at  t he  a ttem pt to 
construct and deploy land-based and sea-based cruise missiles with 
ranges above 600 kilomete rs after the  expirat ion of the  protocol 
will be viewed by them  as a  b reach of the treaty .

I think  very e arnest att en tion ought to be paid to thi s statement, 
because otherwise it may hap pen  that  t he Senate will agree within 
its own walls that  the re will be no extension of the  protocol, but 
this  may not be the  Soviet view.

Senator Lugar. I agree. I will not prolong the  agony of you two 
gent lemen, who have been very pat ien t witnesses and listeners  all 
morn ing here, but  I would comment as a member of the  Intelli-
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gence Committee, having heard the  team A, team  B controversy, 
that  it is ironic  th at  so much of the  test imony during these he ar­
ings has been based, Professor Pipes, on the  assum ption  th at  you 
were right ra th er  tha n wrong. Your  perception of Soviet will ap­
pears  to have  turn ed  out  to be a grea t deal more valid.

At the  time  the  team A, team B exercise was occurring privately 
and then leaked publicly, and the n in all of t he aft erm ath  of the  
restudy, the  att em pt was made, in my judgment, to prove not only 
th at  you were wrong, but  almost inju riou s to the  intel ligence proc­
ess of  formulatin g the nationa l estimates. I suspec t the re has  been 
a remarkable shif t without acknowledgment of th at  shif t and  of 
really how team A and team B came  out. At leas t I have not seen 
any generous acknowledgment thro ugh out  the committee, eith er 
Intelligence  Committee or Foreign Relations Commit tee or in the 
public in general.

Now, far  be it from me to do thi s individually, bu t I do acknowl­
edge the  fact  th at  I think  your ini tia l contribution was very  help­
ful. Perh aps  as both of you poin t out, altho ugh you have  played to 
a limited audience of Senators, I am impressed, as is everybody 
else, with  the  fact that  your team B episode played to a very 
limited  and  critical audience ea rli er  on, too, and yet forms a basis 
for en lightened debate on th e subject .

I am indebted to you on behal f of the  committee. As I am the 
sole survivor, I tha nk you for appearing, and have been asked to 
announce  th at  the committee will resume action  in thi s room at 2 
p.m. Sen ato r Biden will cha ir the  European Subcommittee,  which 
will h ea r witnesses at  tha t time.

Tha nk you, gent lemen. This committee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 

at 2 p.m. in room 4221 Dirksen Sena te Office Building.]



Afternoon Session

The Subcommittee on European Affairs of the Commit tee on 
Foreign Relations met at  2:15 p.m., in room 4221, Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, Hon. Joseph Biden ( chairman of th e subcommittee) 
presiding.

Present: Sena tors  Biden, Church, McGovern, Stone, Sarbanes,  
Jav its,  Percy, and Hayakawa.

Also present: Sen ato r Mathias.
The Chairman. The hea ring  will come to order .

OPENING SESSION

This afternoon, as pa rt of the  Foreign Relat ions Comm ittee’s 
consideration of the  SALT II agreement, the Subcommittee on 
Euro pean  Affairs will he ar  from thr ee  distinguished  academicians 
on the  subjec t of SALT and  United S tates-Soviet relations.

Our  witnesses, app ear ing  as a panel,  are  Prof. Adam Ulam, who 
will analyze  the  goals of Soviet foreign policy; Dr. Robert Legvold, 
who will assess the  doct rines and int ern al facto rs shap ing th at  
policy; and Prof. Donald  Zagoria, who will discuss  Soviet foreign 
policy with  regard to C hina  and the  Th ird World.

We will proceed by having our witnesses mak e the ir pre sen ta­
tions  in the  order  th at  I named  them , and the n tu rn  to questions 
afterwards. If, however, during the  presen tation,  my colleagues 
wish to interjec t with  a thou ght  or question, I hope they will. I 
sugges t also that  we extend  this informal approach to the  question 
period, and that  we avoid applying s tric t time limit s.

We have a very distinguished panel and  are  for tun ate  to have 
you testify. You have all been very incisive and  prolific in the  
are as on which you are  going to speak. I look forward to hea ring  
your  testimony.

Professor Ulam, if you will begin.

STATEMENT OF PROF. ADAM B. ULAM, GURNEY PROFESSOR
OF HISTORY AND POLITICAL SCIENCE, HARVARD UNIVER­
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MASS.
Mr. Ulam. The tre aty  which is before you has been characterized 

by some as being esse ntia l to the security of the  United States , by 
others  as posing grave dan gers to it. There is, I believe, a gene ral 
consensus that  no stra tegi c arms agreement can by itse lf guarantee 
security. Weapons do not mak e wars; sta tes  do.

NUCLEAR SUFFICIENCY OR DETERRENCE IN A CRISIS

What cons titutes nuc lear sufficiency or deterrenc e in a crisis lies 
not only in the  objective dat a, but also in the  eye of t he beholder. 
And it does not make  a difference  whether the beholder is a 
democratic society like ours,  a small group of men making policies 
in secret or not subject to man y exte rnal constra ints , or a nervous
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ally of th e United State s whose statesm en are  aware of how loath 
our leaders are, and righ tly so, to incur even a slig ht risk of a 
nuc lear  confronta tion.

Hence, it might  have been avoidable , and it is regret tab le that 
this  country  has allowed the  Soviet Union to get ahead of it in 
cer tain  categor ies of nuc lear  weapons. The current leaders of the 
U.S.S.R. are  rational and pruden t men, but  those who come afte r 
them  may not always be so. In any  case, our policies should be 
such as to give them every possible incent ive for addi tional pru­
dence and  r estr aint.

The tre aty  has been discussed main ly in term s of w hat  it might 
do for our  securi ty in the  most  direct sense of t he  term . Whether 
and to what extent it would safeguard the  ter ritory  of the  United  
States from a nuclear attack . Yet, even und er its most  favorable 
inte rpreta tion, the presen t tre aty does not guara ntee the  security  
of our  allies, nor our access to vital  raw materia ls, nor  some o ther  
elem ents  which add up to nat ional security in the  broader , but 
essen tial, sense.

ACC OMP LISH MEN TS OF STRATEGIC ARMS AGRE EM EN T

Is the  strategic arm s agreem ent  as cur ren tly  fram ed likely to 
lead to more amicable relations  with the  Soviet Union, place re­
str ain ts on its policies, a nd be productive of grea ter  national  secu­
rity  for the United States?

Here the  record since SALT I has not been very encouraging. It 
was expected at  the  time  th at  in addition to arms limitation , both 
powers would observe in thei r foreign policy a cer tain  code of 
behavior which would inh ibi t them  from encroaching on each 
othe r’s vi tal interests.

Hence, SALT I was accompanied by a num ber  of othe r agree­
ments, such as the  Ber lin agreemen t, and  oth er declarations , the  
gen eral  purpose of which was expressed in a sta tem ent signed by 
Messrs. Brezhnev and Nixon, the  most sali ent pa rt of which read:

The U.S.S.R. and the United States attach major importance  to preventing the  
development of situa tions capab le of causing a dangerous exacerbation of the ir 
relations. . . . Both sides recognize that  efforts to obtain uni late ral advantages  at 
the  expense of the other, direc tly or indirectly, are incons isten t with these objec­
tives.

SALT I, it is said, made possible deten te. The alte rnat ive to 
dete nte , it is added, is a relapse into the  cold war. Whatever the  
causes of the  cold war, and  many  people have some extr aord inar ily 
muddled ideas on the  subjec t, it is inst ruct ive to reflect that  at no 
period prior to 1972, with  the  exception of the Berl in crisis and the  
Korean war, had Soviet policies been as consisten tly expansionist, 
as purposefully designed  to unde rmin e Western inte rest s and influ­
ence as has been the  case during the  last  few years.

Furtherm ore,  Soviet actions on Berlin and Korea could be rat ion ­
alized to some exten t by the  fact that  they affected areas and 
issues which the  Soviets, by the ir lights, saw as crucial to their  
securi ty. During the  las t few years, Soviet expansion and their  
search for uni late ral  advantages at the  expense of the  West, and  of 
inte rna tion al stab ility  in general, has been direc ted at areas where 
no crucial inte rest s o f the Soviet Union are  involved.
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One can understand, if not justify , Soviet activitie s in the  Near 
Ea st—it is a region whe re histo rically the  Russ ian sta te has long 
sought to obtain  a foothold. But even old fashioned imperialism 
can not  explain  Soviet intrusio n into Africa, South Yemen, and 
thei r support of t he replacem ent of a n alre ady  friendly regime in 
Afghani stan  by an out-and-out pro-Soviet one.

Economically such actions involve a not inconsiderable burden to 
the  Soviet state . And so the ir only rat ionale  must be that  they 
undermine Weste rn intere sts  in those area s, and  do harm to the  
pres tige of the  United  S tates and its allies.

Wh at must  be of even gre ate r concern  is the  new cha rac ter of 
Soviet interven tion in, up to now, Third World areas. For long the  
Soviets have assumed the prescr iptive  right to license any conflict 
in a coun try whose regime  is even mildly pro-West or even ne utra l­
ist as a “war of lib era tion” and to provide the  insu rrec tion ists  w ith 
arm s and other supplies. Beginning  with  the  midseventies  this  
approach has been supp lemented  by large-scale , und er local cir­
cumstances , direct and open mili tary  inte rventio n by the  Soviet 
bloc forces, involving Cuban troops and  Russian, Eas t German, et 
cete ra, officers.

SOVIET DESTAB ILIZ ING  POLICIES AN D SALT I LIN KAGE

Let me add hast ily th at  the re is no direct evidence of a causal 
link  between the  Soviet decision to intensify thei r anti-W estern  
and destabil izing policies and  SALT I. In fact, as Communist 
spokesmen have them selves occasionally adm itted, the ir changed 
tact ics have been influenced mainly  by wh at the y perceive to be 
the  growing political and  economic weakness of the  West, the  
energy crisis and recession, and the  deb ilita ting  effects of Vietnam 
and Waterga te on Am eric a’s society, and hence its ability  and 
dete rminat ion to protect its own and its friends ’ inte res ts abroad. 
But what has been hap pen ing since SALT I throws some light  on 
the  one argu men t used in supp ort of the presen t treaty ; without it, 
we would not be able to continue our hitherto  qui te satisfactory  
rela tion s with the  Soviets.

In making this point  to  some of my friends in the  administ ration,
I often  encountered  the  cou nterargum ent  th at  by its very nature  
detente between two such powers must  imply a rela tionship  part ly 
competitive, and partly  cooperative in its nature .

The sad fact is th at  competition, if such it has  been, has come 
mainly from the U.S.S.R., cooperat ion from the  Uni ted States . This 
country  and other Western indu strial nations  have  undoubtedly 
greatly  helped the Soviets’ economy at a time when  its hith erto  
spec tacu lar growth has  begun  to level off, by expanding the ir trade 
with  the  U.S.S.R., and  by providing it with  some of the ir most 
sophisticated technology.

By contracting to ship grea t quantiti es of g rain  to the  U.S.S.R., 
Amer ica has been helping the  regime to avoid food shortages occa­
sioned by periodically  bad harvests,  as well as by the  inefficien t 
organizat ion of Soviet agr iculture. When it comes to trade with the 
U.S.S.R., the  distinction  between goods with  or with out  mili tary  
significance is not very meaningful . Foreign help, by contributing 
to g rea ter  efficiency in any  sector of its production or consumption, 
may enable the  regime to divert more resources to mil itary use.
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In addit ion to this  direct help we assi st the  U.S.S.R. indirectly, 
but signif icantly , by credits  to and  commerce with  the Soviet bloc 
countries. Withou t it the Soviet Union would have to shou lder  at 
least  pa rt of t he  economic burden in shoring up the  local Commu­
nis t regimes.

BENEFITS TO WEST OF DETENTE

There have  been, in all fairness , some benefi ts to the West. 
Expanded expor ts to the  U.S.S.R. bring more jobs at home. In­
creased  contrac ts between Americans and Russians are  valuable, 
and in the  long run  they  may have beneficial politica l side effects. 
There has been some bu t ra th er  margin al improvement in the  way 
the  regime has  deal t with dissidents. Yet, on balance, most of the 
benefi ts of dete nte have accrued to the  Soviet Union, something I 
cert ainly would not begrudge, if it  were not th at  Soviet policies in 
pract ically every part of the  w orld are  d irected  at  u ndermining the 
position and  interests  of  this  coun try and its allies.

The main premise behind those policies of the  U.S.S.R. h as been 
the  assum ption,  alas for the  most  pa rt correct , th at  they have 
carr ied with them  but  litt le risk . Therefore, what must be of con­
cern to us is not only the  substan ce and verif iabili ty of t he treaty, 
but  also whe ther  through the  process of nego tiation and  ratif ica­
tion this coun try will have been  able to convince the  Soviet leaders 
of the  tenacity of its purpose , of its dete rminat ion and  ability  to 
bar  thei r fur the r “efforts to obta in un ila teral adv antage s” at  the  
expense of the West.

If the  Kremlin becomes convinced of t ha t, the n the way indeed 
will be open for “the  establ ishm ent  of a more stab le and  construc ­
tive foundation  for U nited  States-Soviet rela tions,” as stated in the  
preamble to this  treaty . If it does not, and the  pre sen t thr us t of 
Soviet policies is allowed to continue, then , wheth er we do or do 
not have  a strategic arms agreement, the re is a high  probability of 
our rela tions growing worse, and leading eventually  to dangerous 
confrontation.

The Chairman. Mr. Legvold?
STATEMENT OF PROF. ROBERT LEGVOLD, COUNCIL ON 

FOREIGN RELATIONS, NEW YORK, N.Y.
Mr. Legvold. My prepared sta tem ent  deals with Soviet perspec­

tive on the fund ame ntal  questions of nuc lear  war and strategic  
dete rrence, nuclear  deterrence, and so on. Ra the r than  reading, or 
summarizing tha t, I tho ught th at  I would try  to go from it to some 
specific considerations th at  bear  on the imm edia te question of 
SALT, but t ha t deal prima rily  with Soviet perspectives.

soviet perspectives on salt

In the next few minutes , I would want to comment on those 
aspec ts of this process, the  debate  with in the  coun try and with in 
the  Senate, which the  Soviet Union finds confusing, or unconvinc­
ing, or the  way in which Soviet perspectives are  probably quite 
diffe rent from those th at some an ticipate  or expect.

I am doing so, not because I think  th at  the Soviet perspect ive is 
righ t, and not because I think  the  Soviet perspective  is just ified. I
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am doing so because I think  that  this is wh at the  Soviet perspec­
tive is, and I think  t hat it is impor tan t to  have it in mind.

Every thing  th at  I am saying does not for a moment gainsay the  
serious challenge th at  Soviet activit ies, partic ula rly  its efforts, its 
mil itar y forces, p res ent for us, and the  ex ten t to which these  have  
to be answered. But thei r perspect ive on basic trends with in the 
stra tegic nuc lear  arm s race are  important to our considerat ions 
here , as are  Soviet perspect ives on the  SALT debate, and thei r 
sense of wha t the  agre ement is, what kind of a barg ain it is.

It is those two items th at  I w ant to focus on: Soviet perspec tives 
on strat egic  trends; and  Soviet perspectives on the  kind of a ba r­
gain that  SALT is. I do so for two reasons.

Firs t, because in both respects, Soviet perspectives  will signifi­
can tly  influence the  kind  of reaction th at  you get from them , 
depending on Senate action in adju sting or accepting or rejec ting 
the SALT Treaty . Second, Soviet perspectives  bea r very much on 
what the  possibilities  are for the  process of SALT in some larger  
sense, and in the  specific sense, w hat the  p oten tial  of SALT III  may 
be.

I star t by say ing th at  I don’t believe in thei r he ar t of he arts and 
in their  genuine convictions that  the  Soviet leade rship , mil itary 
and  civilian, sees trends in the stra tegi c balance  in the  same way 
th at  those who are  most critica l, or most suspicious, or most con­
cerned about  the  SALT agre ement do within  thi s country.  I don’t 
th ink that  they  see, second, in term s of SALT as an agreement, 
th at  the  bargain is as unequal or as dangerous from Amer ican 
perspec tives as the  c ritic s within this  country do.

That is, to put  it the other way around, I think  the  Soviets 
believe th at  it is a genuine ly equitable bargain.  I will talk  to both 
points.

SOVIET PERSPECTIVES ON STRATEGIC TRENDS

First, in terms of Soviet perspectives on stra teg ic trends, because 
it is clear that  th at  is an  utterly crucial context for the  discussion 
of th ese agreements at  the moment,  I th ink th at  the  Soviet leader­
ship  recognizes and  would agree with  those who emphasize  the  
exten t to which it has  improved its rela tive  position  over the  las t 
decade. There  is no di spu ting  that.

The Soviets have made enormous gains in el iminat ing the ir s tra te­
gic nuc lear  inferiori ty which  was sub stantial as late  as 1967, and 
the re is no question of th at , and the  Soviets say so publicly. I thin k 
th at  they  would even, though  this is not publicized in the ir press, 
agre e that  now and  in the nea r future  their  adva ntag e in stat ic 
indic ators  will be clear,  when  you are  talk ing  about megatonnage 
or throw-weight, or any  of the  others , with  the exception  of war ­
heads in the  n ear  term.

I might say t ha t in the se terms, from a psychological perspective, 
the  Soviets would regard  th at  as importa nt, and  I suspect they 
would not be surpr ised if the  United States, from the  point of view 
of correcting  the  psychological impac t of this , as opposed to its 
substan tive  or intr insi c mil itar y significance , moved to do some­
thing  about  the  discrepancy in stat ic indica tors. We are  not likely 
to because it is no t nece ssar ily in our int ere st for intr insic  reasons.
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But the  Soviets underst and  the  political/psychological aspects of 
this  kind of thing.

They would, however, I think disagree  over the  extent  to which 
they have improved  the ir rela tive  mi litary  position, and the  ext ent  
to which they  will continue to do so in  t he  n ear  te rm and where we 
will be left, both  in the  early  1980’s and  par ticu larly in the  late  
1980’s, which is where  the Soviet perspective tends to tu rn  at  this  
point, because  the  critica l decisions affecting the  late  1980’s are 
now being formed.

I think  the y would disagree  because in a fund ame ntal  way the ir 
comparative threat perception is differen t from our comparative 
th reat  percept ion. Tha t is, I don’t believe that  one  is the obverse of 
the  other.  I think  that  we are looking at  things in basica lly differ­
ent  ways.

First , because the  Soviets have a diffe rent notion of the  role that 
allies and  enemies  play in defin ing thr eat, at this point. The Sovi­
ets have a different sense of the stre ngth of alliances  and the 
vuln erabili ty of alliances at  th is point, and und ers tand th at  not 
only are  the re those essen tial differences , but they  are  critica l. We 
tend to factor them out when we measure the  balance, except in 
counting strategic  v ulne rabi litie s in the  case of the  thea ter nuclear 
balance.

The same thing  is tru e in terms  of enemies. We are  reminded 
since the  war in Indochina this last  year,  and  the  considerable  
Soviet effort to st rengthen its mili tary  posture since late  March, all 
the  things tha t are  going on in the Far Eas t now, the  extent to 
which the  China factor  is a real one and bears  on these consider­
ations of strategic nuc lear  balance.

Second, not only because they  are  more inclined to weigh in, in 
more  significant ways, the issue of all iances and enemies, but also 
because  they do not see us standing  still. Aside from the point of 
how much of an  improvement in the ir rela tive  position they have 
made, having said tha t, having recognized tha t, the  Soviets do not 
for a moment believe th at we have done nothing, as so many critics 
of the  SALT agreem ent  are  implying at this  poin t before the  two 
committees that  a re tak ing  tes timony.

The Soviets recognize th at  since the  SALT process began in 1969, 
in the  early  stages the United Stat es cont inued and completed 
deployment of a Poseidon missile series, which was the  first  
MIRVed SLBM, and which increased the  num ber  of warheads by a 
factor of 3, and  th at  within a yea r of that , the  United Sta tes  
introduced the  MIRV into the stra tegic balance, which has been 
the  most destabilizing development of t he las t decade. This was in 
the  fir st s tages of the SALT process.

Since SALT II, the  United Stat es has gone forward with  the 
modernization of t he  Minu teman III, and the  development of M in­
uteman III with  the  new warhead, the  MK-12A, and the  new 
guidance system, the NS-20, toge ther  with the  software coming on 
line at the  end of th e decade, i t tran sforms  t ha t weapon. I t is a  new 
weapon. That becomes effectively a counterforce weapon from the  
Soviet Un ion’s po int of view.

In 1979, the  Uni ted States will begin retrofit ting  the  Tr ident I 
missile, the  C-4, into Poseidon boats. Th at is a diffe rent level or 
category of MIRV weapon. The num ber  of wa rheads th at  we have
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increased from 1972 to the present  is well known because it has  
been repea ted regula rly  in the  hearings.

In the  future, the  United States is going forward with the  crui se 
missile program, and  with the Triden t II missile, which comes v ery 
close to invulne rable counter force at  sea from the  Soviet point of 
view, which is anothe r importa nt thre shold in this  compet ition.

All of these thin gs are  underway before the issue of whether  we 
go ahead  with M-X or not. I am not arguing, and I don’t want to 
be m isunders tood th at  a ny of these thin gs are unwise on our par t. I 
think  that  they  are  absolu tely essent ial. I th ink they  are  the  min i­
mum that  is essentia l in terms of ma intain ing  competition, bu t I 
am talk ing abou t the  Soviet perspec tive on the  arms  race itself, 
and  the  extent to which  the  United Stat es has  supposedly been 
standing still while the U.S.S.R. has raced  forward.

There are  any num ber  of ways in which you can talk about these  
things. It is c lear th at  the one issue, in term s of threa t perception, 
which  exercises more people at this  point is t he  impending vulne r­
abi lity  of the Min utem an III and all th at  tha t spells in term s of our 
approach  to nuc lear  d eter rence, the  window of opp ortun ities  in the  
1980’s as it is often referred to.

But the Soviets could, if I play har d and loose with  the  figures, 
come up with a differen t calculation by the  ear ly 1980’s, not in 
terms  of genuine firs t-st rike capab ility aga ins t the  ICBM force, 
th at  is the  exte nt to which you can elim inate 90 percent of the  
ICBM force. They know th at  they  will be able to do that  to our 
ICBM force. They know th at  the maximum for us, by the  mid- 
1980’s, would be 60 percen t by best estim ates,  talkin g about that  
modernized and tran sforme d Minu teman III.

The Chairman. We would eliminate  60 perc ent of the ir ICBM 
force?

Mr. Legvold. Tha t is r ight .
The Chairman. Which is 70 percent of their  force.
Mr. Legvold. Tha t is r ight.
The point  that  I was abo ut to make is t ha t when you work that  

ma th out, we are talk ing  abou t a capaci ty on our  p ar t to eliminate  
42 percen t of the ir warh eads, or force loadings, or whateve r that  
70-percent measu re means,  in contras t to the ir abil ity to knock out 
22 p ercent of ours.

I say th at  t his is playing fas t and loose with the  figures , but it is 
something  that  a person who has  some concerns  within the  Soviet 
Union would make.

The basic point is that  they are  not likely to see the speed with 
which thei r relative position has  improved is quite what we say it 
is, or the  extent to which it will be in the  n ear t erm.

It is fur ther more true , in ter ms  of the  way we think  about basic 
issues, th at  we have a differen t notion of wha t i t means to make an 
ICBM force hostile, and the  exten t to which th at  is a basis for 
nuc lear  blackmail, a diffe rent  notion  of w hat  the  risks  of nuclear 
blackmail are  within these circumstances.

SOVIET PERSPECTIVES ON SALT II AS A BAR GAI N

The second set of comments bear on SALT as a barg ain , and 
whether the  Soviet Union und ers tands that  they  really have pulled 
one over on us, and that  they fully  expect us to catch them and
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propose a wide range of amendm ents,  and  secure the  right kind  of 
renegotia tion in orde r to have an equitab le agreement.

I think  th at  the  Soviet leade rship  believes  that  this  is a fai r and 
an equitable barg ain.  I thin k they believe  that  it does n ot do much 
to cons train  the arms competit ion in a critical respect, bu t then 
very few people in this coun try or in this  Sena te believe th at  it 
does an enorm ous amou nt to correct  or to control  the  arm s race.

I think  th at  the  Soviet leadership  believes that  if the  SALT 
process is to amount to something , it will soon have to begin 
digging in and  accomplishing something in the  futu re, even 
though, I think, increasingly they are likely to go in the  direct ion 
of in crem enta lism because of th e obstac les they  see to comprehen­
sive SALT negot iations and att em pt  to break out pieces of the 
problem and  negotiate them  the  n ex t t ime around.

I thin k the y believe that  i f th e thing  is not to become unraveled, 
if it is not to finally disinteg rate , something  has to be done in the 
next round. But not that  i t h as been  done in  this  round.

I think  they believe it is a genuine ly equit able  barg ain  to the 
extent th at  they thin k they  are  paying a price for it which  is at 
leas t as large as the  price th at  critics in this  country say we are 
paying for the  SALT agreement. I th ink  they feel th at  it is the 
product o f a genuine compromise.

I sat  down and thought my way through the  rang e of compro­
mises th at  were made, the  crit ical compromises, in SALT II. From 
the  Soviet point of view, i t seems to me t ha t t he re are  basically  five 
sub stantial compromises th at  mattered,  th at  were a cost for them, 
and  indeed  there is some evidence th at  they were the  subject of 
considerable debate.

I t hink  th at  ther e are  five others  that  are  probably less subs tan­
tial  in terms  of the  cost, how much it real ly ma ttered  to offer the 
concession or the compromise.

In terms  of th e concessions th at  mattered from the  Soviet point 
of view, the  first of them is the issue of counting rules . The Soviet 
Union took seriously paying th at  price in the  int ere st of verifica­
tion of the  SALT agreem ent  because it did compel them  to alter 
force deployments th at  the y would otherwise have  made. For in­
stance, they  were prepared to go forward  with—and indeed are  
prepared to go forward—100 or more single -warhead SS-17’s and 
SS-19’s that  are already sit ting in the  modernized silos in the  old 
mode, which they  now will have to dispose of in one way or 
ano ther .

In a way, we have forced them  to modern ize with this, in the  
nam e of verification. But it was not the ir preference.

Second, in terms of crui se missiles, it has been  plain  from the  
very  beginning th at  the Soviets take the  cruise missile th reat  
seriously.  Given the  ex ten t to which we also regard it as an impor­
ta nt part to the  solu tion to our secu rity problem, indeed, they  
should.

They, from the  begin ning,  wanted  either to elim inate the  thing , 
or to count it, if it was more tha n 300 miles. They gave on every 
one of those issues. What  we have as a result  is 120 new delivery  
vehicles that  are  MIRVed with a minim um of 24 warheads and  a 
total of up to 4,000 addition al warheads  th at  are  effective second-



77

str ike  counterforce—not merely second-strike, but  second-strike 
counterforce, potentia lly, with their  accuracy.

There are  par ts to th at  t ha t go along w ith it. The Soviets conced­
ed nont ransfer. They wanted to make  sure th at  we could not 
transfer  to the  E uropeans , and they know now w ith the  noncircum­
vention provision th at  we will be able to tra ns fer to the  E uropeans, 
to the  extent th at  we are  not bound to develop the  weapon our­
selves.

The same is tru e in terms of the  leng th of the  protocol. The 
Soviets wanted th at  to be longer. They wan ted the  res tra int , to the  
exten t that  it existed , for a longer period than  they  got. Now it 
ends in December in a less s ignificant manner.

Third, on the SS-16, the  Soviets, i t is true, had  developed it to a 
cer tain  point in the  tes ting in 1975, b ut now they will not be able 
to go forward with  the mobile SS-16, which is in many  ways the  
prec urso r of their  M-X, when they develop their  M-X. We are  
going forward with  M -X in these circumstances.

I am talk ing now not  merely  abou t counterforce. I am talk ing  
about invu lnerable  counterforce, this nex t stage  in the  competition. 
The Soviets have prejudiced  their abili ty to go forward with th at  in 
the  SS-16. I might say th at  they  have conceded the  M-X issue to 
us as part of tha t.

In the summ er of 1978, if I am not mis take n, the  Soviets made 
some atte mpt to control M-X by suggesting th at  we do without  the  
single  new missile thr ough 1985. They conceded the  issue to us. 
Those mat tered to them, it seems to me.

Fourth,  and fifth, which  are real ly left over from Vladivostok, 
bu t Vladivostok is a pa rt of SALT II, the  Soviets conceded equal 
aggregates,  which is no small ma tte r because  it means  th at  in 
conceding us the  opp ortu nity  to build up to equal totals,  they are  
mak ing the  problem of coping with the  C hina factor more difficult. 
If we build up the  tota ls, then they  have  to deal  with the  China  
factor out of equal tota ls, and indeed with  Ame rican  forces th at  
equa l the irs at the  same t ime.

This is not an insignif ican t consideration for Soviet leaders th at  
are  looking in th at  direction.

Fifth , the finessing of FBS [forward-based systems] one more 
time. The Soviets ar e not  using FBS. This is simply an issue to  seek 
compensation  in other areas . They take seriously the  nuc lear  
th re at  based in Europe,  wha teve r portion of the overal l threat it is, 
and  its relat ionship to national nuc lear  forces. It is a security 
problem from the ir poin t of view, and  they allowed it to be finessed 
one more time.

I thi nk  that  I will not go through the  five concessions that  they  
made  that  seem to me to be with lesser  cost, but concessions 
none theless in the  course  of th e negotiat ions: The reductions total , 
the  limits  on land-based MIRV and combined ICBM-SLBM 
MIRVed, the  encry ption issue, the  modernization  cons train t, the  
fract iona tion, and so on. I will not spell those out .

I thi nk  that  the  Soviets see strategic tren ds diffe rent ly from the  
way in which the  severes t SALT critic s in this country  see them. I 
think that  they see it genuinely as an equi table bargain between 
the  two sides in con trast to the  way in which man y in this  coun try 
pre sen t the  SALT ag reem ent.  They do not, I repeat,  for a moment
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und eres timate the  exte nt to which they  have made progress, and 
how much hap pie r the  mili tary  bala nce  is from their  point  of view 
tha n from wh at it was in the  1960’s, nor  am I in present ing my 
personal view, for a moment und ere stim atin g the  ext ent  to which 
these  tren ds are  issues th at  need to be corrected. It does have 
implicat ions for wha t the Sena te does in these  terms , and th at  is 
the  questio n of not merely rati fica tion , but unde rstan ding s, rese r­
vations  and amendments.

If the  Soviet Union believes, as I th ink it does, th at  this  is a fair 
and an equitabl e barga in th at  has  been driven with  gre at difficul­
ty, the n I th ink they are pre pared to live with und erst and ings and 
reservat ions  th at  clarify the  bargain . But if the  esse ntial  proposi­
tion is to drive another  bargain , to change the  barg ain,  I don’t 
thi nk  t ha t they are  p repa red to accept tha t.

I cann ot say for sure wha t the  line  is. I have a stron g conviction 
th at  the  understa ndin gs th at  are being talked abou t within  this 
committee on noncirc umven tion, for example, or on the  termina­
tion of the  Protocol, are  not problematic . It may even be th at  the 
Soviets would swallow a  dem and for equal righ ts to heavy missiles 
on our pa rt if th at  were  to be done.

I th ink the  Soviet Union  mig ht be willing to accept clarifying  
langu age on encryption, and th e ext ent  to which they  can do more 
tha n encryp tion in orde r to obs truc t telem etry, and  so on. But, 
then , when you cross over into the  next  category,  and  th at  may 
alre ady be with the quest ion of the  right to heavy missiles, but it 
cer tain ly is Backfire count ing, and so on, at  th at  poin t I think  that 
it is quite clear th at  we are drivin g anoth er barg ain,  and I don’t 
thi nk  th at  the Soviets a re pre pared to.

I thi nk  people are ope rati ng under a delusion if the y believe th at  
the  Soviet Union will be an  easier negotiat ing pa rtn er  the  next 
time around, having  lost this time arou nd and being  extrem ely 
concer ned about wha t th e traffic  will bear, and wha t you can 
nego tiate  w ith this country.

I thin k, for example, th at  even were they to nego tiate  the Back­
fire issue, they would negotia te it. They would not simply accept 
the  amend ment. They would negot iate it. If one were looking for 
the  equivalent for them , in term s of wh at the y are  concerned 
about , it would be much tighte r constra ints  on cruise missiles, 
because from their  poin t of view Backfire  is essen tially a the ate r 
weapon, what ever pot ent ial th reat it poses for us, and it is ad­
dressed to t heir Chin a problem and their  Europea n problem.

If we want  to neg otia te the  Backfire in term s of counting because 
of the  poten tial problem  to us, the n I th ink  the  Soviets will, as 
their  counter,  raise  the  essential thea ter problem,  and tha t, from 
our point of view in the  SALT co ntext, means tougher constra ints  
on cruise, and so on. Or else, it does mean nothing because the  
Soviets will be ext rao rdinar ily  skepti cal about wha t kind of a ba r­
gain they can drive  with us.

Whether tha t, in some larg er sense, forces us back to the  days of 
cold war or not, it seems to me is large ly a false issue. I am 
uncomfortable with people who say th at  the  failure of SALT is 
going to throw  us back into the  days of t he  cold war. I thi nk  th at  
Mr. Ulam ’s comment about  the  na tur e of the cold war in the
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rece nt period of tension,  and Soviet ambition  and the  difficulty of 
distin guish ing between the  two of the m is well taken .

For me the  crit ical charact eris tic of th e cold war, which is at  the 
moment , is not the  exten t to which we had tensio n, or competition, 
or Soviet ambit ion, bu t the  ext ent to which we had direc t confron­
tatio n, the  Berlin  crisi s and Cuba. I don’t thi nk  th at  will be re ­
stored  by a fail ure  of SALT. But I th ink an enormous range of 
oppo rtuni ty will have been lost, and  I th ink th at  is imp orta nt. 

[Professor Legvold’s prepared sta tem ent follows:]

Prepared Statement of Prof. Robert Legvold

As someone interested  in Soviet affairs, I thin k I can best aid you by focusing on 
the  attitudes  that  the  Soviet side brings to SALT. These, of course, are not easily 
determined, but nei ther  are  they so inaccessible as we sometimes assume. Nor are  
they  so crude as we sometimes  imagine for want of knowing. They are  a mix of 
subtlety , ambivalence, assertiveness, and concern roughly consisten t with the  com­
plexity of s trategic tren ds and the challenge of SALT, and, in my ju dgmen t, they  
are  impo rtant  to consider.

THE SOVIET AN D AM ER ICAN  APPROA CHE S TO WA R AND ITS AVO IDA NCE

No factor more vexes the effort to negotiate arms control with the Soviet Union 
tha n the differences between  us. Not the  differences in ideology or political order, 
though these mat ter ultim ately . The more fateful differences are in the  s tructu re of 
our milita ry forces, in the natur e of th e thr eats we face, and in the strength s and 
vulner abilitie s of the allian ces we rely on and mean to defend.

The United States has bui lt forces stressin g diversity, flexibility, and technologi­
cal prowess; the Soviet Union, numbers, firepower, and redundan cy. Our means  of 
nuclear attack comprise a TRIAD, a concept th at  has come to have considerable 
importa nce to us. The  Soviet Union has persisted  instead with essentia lly a DYAD, 
one resting  heavily on land-based ICBMs. But Soviet ICBMs, in turn , being large r 
tha n ours, will pose a th re at  to this part of our deter ren t sooner than  we can 
thr eat en any par t of thei rs. Should both countr ies develop the  ability to destroy the 
oth ers’ fixed ICBMs, however, the  implications are  graver  for the Soviet Union 
because roughly thre e and a ha lf times more of its forces are  ICBMs. And should 
the competition tur n toward  acquiring invulnerable counterforce weapons, an in­
creasingly likely prospect, the superiority of our next  generation of SLBMs and 
mobile ICBMs over thei rs makes the  implications grav er still.

Discrepancies like these—the practical consequence of the  differences in the 
throw-weight of each side’s ICBMs, in the levels of the ir SLBM technology, and in 
the  versatility of the ir delivery  vehicles—are  SALT’s gre at burdens. Add to these  
the  effects of geography, the  China factor, and allies who bring vastly different 
resources  and concerns to the  common defense, and the pligh t of SALT II or any 
oth er attempt  to reach meanin gful and negotiable stra tegi c arms limitat ions 
emerges more clearly.

The asymmetries in capabil ities, enemies, and allianc es deeply influence the  
perspectives each side brings to the  SALT process. But the re is still another  impor­
tan t asymmetry—this, in the  way the two leaders hips think about war and its 
prevention . The contr ast stems  not from a  more cynical or cavalier attitude  on the  
pa rt of one leadership toward the  risks of war. Nor, as some seem to suggest, from a 
Soviet willingness to tre at  war, even nuclea r war, as an acceptable means to the ir 
political ends. No such willingness exists, not as reflected in what  they say and 
write.

The real contrast is in the way the  two na tions cope wi th the  theore tical possibil­
ity of nucle ar war. Given the suicidal implications of using nucl er weapons, Ameri­
can strat egis ts have concentra ted on the psychology and framew ork of deterrence— 
th at  is, on the process of dissuading the Soviet Union from r iskin g nuclea r war or, if 
war comes, on cuttin g it short . Stren gthen ing our ability to dissuade has not been 
divorced from defense—th at  is, from developing the ability to fight a war—but the  
stress  has been on stru cturing  choice and, if you will, “barg aini ng” in the shadow of 
nuclear conflict. By this I mean  spinning out scenarios designed to convince the  
Soviet leaders in advance th at  we can and will atta ch too high a price to any prize 
they may wish to captu re with mil itary force. In the  process, th e civilian strate gists, 
game theoris ts, and scientis ts who dominate  strategic thin king in this country  have 
come to worry most about  the  credibility of our det erre nt, the  stabil ity of the
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nuclea r balance in moments of crisis, and the  raisi ng or lowering of the  nuclear 
threshold.

In the Soviet Union, the  task of dealing with the specter of nuclear war belongs to 
military men. They, by tra dition and profession, make  i t a m atter of waging war. By 
prepar ing to prosecute  war successfully, they  assume, they are both deterri ng war 
and putt ing the ir country in the best possible position should deterrence fail. 
Nuclear weapons have revolutionized warfare, and this they  recognize. But the ir 
inclination  is s till to approach the problem as trad ition ally as possible, committing 
themselves to victory on the battlefield and, to this  end, the destruction of th e other  
side’s war-making potential.1 The more abstract  notion that  the  outcome of a 
nuclea r war can be decisively shaped by laun chin g a limited numbe r of nucle ar 
weapons at a selected set of (mi litary ) targ ets  and then waiting to see whethe r the 
other side will desist remains largely alien  to the ir way of thinking. Thus, where  we 
tend to sta rt with deterrence, pressing on to defense, ultim ately  subordinating  
defense to deterrence, they skip the issue of deter rence and concentrate  on defense, 
assuming deter rence  will follow.

THE CO NSEQ UENC ES FOR SALT

Inevitably the  different  way Soviet and American leaders thin k abou t nuclea r 
war influences the  way they judge the  stra tegi c balance, the  trends alte ring  it, and 
the process of reg ulating it. Inevitably it also shapes the ir perspectives on the  SALT 
II accords.

Some say th at  our original goals in SALT were doomed to failur e because, as 
events turn ed out, the Soviet Union did not  shar e them. We envisaged SALT as a 
chance to reduce and stabilize the stra tegic nuclear balance, to turn the  competition 
from arms building, and to shift these  resources  in othe r directions. The Soviet 
leaders, in contr ast, it is said, viewed the SALT process not so much as a joint 
enter prise  to manage the arms race as an opportunity to codify the ir superpower 
sta tus  and, if possible, to improve the ir mili tary  position by impeding U.S. defense 
efforts. We were simply working on differen t levels.

It seems to me tha t this misstates the problem. For the Soviet leadership SALT 
has been preem inently a political exercise, but  in the sense of the contribution  tha t 
arms control efforts make to the over-all U.S.-Soviet relationship. From the  begin­
ning, the  Soviet leaders have been more  inclined to focus on the  place of arms 
control in East-West relation s tha n on the  role of arms control in rest ructuri ng the 
military balanc e or in imposing a pa rtic ula r discipline on the arm s competition. 
They have tended to urge SALT as a necessary and integ ral part of a broader 
process of easing tensions between our  two countries, argu ing the obvious proposi­
tion th at  not much progress can be made if both are  locked in an unyielding arms 
competition. The challenge of using SALT to shape the strategic nuclear balance 
has concerned them less.

Indeed, by a nd large, thei r na tur al preference has been to define the  objectives of 
SALT modestly, rath er than get bogged down in the complexities and intrac table 
dimensions of a far-reaching effort to regulate the strategic arm s race. In SALT I, 
they would have been happy to set tle  for an ABM agreem ent, and it required 
considerable determination  on the pa rt of the Nixon Administra tion to negotiate 
the inte rim agreeme nt limiting  offensive weapons. In SALT II, they have generally 
sought the  simplest and least ardu ous route to ag reemen t, meaning inevitably a less 
ambitio us one. They have not pressed  to circumscribe or avoid new technologies, 
threat eni ng to make the strategic arm s competition more unmanageabl e, like MIRV 
or mobile ICBMs. And, when in March 1977 they were offered the  opportunity to 
achieve major reductions, they  angrily  backed away. Their anger had to do with 
what they  regarded as the  one-sided nature  of the 1977 proposals, but  this did not 
fully explain  thei r refusal to respond with counterproposals?

This preference  for un encum bered arms  control, I think , in large part traces back 
to the  Soviet Union’s broader  political stakes in SALT. True,  another  powerful 
syndrome is at work, a Soviet reluc tance  to constrain the other side if it means 
cons train ing yourself. But the sam e can be said of the  American approach to SALT, 
and th at  has not prevented us from trying to push SALT in more ambitious

* “W inning” a nuclear war in this  sense is scarcely a good in Soviet eyes. It is bette r than  
losing, but no Soviet leader in the last twenty years, milita ry or civilian, has suggested tha t 
nucl ear war would be anything oth er than  an unimaginable calamity , leaving victor and 
vanquished in virtually the same condition.

’ They also resented the way the proposal was sprung on them and objected to an attempt, as 
they saw it, to throw over Vladivostok and the laboriously negotiated compromises of the 
intervening  two and a half  years. Still, the Soviet reaction was so swift and sharp tha t obviously 
they had not even paused over the prospect of making more of SALT.
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directions. Rather,  the furth er explanation is that  the  Soviet Union cares more 
about  the political effect of a successful SALT process, and, for this, small steps, 
setting aside the  ha rd choices th at  generate  controversy, may be best.

It is also true that  the  Soviet Union has looked upon SALT as a mechanism for 
controlling American mili tary  programs. Preventing the  United States  from going 
forward with an elaborate ABM system was obviously a  high priority  for the Soviet 
Union in 1969. Limiting, even eliminating, the  contemporary  U.S. cruise missile 
program has also been a major Soviet objective in SALT. But, we, too, have sought 
to circumscribe through SALT Soviet weapons th at  a re part icularly  dis turbing to us. 
The ceiling on SS-9s in SALT I is a case in point and so is our attempt  to impede 
the  development of a fifth genera tion of Soviet ICBMs in SALT II. The attempt to 
use SALT to hamper  the other side’s defense effor ts is not  w hat divides us.

Neither the self-serving aspects of the Soviet approach to SALT nor its political 
stake in SALT proves th at  the  Soviet Union has no desire  to stabilize the nuclear 
balance or to shrink both count ries’ strateg ic arsena ls. The problem is in defining 
wha t it means to stabilize the  balance, a problem that  ultim ately t races  back to our 
contrasting way of th ink ing  about nuclear war and its avoidance.

It is not merely that  our attempts to give stabi lity to the  nuclear balance, that  is, 
to reduce the incentives to squeeze the trigger first  in crisis situations, come across 
to Soviet observers as self-seeking. Thus, from the original  Option E proposed in the 
opening rounds of SALT I to the  March 1977 scheme for “deep cuts, our efforts to 
increase  crisis stabil ity have  seemed distinctly in our favor. Again and again we 
have come back to the notion of abandoning potentially vulne rable  ICBMs, where so 
much of the Soviet effort is focused, and moving th e competit ion to less vu lnerab le 
SLBMs, weapons of a more clearly second-strike character , but  in which we hold a 
clear  technological edge, not  the  least in the  race to tu rn  them into first-s trike 
weapons. On the othe r hand, a Soviet might note, when the  most “de-stabilizing” 
weapon of the last decade was introduced, that  is, MIRV, we introduced it and we 
did so without giving much thought  to SALT and an agre ement to banish MIRVed 
forces on both sides.

There  is, however, a more profound problem tha n notions of stabi lity that  appea r 
to Soviet leaders as discr iminatory  and calcula ted to enhance U.S. advantage. The 
problem is tha t our notions of w hat is stabilizing and destabiliz ing in the strateg ic 
arms competition, to a large degree, remain alien to them. This, some would argue, 
arise s out of the Soviet tendency to equate  stability  with  the  growth of Soviet 
mili tary  power. The point is not made derisively: Soviet speake rs do suggest that  a 
stronger Soviet Union is the  surest guarantee of nuclear stability; indeed, it is the 
way they most commonly discuss the  issue. (To say the  least , it is not an approach 
that  will get the two sides very far.)

Still, this does not gainsay the  exten t to which our own concept of stab ility is a 
function  of the way we happen to think about nucle ar deter rence . Worrying about a 
Soviet abil ity to destroy 90 p erce nt of our fixed land-based ICBM force, while we can 
destroy  only 60 percent  of theirs , makes sense at  a certain level of abstrac tion. For 
us, the abstraction is im portant, because we have predicated deter rence  on e nsuring 
th at  the  Soviet Union cann ot come out ahead  in any nuclear exchange. This 
proposition has a significance of its own, independent of the question of what 
objective could activate  a chain  of events result ing on this 30 percent margin, what 
fortu ities  would threaten to undo any calculus based on the  30 percent, and what  
other dimensions of war might prove more decisive.

For the  Soviet leaders, however, given thei r approach to nuclear deterrence, this  
proposition has no significance independent of these other considerations. They are  
less sensitive to and, happily, less emboldened by M inutem an vulnerab ility, because 
of the difference in approach. Less sensitive, because they a re inclined to view the ir 
ability to destroy a large part of the Minuteman force as simply one component in a 
war-fighting strategy—that  is, a measure, albeit  a critica l one, for reducing the 
damage a foe can inflict in the  course of a war. They are less emboldened, because, 
as they judge matters, this  abil ity affords them litt le leverage as long as they 
cannot launch and win a war at  a  tolerable cost.

By the same token, I th ink  they are  baffled by and more than  a  little  mist rusting 
of the  concern expressed by many in this country over tren ds in so-called “static  
indica tors.” They understand the  psychological problem. They understand that  
numbers and seeming infer iorit ies in the tally of weapons—megatonnage, throw- 
weight, total  warheads, numbers of delivery vehicles, and so on—have an impact on 
the  public mind. But, when serious  defense planners and analyst s make the gap in 
the throw-weight of the  two countries’ forces decisive, arguing that  by th is gift the 
Soviet Union can launch a nuc lear  attack knowing that  aft er each exchange its 
remaining forces will be fract ionally larger  than American forces, Soviet observers 
suspect ulterior motives.
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Because Soviet defense planne rs make do with the science of war, abjuring the 

development of “strategic doctrine,” they  look upon our attentio n to doctrine  as 
politically inspired. That is, they think the  fussing we do with declarato ry policy, 
replacing the  “doctrine of massive ret aliation ” w ith “flexible response,” modified by 
the  “doctrine of limited nuclear options,” is designed to squeeze the  maximum 
political-psychological leverage out of a defense posture. Talk about the  meaning of 
the  discrepancy in throw-weight, tra nsl ate d into a concept like “escalation domi­
nance,” the  language of American stra tegists, is lumped into the same category.

Soviet and American views of SALT II also derive to an importa nt degree from 
the ir respective views of military trend s, a fur the r dimension shaped by our con­
tras ting  approac hes to the challenge of nuc lear  war. In this country wha t different 
people th ink  about  t he SALT II accords follows closely from t hei r appreh ension  over 
the comparative momentum of Soviet and  American milit ary efforts. The fears 
genera ted by recent  trends impinge cons tantl y and heavily on judgm ents about 
SALT II, even where the connection, both  for good and ill, is nearl y nonexistent.

Not surpris ingly,  in the Soviet Union, the link between the evolution of the 
militar y balanc e and SALT matters less. Whatever the defects of the agreem ents— 
and from the  Soviet perspective the re are  a number—these are softened by the 
general  context. SALT or  no SALT, t he Soviet Union has made enormo us strides in 
overcoming its strategic  nuclea r inferiority. In these circumstances, even the most 
equitable agree ment  looks different to the side losing ground than  to the one 
gaining  ground.

But the  contrast  has still deeper sources. Because we and our NATO allies place 
so much weight on U.S. strategic forces, accepting the abstra ction s of deterrence 
theory and neglecting other dimensions of ou r common defense, the  erosion of our 
comfortable advantage s in the nuclear  competition is p artic ular ly disturbin g. SALT 
may have very little to do with this situatio n and it may offer l ittl e solution—short 
of the futil ity of expecting it to re-establ ish American strategic superiorit y—but it 
becomes its victim. Suddenly every thing,  even at the margin, acquir es significance: 
the chance  th at  the Soviet Union could use its large medium-range BACKFIRE 
bombers in a nuclea r attack on the  United States, the chance th at  a disputed 
inte rpre tation of the SALT protocol might  impede ou r efforts to rectify a deter iorat­
ing thea ter  nuclear balance, and the  chance th at  the  Soviet Union would cheat 
under the  terms  of SALT and, escaping  detection, produce a large r and more 
accurate successor to the SS-19 two or thre e years ear lier  tha n it could if it waits 
for th e Trea ty to expire.

Both in its posture and in its concepts, the Soviet Union is less dependent on 
carefully calculated nuclea r deterr ence. Because the Soviet Union believes the 
decisive featu re of any genera l war  will be the ability  of one side to trium ph at  all 
levels, from conventional to nucle ar, and has designed a  posture around the integ ra­
tion of capabilities for fighting at  all levels, it worries less about  the precise 
calibr ation of the nuclear balance.  Or, to put the ma tter  ano the r way, it has a 
differ ent sense of what const itutes the  basis for “nucle ar black mail.” To a Soviet 
mind it is not the ability to wipe o ut one leg of a TRIAD th at  c ounts most, and even 
less is it a gap in throw-weight, tran slated into a scenario in which one of two 
devas tated countries afte r a series of nuclear exchanges ends up with a fraction 
more weapons. Rather,  the  decisive consideration in the  Soviet perspective is the 
over-all militar y balance. Provided one has a sufficient ability to survive a nuclea r 
atta ck and strike back with a cer tain  level of viciousness, the  key concern is with 
prosecuting war, and th at  involves something much beyond the  refinements of 
nuclear strategy.

Not that  the Soviet Union has ceased to worry about tren ds in the  strategic arms 
competition. In a looser fashion, the  Soviet leaders do ap pare ntly  fear the twists and 
tur ns  that  the competition may yet take. They are concerned with the implications 
of c ruise missiles and wha t the  introduct ion into Europe of large  numbers of these 
weapons, blurr ing the line between conventional and nuclear , will mean. They are 
beginning to s tir at the prospect of a race in counterforce weapons. And, in general, 
they  continue to watch warily for the new directions in which we, with our techno­
logical superiority, will push the  nuclea r arms competition. But these are concerns 
for the  future, for SALT III, and the Soviet leaders do not feel them so acutely as 
we feel ours. For t he moment, the  two countr ies’ anxie ty over militar y trend s is out 
of phase.

I have chosen not  to address  more directly the  concerns th at  are usually debated, 
because I believe the problem runs  more deeply. I could have made the case tha t, 
whate ver our image of emerging Soviet superiori ty, the Soviet leadership does not 
share the same perception. I could have summarized for you the defects th at  the  
Soviet leaders see in the  trea ty. I could have reviewed for you the  compromising the 
Soviet Union did to ge t this  agreem ent, by way of disproving the  impression t ha t we
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have let ourselves be sheltered. I could have commented on the  faithfulness with 
which the Soviet Union keeps the  contrac ts it signs or the  likelihood that  it wants  
an inadequately verifiable agreement. The r eality in a ll these  cases, I am convinced, 
is more reassuring tha n assumed by many of those who oppose SALT II or who 
would substantia lly rewrite it.

I did not because I think the  factors that  lead the two countr ies to view strategic 
trends and SALT II so di fferently—that  make these  agreements so controversial in 
our country and not in the Soviet Union—flow from far deeper considerations. 
Much of the  trouble SALT II  is in stems from our basic outlook, from the way we 
choose to define wha t counts in the nuclear balance, from the way we choose to 
define Soviet calculations,  and, ultimate ly, from the way we choose to cope with the 
specter of nuclear war. Much of the trouble with SALT—and a challenge that  we 
must deal with more effectively if the process is to come to really ma tter—stems 
from the fact tha t the Soviet Union does each of these things another  way.

The Chairman. Professor Zagoria.
STATEMENT OF PROF. DONA LD S. ZAGORIA, CITY UNIVER SITY 

OF NEW  YORK, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. Zagoria. Sen ato r Biden, and distinguished  members  of the  
committee.

As you contin ue you r deliberations on the  SALT II Treaty  and 
the  role of th at  tre aty  in the  United States-Soviet relations, it is a 
privilege for me to  be invi ted to p rese nt my views.

As a stud ent of Soviet foreign policy for three decades, and  as 
one who has no illus ions whatever  about the  na ture  of t he Soviet 
system, or about Soviet expansionist objectives in the  world today, 
I have  still felt uncomfortable  with what I regard  as the  extre me 
views on the Soviet Union that  often dom inate our  national dis­
course.

On one extrem e, Soviet power is freq uen tly exaggerated and 
Soviet ideology is freq uen tly confused with  th at  of Nazi Germany. 
A Chicken Little  school of Am erican foreign policy thinks th at  the  
sky is falling down and  th at  the  Uni ted Sta tes  is powerless to 
reverse unfavorable tren ds.  This school is nosta lgic for the  1950’s, 
when the  United  Sta tes  was the  most powerful  country in the  
world, and it seeks to tu rn  the  clock back to the situa tion  th at  
preva iled then  when the United Stat es enjoyed unquestioned mili­
tary  super iority  over the  Soviet Union.

The Chicken Littl e school, in my opinion, exaggera tes the  Soviet 
menace.  It minimizes the stre ngt h and vita lity  of the United States 
and  the  resources of our many friends and allies. I believe it is 
incapable of devising a measured and disc riminating  response to 
the  Soviet challenge.

Generally opposed to SALT II, this school fails to tell us how th e 
defeat of SALT and the escala tion of the  nuc lear arms  race will 
help to contain Soviet advances, or to induce  gre ate r Soviet re­
str ain t.

On the  othe r extreme, the  very challenge of growing Soviet 
mi lita ry power and the  problems created by the  Soviet offensive in 
the  Third World are  frequently  minimized by the  “so w hat ” school 
of American foreign policy. This anti-geopolitica l school seems in­
capab le of underst and ing th at  many of our  friends and allies are  
adversely  affected by changes in regional balan ces of power.

Seven pro-Soviet Communist part ies have  tak en power or te rr i­
tory  by armed  force since the  spring  of 1975. Between 20,000 and 
40,000 Cuban gendarmes are  now in Africa with  guns  for hire. To 
the  exten t that  our friends  and allies lose confidence in our ability
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to contain this offensive, they will be forced to reconsider thei r own 
foreign policy al inements.

But rejec ting SALT II is not the  answ er to this  problem either. 
The challenge for the  United Sta tes  is to devise a steady,  meas­
ured, and broad response to these and  other problems with which 
the  Soviet Union confronts  us. But  to do this, we must recognize 
first  of all th at  many  of our problems have been made or agg ravat­
ed not by the Russians, but  by our  own erratic and indecisive 
national behavior  in recen t years, behav ior th at  has led many 
countries and  many  leaders throughout the  world to believe that 
the  United States is engaged in a global retr eat .

Many of the  most serious problems we face in the  global arena 
today are  the  resu lt of a  crisis of confidence in American  leader­
ship, a crisis  that  has spread througho ut the  world since Water­
gate, since our  defeat in Vietnam , since our announced withdrawal 
from Korea , since our lack of reaction to Soviet-Cuban advances in 
Africa, and  since our continuing inab ility  to  meet  some of our most 
pressing domestic problems.

Our fir st and highest priori ty should be to get our  own act 
together,  to achieve some n ational consensus on a long-range str at ­
egy designed to meet the  crisis, a stra tegy  th at  would be designed 
to reassu re our friends and to warn  our adversa ries  that  the 
United Sta tes is not engaged in a global ret rea t.

Second, we must  recognize, th at  the  world of th e 1980’s is dif fer­
ent from the  world of the  1950’s and 1960’s. We no longer have, 
and are  unlikely ever to rega in, unquestioned nuclear superiority 
over the  Soviet Union. In man y par ts of the  Thi rd World, the 
Soviet Union has cleverly  positioned itse lf on the  side of parti es 
and  sta tes  that  enjoy considerab le support. But rejection of SALT 
II will  not solve any of these problems.

It will not raise the  confidence in us among our  friends and 
allies. Rath er, it will lower thei r confidence in our abi lity  to pursue  
a unified foreign policy. It will not help us regain mi lita ry superior­
ity over the  Soviet Union. Rather , it will lead us to a new, even 
higher, and more da ngerous level of th e nuc lear  a rms  race.

Rejecting SALT II will not improve our position in the  Third  
World, on the con trary it will make our  competition with the  
Russians in these regions fraught with much g rea ter  danger.

This is neither the  t ime  nor  the place for me to spell out in great 
deta il wha t I mean by a steady, pers isten t, broad,  and measured 
response to the  problems we face in our dealings with the Soviet 
Union. To put the  mat ter in shor than d, I would say that  we need a 
policy tha t combines d etente  with containment.

To achieve such a detente, the adm inis trat ion  must  make two 
thin gs clear to Moscow. Firs t, that  it will be to the  Soviet advan­
tage  if they exercise grea ter  self- restraint.  Second, that  it will be 
risky if they don’t. In the  recent past, I believe we have failed to 
provide the  Russians eit he r with positive or with negative  incen­
tives for re stra int .

There are thr ee  step s in partic ula r th at  we need to take to 
provide Moscow with  positive incent ives for res tra int . Fir st of all, 
Congress should mak e the  kinds of amendm ents  in trad e legisla­
tion that Senator  S tevenson is now proposing. The effect of Sena tor
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Stevenson’s a mendm ent  would be to increase  the Pre sident ’s flexi­
bility to trade with  Moscow, and to use such trade for linkage.

Second, I believe we should engage the  Russ ians in pre liminary 
discussions abou t regional secur ity problems in various par ts of th e 
Thi rd World. We can not  exclude the  Russians from all negotiations 
on regional ma tters and then ask them  for restr aint  in  the  regions.

Finally, and not lea st impo rtant, we need to sign and to rat ify  
the SALT II agreement  as a  symbol both of our  desire to slow down 
the nuc lear  a rms  race, and  of our desire  to pursue  a more coopera­
tive  r elationsh ip with  t he  Soviet Union.

In sum, passing  SALT II should be pa rt of a larg er stra tegic 
concept that  makes  it clea r to Moscow th at  we, for our par t, are  
anxious for a more comprehensive deten te.

But along with  the  car rots the re should  also be some st icks. The 
Sena te, when it rati fies SALT II, as I hope it will, should warn 
Moscow in a sense of the  Sena te resolution  th at  the  United Sta tes 
will no longer accept  a narrow and unreciprocal  detente, and th at  
fut ure  Soviet conduct in the  Third  World will influence the  future  
development  of de tente, includ ing the  p rospects for SALT III.

Moscow should understand  that  if i t cont inues to conduct violent 
inte rven tions in the  Third  World when ever the opportunity beck­
ons, we will eventua lly be forced into conso lidating our new rel a­
tionship  with China. In a word, th e Russians must be forced to face 
a basic question. What is more impor tan t to them : A steady, stable,  
and  reasonably cooperative  rela tionship  with  the United States , or 
a license to stir  the  boiling pot of the Thi rd World, a license th at  
will no longer be free of charge.

One case for SALT II, then , seems to me to res t on one very 
simple proposition. If we expect to make  even modest progress in 
developing  our political rela tions with  the  Russ ians and in gett ing 
them to exercise re st ra in t in the  pursu it of thei r overall foreign 
objectives, we mus t firs t obta in the  needed stra teg ic stabi lity that  
only SALT-type agreements  can provide. The absence of a SALT II 
agreem ent  will make  our compet ition with  the Russians much 
more dangerous, and even most hopes for improving our political 
rela tion s will be doomed.

But  the re is still anothe r argument  for SALT II that  I believe 
has not yet received suffic ient attention. In our  co ntinuing  competi­
tion with  the  Russians, competition th at  will cont inue  as far into 
the  f utu re as we can now see, our biggest advantages are  not in the  
mi lita ry but in the non milita ry areas.

These  advantages are  our economic and technological dynamism, 
our democracy which can count on genu ine popular  suppor t, our 
abi lity  to count on allies  who jo in us freely, our society ’s openness, 
flexibility and abili ty to innovate, our commitm ent to plura lism 
and diversity . In all of th ese  respects, we have fundam ental advan­
tages  over the  Russians, who by con tras t have  only one great 
stre ngt h, the ir shee r mi lita ry might. And th at  is why, in pursuing 
their  goals around the  world, the  Soviets rely prim ari ly on the ir 
mil itar y power. They have  few other assets.

It follows from this, I be lieve, that  our long-range political objec­
tive should  be to lessen the mil itary competition with the  Russians  
and increasingly to divert th at  competit ion into are as in which we 
hold the  lead, and in which the  Russians are  behind, and may
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never catch  up. They can always catch us in mil itary power. They 
have dem onst rated this  during the  past 15 years. By dive rting  
massive resources from the ir civilian economy, they  can match 
and, perhaps, if we fell asleep, they can even surpass our milita ry 
might.

But the  Russ ians will have gre ate r difficulty  in  catch ing up to us 
in all other area s. Their economy is in serious trouble . The ir tech­
nology lag continues. Thei r abili ty to mot ivate their  own people to 
work harde r and  more efficiently is limited. Their abili ty to at tra ct  
genuine allies ra ther  tha n proxies or sate llite s will remain small .

Consequently, by putt ing a cap on the  stra tegic  arms race  in 
SALT II, and by moving SALT III to cut  those arms fur the r, we 
will be dive rting  the  compet ition between us into the  economic, 
technological, and  moral arenas  in which our advantage is incom­
parably greate r. Can the re be any doub t over the  long run as to 
whose system, the irs or ours, is likely to preva il in prot racted, 
peaceful competition?

Before I tu rn  to some concluding thoughts, the re is one othe r 
consideration th at  deserves to be weighed  in the  SALT balance. If 
the  Sena te refuses to rati fy SALT II, at  the same time th at  West­
ern  Europe, with  American  acquiescence, begins to sell arm s to 
China, and at  the  same time th at  the West begins to trade  with 
China on a ra ther  large scale, the Soviets may well conclude that  
the  United Stat es is forming an  anti-Soviet alliance aga ins t it.

There is a lrea dy a good deal of suspicion in the  K remlin th at  th is 
is in fact our policy. Rejecting SALT II while embracing China is 
the  surest  way to confirm these suspicions in the  minds of the 
Krem lin leaders. If the Soviets do come to the  conclusion th at  we 
are  forming an anti-Soviet enten te,  including Europe,  Jap an , and 
China, the y will be tempted to rea ct in some way th at  is bound to 
be profoundly destabilizing.

They might even be tem pted to take  mil itar y action again st 
China before such an enten te emerges.  They might suspend the 
MBFR talks, and increase thei r forces both in Europe and  on the 
Chinese border even more.

The best  way for us to take advantage of the Sino-Soviet conflict 
is to pursue  a policy of ba lance between Moscow a nd Peking. Yet, 
rejecting SALT II at  the  same time th at  we are  warming up 
rela tion s with  China will mean taking a giant stride towards  an 
unba lanced policy.

Finally, with all due respect to the  Members  of the  Senate , and 
other distinguished American s who oppose SALT II, I must  say 
that  none of th e argume nts I have  heard so far  aga ins t the  trea ty 
seem very convincing. For those who say t ha t SALT does not go far 
enough in cutt ing stra tegic arm s, the  answer sure ly is that  this is 
an adm itted ly imperfect bu t necessary step in the  rig ht direction. 
To those  who say th at  thi s agre ement will lead to our strategic 
infer iority, the answer is th a t this  agreement does not prevent us 
from developing any of the  weapon systems, such as M-X, Trident 
subm arines, air-launched cruise missiles, th at  we may need to 
ensure  pa rity.

To those who say th at  we cannot tru st the  Russians, the answer 
sure ly is that we could trus t them even less if t he re  is an unre gu­
lated , and unrestr ained nuclear arms  race.
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Some opponents of the  SALT II Tre aty  seem to believe th at  
unless the  tre aty  is defeated, the  necessary  milita ry programs th at  
we need to det er the  Russians will neve r be mounted. They see the 
defeat of the  tre aty  as a kind of shock the rap y for the  American  
public. But the  effect of defeating  the tre aty  is more likely to be to 
shock the  Russians into higher and higher  levels of mi lita ry spend­
ing, while we con tinu e at  our more modest pace. Thus, defeating  
the treaty  may have precisely  the opposite effect  of the  one intend­
ed by those tre aty  opponents.

Some tre aty  opponents  apparen tly oppose the  treaty  because 
they do not like the  general  cha rac ter  of Soviet foreign policy in 
Africa, the  Middle East and elsewhere . As I hope I have made  
clear, nei ther do I. Although we should  tak e this  opportunity  to 
warn the  Russians th at  in the long run  det ente is incompat ible, or 
will be incompatible with  many  of thei r actions in the  Thi rd 
World, we canno t reasonably ask them  to suspend those actions as 
a precondition for accep ting SALT II.

Afte r all, the  Soviets for the ir pa rt do not like the  new relation­
ship  that  we are  developing with the  Chinese. What would be our 
response if they sought to link SALT direc tly to our  China policy?

We have a genius in this coun try for oversimplifying complex 
problems. But sometimes  that  same genius leads to phrases th at  
cut  throu gh all the  complexit ies to the  h ea rt of th e mat ter.  I do not 
know who among your previous  witnesses said th at  SALT II is a 
sma ll gift horse which we should not look in the teeth, but  he was 
cer tain ly right.  SALT II  is nei the r a panacea  nor a disaster. It is a 
step in the  right direction and it is a precondition for a 
long range response to the  Soviet chall enge th at  we desperate ly 
need to develop.

In the  words of one White House official, SALT II does not signal  
an end to the  arm s race. It does not mean an end to compet ition 
between the  Soviet Union and the  Uni ted State s. It is not a substi­
tu te  for a strong defense. But it is decidedly be tte r tha n having no 
tre aty at  all.

Thank  you.
[Professor Zagoria ’s p repared sta tem ent  follows:]

Prepared Statement of Prof. Donald S. Zagoria

Senator  Church and Distinguished Members of the  Committee, as you continue 
your deliberat ions on the SALT II Treaty and the role of th at  T reaty in U.S.-Soviet 
relations, it is a privilege for me to be invited to present my views. As a student of 
Soviet foreign policy for three decades, and as one who has no illusions whatever 
about  t he  nature  of the Soviet system or about Soviet objectives in the world today, 
I have still felt uncomfortable with what I regard as the extre me views on the 
Soviet Union tha t often dominate  our nation al discourse. On one extreme, Soviet 
power is frequently exaggerated and Soviet ideology is frequently  confused with 
that  of Nazi Germany. A “Chicken Litt le” school of American foreign policy think s 
that  the  sky is falling down and  that  the United States is powerless to reverse 
unfavorable trends. This school is nostalgic for the  1950’s when the  United States  
was the  most powerful co untry  in the  world, and it seeks to tu rn  the clock back to 
the situation  tha t prevailed then when the United States enjoyed unquestionable 
mili tary  superiority over the  Soviet Union. The Chicken Little school exaggerates  
the  “Soviet menace.” It minimizes  the  strength and vital ity of the  United States  
and the  resources of our many  friends and allies. It is incapable of devising a 
measured and discrim inating response to the Soviet challenge. It confuses develop­
ments in Iran,  southern Africa, Yemen, Afghanistan, Vietnam, and elsewhere, and 
sees only the  Soviet hand behind all of the unfavorable trends in the  world today. 
Instead  of helping us to understand  th at  the challenges  we face in the  Third World 
are  varied and complex and cann ot be met merely with guns  and missiles, it
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encourages a mindless milita rism. Generally opposed to  SALT II, this school fails to 
to tell us how the defeat of SALT and the escalation of the nuclea r arms race will 
help to contain Soviet advances.

On the other extreme, the challenge of growing Soviet milita ry power and the  
problems created by the  Soviet offensive in the  Third World are  frequently mini­
mized by the “so what” school of American foreign policy. This mindless anti- 
geopolitical school seems incapable of understanding that  many of our friends and 
allies are adversely affected by changes in regiona l balances of power. Seven pro- 
Soviet communist part ies have taken power or ter ritory by armed force since the 
spring of 1975. Between 20,000 and 40,000 Cuban gendarmes are now in Africa with 
“guns for hire .” To the  extent tha t our friends and  allies lose confidence in our 
ability to contain this  offensive, they will be forced to reconsider the ir own foreign 
policy alignments . A substantia l change in the foreign policy of Saudi Arabia, 
combined with the  recent Islamic revolution in Iran , could, for example, imperil 
Western interests in the Middle East.

But rejecting SALT II is not the answer  to thi s problem either . The challenge for 
the United States is to devise a steady, measured  and broad response to these and 
other  problems of foreign policy. But to do this,  we must recognize f irst of a ll tha t 
many of these problems have been made or aggravated by our own errati c and 
indecisive nat ional  behavior in recent years. Many of the most serious problems we 
face in the  global arena today are the result  of a crisis of confidence in American 
leadership, a crisis that  has spread thro ugh out  the  world since Watergate,  our 
defeat in Vietnam, and our continuing inab ility  to meet some of our most pressing 
domestic problems. We can no longer afford the luxury of 102 different foreign 
policies, one for each Senator, one for the  Department of State , and one for the 
Nationa l Securi ty Council. Our first and highes t priority should be to achieve some 
national consensus on a long range strategy.

We must recognize, secondly, that  the world of the 1980’s is different from the 
world of the 1950’s. We no longer have, and  are  unlikely ever to regain , unques­
tioned strategic superior ity over the Soviet Union. And, in many par ts of th e Third 
World, the Soviet Union has cleverly positioned itself on the side of par ties  and 
state s that  enjoy considerable suppor t—in Rhodesia, on the  side of the Patrio tic 
Front; in the  Arab world, on the  side of the  PLO against Israel; in the Pers ian Gulf, 
on th e side of the rebels aga inst conservative  oligarchies; in Ethiopia, on the side of 
a government protecting the existing ter rito ria l status quo against intern al dissi­
dents suppor ted by Somalia. Rejection of SALT II will not solve any of these 
problems. It will not help us to regain  mili tary  superiority over the  Soviet Union. 
Rather,  it will lead us to a new and even higher  level of the nucle ar arms  race, a 
level that  will be much more dangerous  because it will be out of control. And 
rejecting SALT II will not improve our  position in the Third  World. On the con­
trary, it will make our competition with  the Russians in these  regions fraught with 
much g rea ter  danger.

This is nei the r the time nor the  place for me to spell out in gre at detail  what I 
mean by a steady, broad and measured response to the  problems we face in our 
dealing with the Soviet Union. To put the  matter  in shorthand, however, I would 
say t ha t we need a policy tha t combines detente with conta inmen t. To achieve such 
a detente, the  Adminis tration mus t make two things clear  to Moscow: first, tha t it 
will be to the  Soviet advantage if th ey exercise greater  self-restraint; second, tha t it 
will be risky if they don’t. In recent past, we have failed to provide the Russians 
eith er with positive or negative incent ives for self-res traint. By foolishly imposing 
congressional restrictions on trade with the  Russians, and by linking those restric ­
tions to Soviet emigration policies—rath er than to Soviet foreign policy—we have 
deprived ourselves of positive leverage on Soviet behavior. At the  same time, we 
have not been able to demonst rate any kind of milit ary or political response to 
Soviet activity in the Third World that  might be a negative  incentive for further 
Soviet advances.

There are  three steps in partic ula r that  we need to take in providing Moscow 
with positive incentives for res tra int . First, Congress should make the kinds of 
amendments in trade legislation that  Senator Adlai Stevenson is now proposing. 
The effect of Stevenson’s amendment would be to increase the  President’s flexibility 
to t rad e with Moscow and to use such trade for “linkage.” Second, we should engage 
the  Russians in preliminary discussions about regional secur ity problems in various 
par ts of the Third World. We cannot exclude the  Russians from all negotiations on 
regional matters and then  ask them for res tra int  in the regions. Finally, and not 
least  important, we need to sign and to ratify the SALT II agreement  as a symbol 
both of our desire to  slow down the nuclear arms race and of our  desire to pursue a 
more cooperative relat ionsh ip with the Soviet Union. In sum, passing SALT II



89

should be par t of a larg er stra tegi c concept th at  makes it clea r to Moscow th at  we, 

for our part, are anxious for a more comprehensive detente .
But along with the “car rot s” there should also be some “sticks.” The Senate, 

when it ratifies SALT II, as I hope it will, should warn Moscow in a “sense of the  
Sen ate” resolution th at  the United States  will no longer accept a narrow and 
unrecip rocal detente, and th at  future Soviet conduct in the  Third World will influ­
ence the futur e development of detente , including  the  prospects for SALT III. And 
Moscow should unde rstan d th at  if it continues  to conduct violent interv entio ns in 
the  Third  World wherev er the opportun ity beckons, we will eventual ly be forced 
into  consolidating o ur new relati onship with China. In a word, the  Russians must be 
forced to face a basic question.  What is more imp orta nt to them: a steady, stable  
and reasonably cooperative relat ionsh ip with the  United States, or a license to sti r 
the  boiling pot of th e Third World, a license th at  will no longer be free of ch arge?

The case for SALT II, then , seems to me to rest on one very simple proposition. If 
we expect to make even modest progress in developing our political relations with 
the  Russians and in getti ng them to exercise r est rai nt in the  purs uit of the ir overall 
foreign objectives, we must firs t obtain the needed stra tegi c stabili ty th at  only 
SALT can provide. Passing  SALT is, in fact, a necessary precondit ion for devising a 
measured and broad response to the  Soviet challenge in the  world today. With it, we 
may be able to devise such a response. Without  it, we h ave no chance. The absence 
of a SALT II agreement will make our competition with the  Russians much more 
dangerous and even modest hopes for improving our political relation s will be 

doomed.
But the re is still ano ther  strong argument for SALT II th at  has not yet received 

sufficient attent ion. In our cont inuin g competition with the  Russians—competition 
th at  will continue as far into the future as we can  now see—our biggest advanta ges 
are  not in the military but  in the non-milita ry areas. These advantag es are our 
economic and technological dynamism, our democracy which can count on g enuine  
popu lar support, our abili ty to count on allies who join us freely, our society’s 
openness, flexibility and abil ity to innovate, and our comm itment to pluralism and 
diversity. In all of these respects, we have fundamen tal advantage s over the  Rus­
sians  who, by contras t, have only one grea t streng th—the ir shee r militar y might. 
And th at  is why, in pursuing their goals around the  world, the  Soviets rely prim ar­
ily on the ir militar y power. The y have very few oth er assets.

It follows from this th at  our long range political objective should be to lessen the  
mili tary  competiton with the  Russians and increasin gly to divert that  competition 
into are as in which we hold the  lead and in which the  Russian s are  behind and may 
never  catch up. They can always  match us in mili tary  power. They have demon­
strate d this  during the past 15 years. By diver ting massive resources away from 
the ir civilian economy, th ey can match,  and perhaps,  if we fell asleep, they can even 

surpass our militar y might.
But the  Russians will have much grea ter difficulty in catch ing up to us in all 

other areas. Their economy is in serious trouble. Thei r technological lag continues. 
The ir ability  to motivate the ir own people to work har der  and  more efficiently is 
limited. Their ability to at tra ct  genuine allies ra the r tha n proxies or satelli tes will 
remain small. Consequently, by put ting  a cap on the strategic  arm s race in SALT II, 
and by moving in SALT III to cut  those arms furt her , we will be diverting  the 
competition  between us into the  economic, technological and moral aren as in which 
our advantage  is incom parably greater . Can th ere be a ny doubt over the long run  as 
to whose system—their s or ours—is likely to  p revail in protr acted , peaceful competi­

tion?
Why, if this is the case, should the  Russians be interested  in SALT agre ements? 

The answer , in my opinion, is not th at  they want to lull us. The  answer, I believe, is 
that  the  Russians know even be tte r tha n us how far behind they  are  the West in 
the  economic and technological are na  and they are  determined  to catch up there , 
too, jus t as they have caugh t up in the  military field. But for them  to have even the 
sligh test change of reducing the  gap between us in these areas , they  must begin to 
diver t resources away from the ir massive milita ry indu stria l complex and back into 
the ir civilian economy. For the ir gre at militar y stre ngth is also their  gr eat economic 
weakness. They must soon pay much more attentio n to increa sing productivity, to 
obtaining capital  for investm ent, to increasing consumption, and so on, or their lag 
behind the  West will grow even more. But to accomplish this goal, the Russians will 
need to change thei r prese nt priori ties. They will need to cut back on the ir huge 
mili tary  programs in order  to catc h up to the West in the  non-military areas  in 
which they  are now so seriously behind.

In sum, in addition to our common interests in survival and in safely managing 
our competition, both we and the Russians have ano ther  reason  for wanting to 
limit, and eventually to reduce, our  strateg ic nuclear arsenals. We want the  Rus-
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sians to divert the ir resources away from the mil itary and back into the civilian 
economy in order to divert  our competition into  area s in which we are  superior. 
They have a stake in diverting  resources back into  the civilian economy because, in 
the long ru n, th at  is the ir only hope of c atching up to us as an economic, as well as 
a military , superpower.

Before I turn to some concluding thoughts, the re is one other consideration tha t 
deserves to be weighed in the SALT balance. If the  Senate  refuses to ratify SALT II, 
at the same time th at  Western Europe, with American acquiescence, begins to sell 
arms to China, and at  the  same time th at  the  West begins to trad e with China  on a 
rat her large scale, the  Soviets will conclude th at  Washington is forming an  anti- 
Soviet alliance agai nst it. There is alrea dy a good deal of suspicion in the  Kremlin  
tha t this is in fact our policy. Rejecting SALT II while embraci ng China is the 
surest way to confirm these suspicions in the  minds of the Kremlin  leaders. If the 
Soviets do come to the  conclusion th at  we are forming an anti-Soviet enten te tha t 
includes Europe, Jap an and China, they  will be forced to react in some way th at  is 
bound to be profoundly destabilizing. They mig ht even be tempted to take military 
action again st China before such a n ent ent e emerges.

The best way for us to take advantage of the  Sino-Soviet conflict th at  has been 
developing for two decades is to pursu e a policy of equidistance or balance  between 
Moscow and Peking. Such a policy would exploit  our unique position in the  triang le 
and make it possible for the United Stat es to improve its relat ions with  both the 
Soviet Union and China at the same time. Such a policy would be a major contribu­
tion to global stability. It would be a policy dictate d by our own natio nal interests.  
And it would be a policy warmly endorsed by our allies. A policy that  til ts sharply 
towards China, on the other hand, would be a major contribution to global instabi l­
ity. It would not be in accord with our own interests  and it would lead to great 
stra ins within  our own alliance system. Yet rejecting  SALT II at  the same time tha t 
we are  warm ing up relations with China will mean takin g a gian t strid e towards 
such an unbala nced policy.

Finally, with  all due respect to the members of the Senat e and other distin­
guished Americans who oppose SALT II, I must nonetheless say th at  none of the 
argument s I have heard so far against SALT II seem very convincing.

To those who say tha t SALT II does not go far enough in cutt ing stra tegic  arms, 
the answer surely is tha t this is an adm itted ly imperfect but  necessary step in the 
right  direction. To those who say th at  this agreem ent will lead to our strategic  
inferiori ty, the  answer is tha t this  agre eme nt does not prevent us from developing 
any of th e weapons systems such as the  MX, Trident submar ine, and air-launched 
cruise missiles, tha t we may need to ensu re parity. To those who say tha t this 
agree ment  does not include the  Backfire bomber which could reach the  United 
States, the  answer is tha t it also does not include our bombers based in Britain 
which could also be used against the  Soviet Union. To those who say we cannot 
tru st the Russians, the answer surely  is th at  we could tru st them even less if th ere 
is an  unre gula ted and unrestrained nuc lear arms race.

Some opponents of the  SALT II Tre aty  seem to believe th at  unless the Treaty  is 
defeated, the  necessary milita ry programs th at  we need to dete r the  Russians will 
never be mounted. They see defeat of the  Treat y as a kind of shock ther apy  for the 
American public. But the effect of de featin g the Treat y is more likely to shock th e 
Russians into higher and higher levels of milita ry spending while we continue at 
our more modest pace. Thus, defeating  the  Treat y may have precisely the opposite 
effect of th e one intended by these Tre aty  opponents.

Some Trea ty opponents evidently oppose the Trea ty because the y do not like the 
general cha rac ter of Soviet foreign policy in Africa, t he Middle East and elsewhere. 
As I hope I have made clear, nei the r do I. But althoug h we should take this 
opportunity to warn the Russians th at  detente is incompatible with many of their  
actions in the Third World, we ca nno t reasonably ask them to suspend those actions 
as a precondition for accepting SALT II. After all, the  Soviets, for the ir part, do not 
like the  new relationship th at  we are developing with the  Chinese. What would be 
our response if the y sought to link  SALT directly to our China policy? To impose a 
direct  linkage between SALT and the  general charact er of e ith er Soviet or Ameri­
can foreign policy would mean th at  each side would have to accommodate each 
othe r on matters of concern as a precondition for agreemen t on strateg ic limita­
tions. Such a procedure puts the  car t before the horse. We cann ot hope to resolve 
ma tter s in which our inter ests are  divergent, as they  are in various part s of the 
world, if we cannot begin by resolving mat ters  in which our inte rests  coincide, as 
they  do on th e need to limit the  s trategic arms race.

We have a genius in this coun try for oversimplifying complex problems. But 
sometimes tha t same genius leads  to phrases  th at  cut through all the complexities 
to the  hea rt of the  matter. I do not know who among your previous witnesses said
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that  SALT II is a small gift horse which we should not look in the teeth,  but  he was 

certai nly right. SALT II is neith er a panace a nor a disaster. It is a step in the  rig ht 

direction and it is a precondit ion for a  long range  response to the Sovient challe nge 

th at  we desparately need to develop.

The Chairman. Las t week, at  the  close of t he  hear ings on Allied 

att itudes  toward SALT, I put into the  record  testim ony th at  John  

Armitage had pre par ed for an ear lie r subcom mittee hea ring on 

th at  subject which had  to be canceled.
The other witness who was to have test ified  at  th at  time  was 

Prof. Leo Labedz, a respecte d au tho r on Soviet and East  European 

affairs. Today, I am happy to be able to pu t Professor  Labedz’ 

testim ony on Allied atti tudes into the  hea rin g record as well, 

which I will do w ithout  objection.
As e ditor of Survey, the  distinguished j ou rna l on East-West  stu d­

ies published in London, Professo r Labedz knows wher eof he 

speak s when he argues  in this  testimony th at  SALT II mu st be 

judged on whether or not it reflects  and  con tribu tes to “the  decline  

of Ame rican power.”
He holds th at  the  tre aty  does inten sify the  preconception of 

erodin g Ameri can power  and will, and  th at  the Europeans supp ort 

the  agree ment only because they  are  too weak  to take  on the m­

selves the burd en th at  the  United Sta tes is shedding.
His testim ony is a welcome addit ion to our  deliberatio ns on the  

treaty .
[Professor  Labedz’ pre pared sta tem ent follows:]

Prepared Statement of Prof. Leopold Labedz

Mr. Chairman, it is my belie f tha t the advocates of SALT II are  confused about 

the  problem of its  significance for Europe and th at  they  systematically neglect the 

question of Soviet motives in want ing it.
They argue tha t the  refusal to ratify SALT II by the  Senate would, in the words 

of George W. Ball, “reinforce European  doubts as to [the American^ steadiness on 

course and thus [the  American ] reliabili ty as Europe’s main defense’ . In suppo rt of 

such speculations they often quote official and unofficial pronouncements by Euro­

pean leaders, politicians and journalists.
It seems to me th at  this  is profoundly misleading and th at  if these propositions 

are  accepted at  face value it would contrib ute not to the  mainte nance, but to the  

erosion of Atlantic solidar ity which is the  political basis o f Western security.

There is a striki ng discrepancy between public postures  and private  anxietie s in 

Europe an political circles. It is a mistake to take  the  official endorsements of SALT 

II as a sufficient indication of European  attit ude s on the subject. Neith er in Amer­

ica, nor in Europe is the re a unanimity  on it, yet in the  Unite d States there is a 

genuine grand debate on it, while in Europe the re is noth ing comparable, even 

though it has profound implica tions for European  security. Such anxieties as exist 

are  hidden behind the facade of the official endorsements. Therefore, one has to 

probe the  reasons for them, examine the motives and appreh ension s underlying 

them , and only then draw conclusions about probable political consequences for 

Europe  and NATO of t he ratif icati on of SALT II, ra the r tha n limit the argu men t to 

the  formal declarations on the Europea n interest in it.
It is not my contention th at  the refusal to ratify SALT II will have no disturbin g 

effect on the European political scene. European leaders  a nd even more the Europe­

an public are still largely thin kin g in terms of th e early  premise s of “d eten te” and 

are  even less inclined to shed their  illusions tha n are  the Americans. Nor do they 

think th at  they can influence  th e outcome. Yet whether SALT II is ratified or not, 

Europ eans are in for a shock, one way or another, when they more generally  realize 

the  implications of the  political and strategic  shift in the balanc e of power. I t is not 

the  SALT tr eaty  itself, b ut the  realiza tion of the  decline of the protective American 

power which is the basic cause of the  future shock in Europe. The question the re­

fore is wheth er the ratification of SALT II will in this context increase or decrease 

Europ ean efforts to en hance its secur ity and the Atlantic cooperation, or whet her it 

will only intensify the  shock and contrib ute to neu tra list  tendencies in Europe by 

demo nstra ting not only a deteriora tion of American strategic  position, but also a
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furt her  erosion of American political will. Because Europe is so depen dent on the 
American milit ary support, while being in th e front line, it should be even more 
concerned about the  preservation of the  American stren gth and the  impact of SALT 
on it. As yet such concerns manifest thems lves only on the unofficial level, b ut they 
are real neverthe less. The ratification of SALT II in its present form will contrib ute 
no less to the Europe an than to the  American continued complacency about the 
growing threa t of Soviet ascendancy. Americans have at least grown skeptica l about 
“dete nte”. The sooner the Europeans get out  of its still lingering  anaes thesia, the 
better the chances  that  they would face the reali ty of the growing peril to Europe. 
The cooperation of the  ostriches is ha rdly an answe r to it.

George W. Ball argues tha t the  rejection  of the SALT II T reaty  would undermine 
the  vitali ty of th e Western Alliance and “give renewed vitality to the movement for 
the  Federal  Republic [of Germany] to und erta ke independ ent negotiations with the 
Soviet Union ’’.There was a time when he stressed tha t American weaknesses pro­
vide fuel to neu tral ist tendencies in Europe,  now he disregards his own old reflec­
tion when it became even more rele van t in the  context of fur the r decline of the 
American power. The danger of Germ an “self-Finlandization” represente d by the 
Wehner-B ahr tendency exists, b ut it is n ot the  consecration of the  American decline 
in SALT II, but  its refusal th at  would avoid adding to its chances of growing. The 
perception not just  of decline, but of its  acceptance can only have the  opposite effect 
and strength en the  neutralis t potential in Germany a nd Europe.

Indeed, the  official endorsemen ts of SALT II by t he NATO leaders  are, paradox­
ical as it may seem, an indication of the undermin ed Europea n political morale in 
the face of growing Soviet threat . The fact that  they have meekly accepted the 
trea ty which separa tes American and  European  security inte rests  is an ominous 
sign th at  in the future  they may not have the courage to defend them  from the 
Russians and may choose “self-Finland ization” instead.

The reason why they do not object to SALT II is a measure of Europe an weak­
ness, not of European political wisdom. It produces no protes ts about sacrificing 
European security interes ts in SALT II, such as for instance the acceptance of 
“Backfire” and of SS 20 non-stra tegic weapons, because of the  despe rate need to 
cling to the  American “clinging dete rren ce” . Ironically, Europe an weakness instead 
of producing intensified concern about the  growing American weakness, only leads 
to a growing nervousness about  the possible loss of American mili tary  protection. 
Many Europeans, such as Chancello r Schmidt, feel tha t a failure to support  SALT II 
by the  Europeans may result not in a resolution by the Americans to reverse the 
unfavorable trend  in the  balance of power between the U.S.A. and the  U.S.S.R., but 
in a growing American isolationism  which will totally  unde rmine European secu­
rity. They are ready therefore to suppo rt SALT II in spite of its negative features  
from the  European point of view. They think, on plausible if not necessarily realis­
tic grounds, tha t the alte rnative  is even more dangerous. Within  this framework of 
thoug ht, Europeans choose the lesse r evil, they do not aspire to be the  actors in the 
wider political game. It is up to the Americans to face the more profound historical 
alte rnative s and to provide the  leaders hip of the Alliance: Europea ns can only 
follow suit.

Besides, different European leader s have the ir own additional political motives to  
adopt such attitudes. They stem  from internal  political pressure s. Herr Schmidt 
faces the neutralis t wing of the SPD, Mr. Ecevit the growing dissatisfaction with 
NATO and the Left-wing opposition to it, Mrs. Thatche r seeing the prospect of 
inte rna l economic and Trade  Union battles does not want to jeopardize thei r out­
come by foreign policy stan ds which may appear quixotic and make her more 
vulner able internal ly. Ital ian and French  communist part ies are  powerful reasons 
not to appear “plus Catholique que Le Pape,” more royalist tha n the king, more 
American than  J immy Carter.

Yet, ultimately, all these reasons can only explain, but  they  do not justify  the 
Europea n failure to take a more far-sighted stand on SALT II. When all is said and 
done, they are in the same boat as the Americans and if t he boat is leaking it is not 
jus t up to the boatswain to tak e care of it.

There are other  voices in Europe. They presage the  as yet  as muted anxiety th at  
SALT II may contribute to the  dialectic of decline in the relatio ns between Europe 
and America. From the  European point of view, even the  fact tha t the American 
and Soviet strateg ic arm aments may cancel each othe r out and leave Europe ex­
posed to Soviet conventional  military super iority (with no realistic  chance to match 
it) is bad enough. “The SALT process” undermined Europ ean the atre  s tability  from 
its inception. But this  is water under  the  bridge: now Europe ans face the situation 
in which, as the Norwegian General  Zeiner Gundersen said to NATO defense 
ministers, the Russians are gaining ascendancy “in every category of capability, be 
it nuclear, chemical, land, sea, air, or space”. They can see as well as anyone the



decline of American power. As the liberal German journal, “Die Zeit” (23 March  
1979) put it not long ago:

“The President had to take shameful chiding in Mexico. The U.S. marines were 
disgracefully defeated in Tehran. The U.S. ambassador to Kabul died ignominiously 
in the exchange of fire between Islamist terroris ts and Marxist “Liberators”. To 
Crown Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia the  U.S protective power was no longer worth  
being visited.”

They can visualize Soviet soldiers conducting operations  in Eritrea, the  Soviet 
navy moving to Aden and  Cam Ranh Bay (while the American navy has not enough 
stren gth to establish a perman ent presence in the  Indian ocean to  protect the  vital  
oil area), Soviet MIGs and submarines in Cuba violating the 1962 agreement  with­
out American protest, Nica ragua falling to the  Sand inistas with Cuban help, the 
“allied” Turkey refusing to gra nt the United States , aft er the  Iran ian debacle, the  
subs titute facilities for SALT nuclear verification. The Turkish Foreign Minis ter 
said: “We have told the United States not to consider us a spearhead of NATO”.

In such context, it requires an effort for Euopeans to believe in the credibil ty of 
the  American deterre nt aft er the  ratification of SALT II; therefore it is not surp ris­
ing that  there  may be some skepticism in Europe about the  value of Mr. Vance’s 
assurances (in his speech of May 1, 1979) about the need for “more—not less 
American leadership . . .  to inspire others  to work with us towards goals we share 
but  cannot achieve sep ara tely ”.

One can only say: “Amen’’. European  skepticism was blun tly put in the  French 
Figaro (11 May 1979). Referring  to President Carter’s warning  that  the failure to 
ratify the trea ty “would play into the hands of th e most hard line and intransigent 
elements in the Soviet leadersh ip,” it wrote:

“This kind of logic is reminisce nt of the  school playground. . . . The thesis that  
refusal by the American Senate to ratify the agreemen t would play into the  hands  
of the Moscow ‘hard line rs’ is extremely weak, if only because whether ‘hard  or soft’ 
all Soviet leaders share a sim ilar  concept of history. You cannot, without  risk, 
reduce the Kremlin to a kind of aviary in which ‘hawks’ and ‘doves’ contest for 
power. . . .  It is time that  Mr. Carter realized this  and stopped confusing foreign 
policy with ornithology.”

The argum ent is indeed boringly familiar. Already dur ing the  last war Stalin 
used Western mirror-percept ions to get concessions from Roosevelt and Churchill, 
warn ing them tha t otherwise he may be “overruled” by the  hardliners in the  
Politburo.

It was in fact difficult for the  hard-bitten Europeans to look at the course of 
negotia tions without  skepticism. The cancellation of the  B-l,  t he  “postponement” of 
neutron bomb production, the  unilater al abandonment of weapon projects which 
could have at  least served as bargaining counters, the  naive expectation of recipro­
cal “good-will gestures” from the Russians, “deadline  diplomacy”—all this seemed, 
as Mr. Paul Nitze described it, “an Alice in Wonderland approach in meeting the  
Soviet thr eat.” To many Europeans it looked like a course for teaching vegetarian­
ism to tigers by a correspondence course. They wondered wha teve r happened to all 
the hard-headed Yankee traders.  The half-hear ted attempts to maintain  the str ate ­
gic ba lance  will not compensate for the  negative long-term effect on Europe of the 
ratification of SALT II.

Of course, the show counts for more than the billboard pictures . Ultimately, it is 
the  American defense effort itself, with or without SALT, which counts most. But in 
this case the show and the billboard only too obviously are politically linked. The 
billboard mat ters because the  European spectators know that  the  previous shows 
were not very good and they fea r that  they are  getting weaker. They can only 
wonder wha t will happen if the “Cuba-in-reverse” situa tion should occur. The most 
prominent  European comm entato r on international affairs, Raymond Aron, noticed 
that  a decade of SALT negot iations  “accompanied and masked” Soviet ascendacy 
and he asked (in “Commentaire,” No. 5, 1979) the  per tine nt question—whether 
SALT II does not in itself mark  the replacement of American by Soviet hegemony. 
The implicat ions of this for Europe,  America, and the world should be soberly 
assessed before the ratification of SALT II significantly adds to the  political momen­
tum of this  process.

When it comes to the question of the Soviet enthus iasm for SALT II the rationali­
zations of its supporte rs are  inver ted. They take the  official European declarations 
at face value  without looking a t any  othe r political considerations. But they disre­
gard Soviet political and idelogical pronouncements which expla in Soviet purposes 
and strategy. The general reasons for both Soviet intensive pressure for the ratifica­
tion of th e trea ty and for its significance against the background of the history of 
Soviet expansionism are thus avoided.
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When attem pts are made to face this crucial  issue, they are  not only reluct ant  
and infrequent, but  also evasive and inconsis tent. In particular, the  SALT sup port­
ers find it hard  to expla in away t he Soviet co ntinuo us arms drive in the Sixties and 
Seventies, when America  unilaterally  abandoned the  “race ” and the  “SALT proc­
ess” reigned supreme. Thus, for example, George Kistyakovsky first tries  to “prove” 
in his article , “False Alarm: The Story Behind SALT II” (The New York Review of 
Books, 22 March 1979) that  “hardliners” have been consistently exaggerating the 
Soviet milita ry build-up, only to come up with the  lame (even though misleading) 
state ment that: “since intercontin ental missiles were introduced some twenty years 
ago, the  Soviets have tested thirt een  known ICBM designs—and probably several 
other  models not identified by American intelli gence—while the  U.S. teste d and 
deployed only six models. This is an ext rao rdin ary  waste of Soviet economic and 
technical resources. It seems likely th at  the  Soviet leaders have had even more 
difficulty control ling the ir ‘mil itary -industr ial’ bureau cracy tha n our own govern­
ment has.”

“Bureauc ratic ine rtia” is, of course, not the reason for t he Soviet arms drive, but 
whatever it is, i t prese nts a thr eat to the  West which is not explained away by such 
arguments.

The slipperiness of the  pro-SALT case can also be seen in the inconsistency of the  
reasoning employed by its advocates. Some of them acknowledge the thr eat, but 
ignore the histor ical roots of Soviet expansionism, others deny its existence  and try 
to explain Soviet behavior by th e tired  arg um ent  about the legitim ate concern with 
security. It has been used ever since Stal in gobbled E astern  Europe, but  it does not 
sound convincing a t the  time of th e Soviet global thru st.

Secreta ry Brown recognized in his FY 1980 Annual Report “the degree of empha­
sis in Soviet mili tary  doctrine on w ar-winning nuclea r capability, and the  extent to 
which cur ren t Soviet programs are rela ted to the doctrine”, but he failed to look 
into the  motives underlyin g both the progra ms and the doctrine. The implications of 
this for the  future  can only be gauged if one relates  SALT to the  fundamenta l 
sources of Soviet conduct and not, as Secreta ry Brown did in his testim ony before 
the Senate  Committee, to the  tactica l considerations alone.

While some SALT II advocates do not address  themselves to the right historical 
questions, othe rs provide the wrong answ ers to them in the ir testimonies. Thus 
Richard J. Bar net rightly stressed th at  “th e debate over SALT really  comes down to 
a d isagre emen t a bout Soviet goals”, bu t reduced them to “the  historic  concern of the 
Russians with  terri tori al securi ty” and asser ted that  “the ir weapon programs, mili­
tary doctrines, and political uses of mil itary power have been imita tive of and 
responsive to U.S. programs, doctrines and operations.” All these propositions are 
demon strably false.

Soviet actions  in Angola or Ethio pia are  hardly concerned with the  Russian 
terr itorial  security. Nor is it rele van t to the  development of the  Soviet missile 
super iority or the Soviet blue water navy. And they were not bui lt in response to 
American arm s expansion: as noted above, the enormous increase in Soviet military 
expenditures coincided with a steady  decrease in American mili tary  expenditures. 
In short, the  old chestn ut about the  Soviet “security” should be finally  put to rest 
and be replaced by concern about Western security in the face o f Soviet expansion­
ism, of which the  years of Soviet histo ry provide such ample evidence.

Milita ry technology matters, but  it is not everything. Political perspective is even 
more impo rtant . The problem before the  Senate is how t he ratif icati on of SALT II 
in its pres ent form will affect the  situatio n in which the  decline of American power 
is acknowledged by everybody except the  American President. Inevitably, its accept­
ance without serious amendments  will be generally take n as an indication  tha t the 
Soviet expansion and drive for a scendan ce is going to meet with even less resistance 
in the  futu re than in the  recen t past.  (Conversely, a modification of the treaty , with 
a view for a better balance will have  the opposite political effect. As both supporters 
and opponents of SALT II realize, its symbolic significance will be enormous. For 
the world as a spectator, its ratif icati on may raise the specte r of a possible emer­
gency of Soviet hegemony in Europ e and adjoining areas, if not yet of a more 
gene ral Pax Sovietica.

Seen in this light the  atte mp ts to represent the opposition to the ratification as 
somehow illegitimate, or as the  Pres iden t put it, “the heigh t of irresponsibili ty,” 
tur n agai nst those who became known as “SALT-sellers” (Churchill would undoubt­
edly have called them “the boneless wonders”). Soviet pressures against any amend­
men ts give us an early  taste of wh at Soviet in timidat ion might  become if the United 
States were to continue down the  slippery slope.

A day afte r he accepted Mr. Brezhnev ’s non-treaty assurances  on the use of the  
“Backfire” , President Car ter said that  “SALT II is not based on tru st” and added
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that  the “U.S. means of verification would discover, in time for an effective re­
sponse, any Soviet ch eati ng on th e treaty .”

Leaving aside the  questio n of verification, one wonders what this "effective re­
sponse” might be, whether  the Russians are, or are not, cheating. This one effective­
ly guarded secret has not  been detected throu gh the  national  means of veri fication  
in the SALT II debate. The comparison of the American startin g position in March 
1977 with the  outcome of the  Geneva negotiati ons throws some doubt on how 
resolute the will behind such “effective response” would be, especially in the context 
of an even more adverse balanc e of power.

No, the  time for such an “effective response”, which does not require  a ny dra ma t­
ics but only a reass ertio n of national will, is now. In pa rt it requires refusing to 
accept SALT II as it stands, having emerged from ill-conducted negotiations which 
were based on false political  and strateg ic perceptions. Wrong expectations in the  
past cannot inspire confidence in wishful assurances today.

In his Foreign Policy arti cle of Spring 1974, Zbigniew Brzezinski wrote that: 
“Nobody knows wha t the  American policy is,” a sta tem ent  which has acquired an 
additional pertinence with  the  passage of time. At pres ent nobody knows what 
American foreign policy is either , but it became clear  that  at least some of its 
premises are incompatable. There is a growing tension between the need to  preserv e 
American alliances (NATO, in parti cular) and the stra tegic concepts elaborated in 
the  sixties (the doctrine  of Mutual Assured Destruction, in particular). What hap­
pens to the operational relevanc e of the theor ies of “tripwire”, of “limite d re­
sponse”, or of “damage lim itat ion ” when the credibili ty of t he American deter rence  
umbrella itself comes into question?  And if, in order to stren gthe n Europea n de­
fense, a European nuclear  deterre nt is promoted in spite  of Soviet objections in 
SALT III, what will happen to the American concern with nucle ar non-proliferation 
and, indeed, to the Non-Proliferation  Treat y itself?  If Europe had to rely on its own 
dete rren t, can J apa n be f ar behind ? What about other nations  which a re already on 
the  brink of nuclea r capab ility?  And how can NATO, conceived as a regional 
alliance limited in its functions to a specific geographic area, be effective against the 
growing Soviet t hrea t to the  strateg ic points vital  to its surviva l, but lying outside 
its “jurisd iction”? Such and similar  questions are  increas ingly forcing themselves on 
the  agenda as a resu lt of the American drift  into impotence.

The Soviets were, of course, skillfully exploiting  such “contradiction,” trying to 
aggra vate them throu gh their tactics. The divorce between the political and strate ­
gic concerns, the “decoupling” of various vital American considerations have been 
sharpened by the acceptan ce of Soviet diplomatic stra tegy  which has separa ted ab 
initio the  political and strate gic, the  nuclea r and conventional, the American and 
the  European interests simply through the assignation of differen t subjects to 
different diplomatic pigeonholes, in Helsinki (only gene ral “securit y”), Vienna 
(MBFR—only NATO conven tional arms), Geneva (SALT II—only American str ate ­
gic ar ms). This diplomatic arra nge ment precluded in effect the  necessary “linkag es” 
inconvenient to the  Soviets, bu t it is, of course, not the only reason for the divorce 
between different elements in American foreign policy which is now so confused in 
its concepts, its perceptions and  its responses.

If paradoxically, both the acceptance and the  rejection of th e ratification of SALT 
II crea te considerable concern among West European s, it will be the resul t of this  
confusion. Europe should realize now the relevance of the  celebrated question by 
Edward Gibbon in his “Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire.”

“The savage nations of the globe are  the common enemies of civilized society; and  
we may inquire with anxious curiosity, whet her Europe is still  threa tened with a 
repetition  of those calamities which formerly oppressed the  arm s and insti tutions of 
Rome.” Optimistically, Gibbon answered this question in the  negative, but  two 
hund red years later, one canno t help but feel th at  the re is a  real  possibility th at  the 
answer may a fter all tur n out to be positive.

And if Europe is lost it would not be a calamity jus t for Europe. It would be a 
disas ter for America too. Europe  does not have to be lost in any drama tic way, it 
may simply drift into neu tral ism  or self-Finlandization, jus t as America may drift 
into the isolationist impotence of a “fortress” menta lity. The Orwellian “Eur asia ” 
and “Oceania” would then  acqu ire realistic, rat her tha n horror-fiction chara cteris­
tics. Considerations of American security apar t, this  is not a development which 
would be conducive to the  minimization  of the chances of nu clea r war afte r the 1984 
elections, with the United  Stat es increasingly isolated and with  the possibility of a  
Sino-Soviet rapprocheme nt or a  Sino-Soviet nuclea r c onfrontation looming.

There is no eart hly reason why this kind of development should occur. The 
poten tial strength  of the  anta gonists of the  Soviet Union is immensely  grea ter tha n 
its own and it is the  Soviet menace  which brings them together. Besides, the 
poten tial weaknesses of the  Soviet Union—in economics, technology, and nation al
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problems—could be very troublesome if the Soviet Union cannot compensate  them 
with foreign policy successes. Even such successes created new difficulties for the  
Soviet Union. I t canno t consolidate its im peria l realm  through the cultural  super ior­
ity of its insti tutions. It has only brute force and tota lita rian  techniques, not Roman 
law or British constitu tionalism. Its economic base is too weak by itself  to susta in 
the imperial expansion, it can only count on t he  weakness of its opponents. Western 
strengths  and Soviet weaknesses can be politica lly exploited, t he American political 
will strengthened, the  morale of its allies reinforced, and Soviet expansionism 
checked. Given a clea r vision of the aim, there is no reason why America and the 
West should not pull through  the dangerous period of the  Eighties. But this cannot 
be done by a Wilsonian “guarantee  by word ” of peace and an unequal trea ty 
signalling American decline and Soviet ascendancy. However concealed, this  kind of 
arrangement cannot dispel anxieties in Europe and elsewhere, including  America 
itself.

The hair spli tting about “adequ ate” verifica tion, “significant” threa t and all the 
other  weasel words in the SALT II debate (which George F. Will called “the  canned 
can t”) can, o f course, confuse the public. B ut although it is difficult for th e public to 
find its way through the welter of tech nical  claims and counter-claims, it can sense 
the danger. After  all, as Pericles said, in a free society “although only a few may 
originate a policy, we are all able  to judge it. ”

For this purpose it is essentia l to realize a few fundamental histor ical and 
political facts.

We all know that  SALT I was supposed to be an “inte rim ” agreement to be 
followed by a more permanent arr ang ement  providing for increased arms limita­
tions and a real  arms control. We also know that  after six-and-a-half years of 
negotiations nothing came out of it, except another Soviet step en route to the 
consolidation of Soviet strategic supe riori ty and a s imila r promise of increased arms 
limita tions and control in SALT III. We are  therefore bound to ask ourselves the 
worrying question, as so many asked in the  Thirties,  where all the  concessions to 
the  dicta tors are  leading, whether the  optimistic anticipations are  not equally 
illusory this time and whether the  SALT II agreement will not prevent the  recogni­
tion of the  dangers  involved. If we do not all remember the  still relevan t distant 
past, we remember the recent past and, as Henry Kissinger put it in his Statem ent 
to a Sena te Committee (on 15 April 1975), “to fully unde rstand what has happened 
it is necessary to have an appreciation  o f all t ha t went before.”

Those who have not only a sense of responsibility to the presen t, but  also a sense 
of history and of responsibility to future  generations , to our own chi ldren  should be 
able to see tha t the ratification of SALT II may be a political calamity .

“Detente ” was a victory of false hopes over historica l experience. SALT I was a 
victory of wrong concepts over stra tegic experience. SALT II will be a victory of 
discredited illusions over both histor ical and strategic experience. It should not be 
ratified in its present form.

We will proceed, at thi s time, to the  quest ioning of the panel, 
and I would yield to  Sena tor  Church.

Senator Church. Tha nk you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I confess that  because  of ano ther engagement, I have been 

unable to hea r all of the stat ements, but  I can assure  you, gentle ­
men, th at  I will read them .

Mr. Zagoria, you say in your  sta tem ent—and it struck me as I 
quickly perused it—“A Chicken Little school of American foreign 
policy thinks that  t he  sky is falling down, and the  United State s is 
powerless to reverse unfavora ble trends .”

I mus t say that  t he re is a popular view t ha t thi s is happening to 
us, and one that  seems to be so deeply  implanted th at  it may give 
rise to ano ther  att em pt to find scapegoats  like we witnessed afte r 
the Second World War.

You define this  school as:
Nostalgic for the 1950’s, when the United States  was the  most powerful country  in 

the  world, and  it seeks to tu rn  the  clock back to the situation  tha t prevailed then,  
when the United States enjoyed unquestioned military super iority  over the  Soviet 
Union.

“The Chicken Lit tle school,” you go on,
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exaggerates the Soviet menace, and minimizes the  strength and vita lity of the  
United States and the resources of our many friend s and allies. It is incapable of 
devising a measured and discriminating response to t he  Soviet challenge. It confuses 
developments in Iran , Southern  Africa, Yemen, Afghanistan, Vietnam and else­
where, and sees only the  Soviet hand behind all of the  unfavorable tren ds in the  
world today. Instead of helping us to understa nd th at  the  challenges we face in the  
Third World are  varied and complex, and canno t be met really with guns and 
missiles, it encourages a mindless mi litarism.

As I said, I see much evidence of th is school of thought , not ju st  
among the  exp erts th at  are  down at  Foggy Bottom, but out  in the 
count ry at  large. Politicians are  try ing  to latch on to that,  and  
make the  most th at  th ey can of it.

What I would like  to ask you is, the re really isn’t any  way to 
tu rn  th e clock back, is the re, Mr. Zagoria?

Mr. Zagoria. I don’t think th at  it is possible for the  United  
States to achieve  for any length of time  stra tegi c superio rity  over  
the  Soviet Union. I t hin k they  would do everyth ing to deny us that , 
and I don’t t hin k th at  i t is technically possible.

Sena tor Church. Is it even conceptual ly sound? When we had  a 
monopoly on the  weapons, or when in the  early 1950’s we had  so 
large  a  number of these weapons as compared to the  Soviet Union, 
or even during the Cuban missile crisis, when we had such a 
preponderant advantage, then the re was such  a thin g as strategic  
super iority,  and  it had  some impact upon the Berlin  crisis of t hat  
period, and the  C uban missile crisis.

Once both sides have  buil t up their  ars enal to the point whe re 
either  can pulverize the  o ther  severa l times over, then is it  sensible  
anymore to tal k about achieving a strategic  preponderance  th at  
has any meaning?

Mr. Zagoria. I don ’t thin k it is sensible.  But I think  on both 
sides there are  fear s th at  the  other side is try ing  to get stra tegi c 
superiority. I th ink th at  there is probably a Soviet cou nte rpa rt of 
our people who fear for ICBM vulne rabi lity.  Professor Legvold gave 
some very int ere stin g figures th at  can be used by those Soviet 
coun terparts.

At the  moment, because we have diversi fied our strategic  force, 
our ICBM land-based missiles are  more vulnerable tha n the  Rus­
sian land-based ICBM’s because they have  not diversified thei r 
force. But they are  going to face the  same problem later on.

Sena tor Church. Yes, they will face the  same  problem lat er  on, 
bu t the  question is, how much of a real  problem is it, or how much 
is i t the  resu lt of th e nuc lear  theologians who concoct the se scenar ­
ios?

When the comm ittee  was told by the  commission th at  we wan ted 
to study what  the  actual physical effects of a nuclear exchange 
would be on the  United  State s and the  Soviet Union, they  spoke of 
a strike against our missile bases, our Minutem en missiles—and 
not of the  sort of surgica l strike th at  we hear about in this  ant isep ­
tic language of the  milita ry experts and the  nuc lear  theologians, 
but of a strike th at  would wipe out between 15 and 20 million 
Americans.

Then, the  scenario went , an Amer ican Pre sident  would hes ita te 
to strike back even thou gh he had the  power left to destroy the  
Soviet Union for fear th at  the Soviet Union, in the  last  act of the  
las t person, would touc h the  but tons  and  fire the  remaining mis­
siles at us.
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All of this  seems to me to be unreal . I canno t imagine any  Soviet 
mil itary leader  saying to the  K reml in:

We now have the  necessary measure of nuc lear  preponderance that  we can take 
out those Minutemen,  and when we do so, we will paralyze the  American President 
who will then refr ain  from retaliation , or if he does retal iate , at least  we have a 
sufficient marg in of missiles that we can get back at  them and decimate wha t is left 
of the United States .

It seems to me that it is u nreal, once you g et to the  poin t where 
the  missiles can destroy both coun tries .

Mr. Zagoria. I agree with  you th at  it would be irr ational for 
Soviet leadersh ip to launch a fir st str ike  aga inst  t he  Uni ted States  
now or at  any  time in the  foreseeable  future. I think  th at  some of 
the  be tter critics  would respond th at  they  are  talk ing  about the 
political and  psychological consequences of the  perception of 
American inferiority.

I agree  with  you that  there is a great deal of theology in the 
debate  as it is taking place in the pages of m any of o ur journals.

Senator  Biden. Don’t the  theologians encourage th at  perception? 
The very people who argue th at  percep tions of American weakness 
are  important are  the same people who con tribu te to a perception 
of American  weakness, by con stan tly talk ing abou t scenar ios in 
which the  United States eit he r loses or gives in to Soviet intim ida­
tion. The troub le is th at  these scenarios are  tota lly implausible . 
They exis t only in the  minds of the  nuc lear  theolog ians. A first- 
strike th re at  is only significant if a rationa l Soviet lead er would 
consider it. If he is irrationa l, the n it doesn’t matt er  in this  con­
text. We can have 4 million M-X, if they are  irrational, and they 
are  still  going to be able to elim ina te somewhere up to 125 million 
Americans.

Mr. Ulam. Senator , if I may say something. If we look at one 
point where everybody agrees the re was some risk  of a nuclear 
conf rontation  with the  Soviet Union, that  was the  Cuban missile 
crisis. At the  time, the  Soviets were in a condition of considerable  
infe rior ity to us in nuc lear  weapons. Still, the  situ atio n developed 
because of the ir perception of our weakness, th at  we would not 
react , and  a series of events sta rted, the momentum of which could 
have led to a  nu clea r crisis.

Mr. Khrushchev was not irra tion al. He was harebrained, as his 
successors say, and had harebrained ideas occasionally. But one 
thin g th at  impressed me at  the  time was th at  even at  the time of 
the  decided inferiority in nucle ar weapons, the  Russ ians assumed 
th at  the  mere prospec t of any  nuclear conflict with the  United  
States would act as a de ter rent  for the  United Sta tes  in defending 
its inte rests.

I reme mber Mr. Gromyko was in Washington at  t he  time, and at 
the  time the  Berlin crisis  was ripening, and President  Kennedy 
called out 150,000 reservis ts. Mr. Gromyko in his interview with 
the  American press said th at  Pres iden t Kennedy should realize 
th at  we don’t live in the  19th century, and consequent ly calling out 
150,000 reserv ists makes  no difference in the  age of modern weap­
ons.

In other words, the  Russ ians  were using some thing  of a nuclear 
bluff at  a time when the y were decidedly infe rior  to us. So the  
quest ion is not academic, or theological whether with a much
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increased power vis-a-vis us in nuc lear weapons, wh eth er this 
would not incr ease  t he ir prop ensi ty for simi lar plays.

Senator  Church. My belief h as always been th at  the  h are bra ine d 
idea was th at  the  Russians  could achiev e something comparable  to 
nuc lear  equivalence  cheaply, by pu ttin g medium rang e missiles in 
Cuba th at  would strike the  United  Stat es and would mak e up for 
the ir infe rior ity in interc ont ine nta l ballist ic missiles, and  th at  this 
kind of blu ff would give them  a nuc lear  equivalence th at  they 
could not other wise attain , excep t for the  massive exp enditur e of 
resources  in the Soviet Union itself.

When the  bluf f was called, the  Russia ns withd rew the  missiles. 
They did behav e rationally .

Mr. Ulam. They did break  down.
Senator  Church. The th re at  was real ly not credible. When the 

Pres iden t reac ted, the Russian s recognized th at  it was not credible, 
and th at  the y were not going to suff er the  destruct ion of t he ir own 
society. So the y backed down. It was a gre at misc alculation  and 
hum iliat ion for them.

Afte r that , they  apparen tly made  a conscious decision th at  they 
would devote however much of th ei r resources as would be neces­
sary  to achieve nucl ear equivalence  with  the  Uni ted States, to close 
the  gap so th at  in the  futu re the y would be in a position of parity . 
Today they are roughly  in th at  position.

The oth er factor th at  has been added to the  equa tion  in the 
mea ntim e is th at  our nuclear  ars enal has continued  to grow mas­
sively—over 10,000 warheads, equ ival ent to 600,000 Hiros himas. In 
the  event of a  miscalc ulation  today, the  level of danger aris ing  out 
of a confrontatio n between these two arse nals is enorm ously  gre at­
er. Both sides have each spen t $1 trill ion just to mak e the two 
countries the  two most insec ure in the  world today. Th at is, I 
thin k, the  cen tra l insan ity of our times .

I don’t know how we crawl down from this  precariou s position. 
But the  only hope th at  I can see is th at  we tak e advanta ge of the 
par ity which makes negotiation possible. As modest as SALT II is, 
the  hope th at  I have is th at  it is a stepp ing stone th at  may lead to 
more sub sta ntial reductions on bot h sides in the  SALT III talks.

That would sum up my feelings towa rd the  tre aty . Do you have 
any respon se to that?

Mr. Ulam. I will ju st use this as an  example th at  perceptions  are 
imp orta nt, and  the  argument  th at  psychologically num bers  are  of 
some impo rtance. What  is even more  imp orta nt is the  impression 
th at  the  Soviets perceive how eag er we are jus t to concede to the ir 
viewpoint  wit hou t protec ting our own inter ests , and arr iving at a 
fair  bargain from our point  of view. Those things add up to a 
situ atio n whe re they would mak e ano the r miscalculation. We 
cann ot precl ude it.

Mr. Legvold. Mr. Chairman , I wond er if I could comm ent on the 
same rang e of questions.

The issue, if you will, is nucle ar blackm ail in these circum­
stances. I th ink it is fair to say it nev er comes as a proposi tion or a 
shot out of the blue, but out of a crisis situa tion. The essen tial 
proposit ion of ratio nali ty, or irrati onali ty in actu ally  using  the 
nuc lear  w eapons is very  rarely  in disput e.
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By and large, the question of nuc lear blackmail is more a com­
ment  on us, th at  is the  poten tial victim, than  it is on the  Soviet 
Union. That is, the extent to which we would, in the  shadow of 
nuclear war, given physical, visible, or tang ible  advantage s on the  
Soviet Un ion’s pa rt, yield.

Tha t has to be converted into some set of scenarios, and the  
nuc lear  theologians,  and so on, who develop this  argue it in the  
following fashion. It is a lmost like one of those computerized chess 
games in which you can set up four  moves, and then press the  
button and see wha t happens. The whole thin g plays its way 
throu gh, and you see the  resul ts. At th at  moment,  we press  the  
button and we see wha t the  whole set  of moves are,  and  responses 
through nuc lear war. Since we know th at  at the  end of t his  proc­
ess, called escalation  or dominance, we lose, we yield before we 
ever get to tha t point. Tha t is th e rea l problem.

The Chairman . It is a ma tte r of will, isn’t it?
Mr. Legvold. Yes, an d that  is why, Mr. Chairman, I said th at  it 

really was a comment on us ra ther  than  it is on the  real ism of the  
proposition.

There is a second side to this,  and  it is very important. It brings  
us back to Cuba. It is the extent  to which at this  moment, if we are 
not bluffing, if we do not yield, even if we were to perceive the  way 
in which the  calculato r plays out the chess game in the  rig ht way, 
the n wha t does the  Soviet Union do in these  circumstances, when 
the  balance no longer looks the  way it did in the  Cuban missile 
crisis.

Tha t raises the  question of the link between the  sta te of the 
stra tegic balance  and Soviet be havior in various par ts of th e world, 
or specifical ly the  question of Soviet risk  taking. I am not  satisfied 
on two scores yet, and I think  th at  people ought to be satisfied on 
this  score before they draw hasty  conclusions. I am not satisfied, 
firs t of all, th at  ther e is a dire ct corre lation  between the sta te of 
the  nuc lear balance and the way in which people behave, by and 
large, when  ther e are risks  involved at  th e low end.

The moment of the  crunch, when you are  eyeball-to-eyeball, 
the re is a link between the  stra tegic balance and risk  taking. But 
at  th e lower level, I am not sur e the re is.

The second point that  I would make, as I look at Soviet behavior  
over the  17 years  since the  C uban missile crisis, I am  not  convinced 
th at  the  Soviets are more pron e to take  risks  today than  then. In a 
period of inferiority, I th ink  t hat  th ey took grea ter  ri sks.

I th ink th at  the  Berlin  crisi s from 1958 to 1961, and  I think the  
Cuban missile crisis of 1962 far  exceed risk tak ing  as such, when 
contrast ed with Angola, with the  Horn, or any thing else that  you 
migh t c ite in the recen t period.

The re is another  way in which you can phrase  the  problem of 
Soviet behavior in risk tak ing , and that  has to do w ith the  way in 
which we have been behavin g outside the  context of the  shifting 
mil itary balance, although maybe because of it. Th at is the extent 
to which  our failu re to res ist Soviet probing has caused them to 
redefine what cons titutes a risk. Therefore, they  feel they can do 
wha t they  want  in Angola or the  Horn because of our failu re of 
will. But even that  is not necessarily  linked to the  strategic bal­
ance.
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I don’t know who believes th at  the  American  response or fai lure 
of response in Angola  was due to the  sta te  of t he overall mi litary  
balance, or the  fai lure to respond in the  Horn of Africa was due to 
the  s tate  of th e stra tegic nuclear  balance.

So even here,  I don’t see evidence that,  in fact, the  Soviets are 
more prone to run risks, or to reca lcul ate  or redefine what cons ti­
tutes a risk at  the  moment.

Sena tor Church. In  the  whole course of th e debate  in the  Sen ate  
abou t wha t American policy should be in Angola—I don’t rem em­
ber  anyone talkin g about the  threa t of a nuclear war.

There were those who wanted  to send in the  CIA, and send in 
Marines, and st ar t anoth er war in the  jungles, and so on. But none 
of them  talked abo ut the  risk of a nuc lear  war. The nuclear ele­
ment,  the  stra tegi c nuc lear  balance did not real ly en ter  into  the 
debate.

Mr. Legvold. That is my point.
Senator Church I  was underscoring your point.
Mr. Legvold. If the general sta tem ent is frequently made, as it 

is, that  the  Soviets are more inclined today, because of th e chang­
ing mili tary  power, to run  r isks, the n where is th e evidence?

The Chairman. As a ma tte r of fact, dur ing  th at  debate, and  we 
had  closed and  open sessions, I don’t rememb er any discussion  
abou t the prospec t of a direct  head-to-head confronta tion with  the  
Soviets. The issue was not that  as it was debated.

I am going to revamp wha t I sa id initially.  I said that  this  was t o 
be an open forum, which  I prefer. But all of the  gent lemen who 
showed up decided th at they  prefe r not to have an open forum, and 
the ones who agree  with me a re not here.  We will ret urn to the  10- 
minute  rule, and I yie ld to Sena tor Javits.

Sena tor J avits. I would jus t like to than k the  witnesses. I am 
read ing the ir sta tem ents now, and I pref er to wait for any ques­
tions.

The Chairman. Sen ato r McGovern?
Sena tor McGovern. Tha nk you.
Fir st of all, I want to commend all four of the  witneses for the  

very  thoughtful  sta tem ents they have presented here  today. I am 
par ticu larly pleased to have Mr. Legvold here because, Mr. Cha ir­
man, he once worked in my office many years ago. I don’t ta ke any 
credit at all for his bril liance and his percep tion, but I do feel very 
proud tha t we once worked together.

I would like to ask all  of you a gene ral quest ion in whatever t ime 
I have. I th ink  th at  we are  dealing in these hea ring s not only with  
Soviet perceptions of us, but  American perceptions of what  the  
Soviets are up to. It has  been repeatedly sta ted  in these  hearings, 
and  implied when it was not stated by other witnesses, th at  the  
Soviet Union is ben t upon a course th at  is aimed  at virt ual ly 
devouring the  West. But I am wondering whether it is not the  
emergence of the  Soviet Union as a majo r superpower in the  world 
today  tha t is really  t roublin g us.

In other words, are  thei r efforts an att em pt to emu late  wha t we 
are  doing as a superpow er around the  world? I see them  doing a 
num ber  of things in the Third  World and  elsewhere that  are  of 
concern  to me, but I have been concerned about th at  pa tte rn of 
conduc t when we prac ticed it.
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Senator  Fu lbr igh t used to make  the observation when he was 
here  th at  w hen he trave led around the world, he saw more Ameri­
can soldiers in airports  going hit he r, dither, and yon, to various 
posts of duty, than  he saw Soviet forces. Maybe t ha t is a n oversim­
plification , bu t we see the  Soviets sending arms and advisors to 
South Yemen, and to Africa, and othe r crucia l points, but  we have 
sent  more arm s and advisors to the Thi rd World, I thin k, than  they 
have.

We see them supporting the  Cubans in other count ries, but  we 
have had our  shar e of direct inte rventio ns, and no one needs to 
tick off th at  list to this audience. We see them  build ing nuclear 
weapons, despite SALT I, and th at  point  has been made  by a 
number of witnesses. But we have not been standing  stil l either in 
the  SALT I. We have tak en the firs t technological step  on such 
things as the MIRV, and now th e cruise missile.

I would like to raise the  quest ion, isn’t the  basic source  of the 
tension the fact that  we have  two major  superpowers, each  tryin g 
to look aft er the ir interests, and extend the ir influence wherever 
they  reasonably  can, and th at  t hat  competition is not quite the  one­
sided campaign of Soviet aggression that  it is somet imes made out 
to be?

Aren’t some of the same things  t ha t worry us in thei r behavior a 
cause for worry to them when  they  a re practiced by us?

I would appreciate  comments from any of you who care  to com­
men t on it.

Mr. Labedz. I could not agree,  Senator, th at  thi s is jus t the 
function of two superpowers, and  th at  the  Russians in some way 
are copying our behavior. I th ink our whole engagement in the  
business of selling arms sta rte d very largely  with  the  Soviet posi­
tion af ter  the war, and  eva luation  by the  Soviet Union of its 
war time pledges, extending its sphere of influence over Eastern 
Europe,  replacing the  gove rnments  with mil itar y force. We may 
have acted  clumsily, or overreacted at  times, but  cer tain ly I don’t 
think  th at  you can make  the comparison and  say th at  this is ju st 
the  trad itio nal  competition, na tural  compet ition of two superpow­
ers.

I think  that  for all our sins of commission and  omission, the 
record as to which power stands for more peacefu l internatio nal  
rela tion s is very clear. I th ink that  any sense of proport ion should 
indicate  that  Russian behavior has been such th at  it should have 
caused us legit imate  concern, and should concern noncommunist 
and  even some Communist  countries all over the  world.

Mr. Zagoria. I do th ink that  the re is a basic validity to the  
argume nt, Sena tor McGovern, that  we are  witnessing two great 
superpowers in competition , seeking to extend the ir influence. I 
think, in fact, th at  a good analogy, insofa r as analogies are  ever 
useful, sometimes some of our people refe r to Nazi Germany, to 
Munich, they evoke the  Germany of the  1930’s as  a n analogy of the  
Soviet Union of today.

I thin k that  a be tte r analogy would be the  analogy that  existed  
on the  eve of World Wa r I between Kaiser Wilhelm ’s Ge rmany  a nd 
Gre at Brita in at  th at  time, in which Kaiser Wilhe lm’s Germ any 
was determ ined to catch up to Gre at Bri tain  and  achieve its place 
in the sun.
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I thi nk  th at  th at  is the situ atio n today. I thi nk  th at  the  Russ ians  

want a place in the sun. Thei r idea of a place in the  sun is to hav e 

as much influe nce in the  world as the  Uni ted State s has.
I think the re ar e a number of things th at  crea te the  problem . 

One is th at  the  Soviet Union is a risin g power. We came out  of 

World War II as the only global power, economically, cul turally , 

ideologically, m ilita rily , and every oth er way.
What has now been happening in the  pas t decade or so is th at  

the  Soviet Union, par ticu larl y thro ugh  the  growth  of its mi litary  

might, is chal leng ing th at  dominance. Tha t, understa ndab ly, cre­

ates  gre at fear, ala rm , suspicions, as did the rise of G erma n power 

on the  eve of World War I in Gre at Britain.
Sena tor McGovern. The reverse of that , Mr. Zagoria, is th at  

they  must have  felt  enormous anx iety  dur ing  th at  period when  

they were so cle arly  overshadowed by A merican  power.
Mr. Zagoria. Th at is right.
I think anoth er fact or th at  has to be bro ugh t into this  equ ation 

is t ha t they  benef it more  from global disorder, disorder partic ula rly  

in the  Third  World, because  they  are  an ant i-st atu s quo power, and  

we are, by and larg e a stat us quo power. There fore, if one can bet 

on anything it is th at  the re will be more radi cal tran sforma tion s in 

the Third  World, many of them  will bene fit the  Soviets and prob­

ably come a t our expense . This will incre ase our anxie ties and  our 

fears.
A lot of the  debate, a lot of the  discomfort in the  United States is 

precisely over the ir tak ing  a dvantage of those oppo rtuni ties creat ed 

by th at  disorder in the  Thir d World.
Having said all that , I would agree  with  Profes sor Ulam on one 

point. Recognizing th is competition, I th ink  th at  we should all 

recognize it, I happen to prefer our system , our  values.
Senator  McGovern. I thi nk  th at  th at  goes withou t saying. I hope 

th at  all of us here are  in agre ement th at  we pref er the  constitu ­

tion al democracy of th e United States, and our  system of free 

ente rpri se, and our resp ect for spi ritu al values more tha n we do 

the Soviet system.
The only questio n I am raising is, is it prop er for us to deduce, 

when  we see the  Soviets actively exploi ting revolutio nary  situa­

tions  in Africa, th at  th at  is necess arily a major th reat  to the  

secu rity of the  West?
Mr. Zagoria. It is pro per  for us to be alarmed, if we wan t to stay  

ahea d. I would like us to stay ahead.
Sen ator  McGovern. The  irony of this is th at  one does not have 

to go very far back in th e histor y of the  two coun tries  when the  

tables were reversed, whe n we were the  country  th at  was seen as 

the  inspiration for revolut iona ry forces arou nd the  globe, and the  

Russi ans were the  gre at sta tus quo power, fear ful of th ese lib ert ar­

ian ideas th at  had been unleashed  in the  Uni ted States . I thi nk  

now those  days are  gone. We are now at  a poin t where  neither 

country  is going to s it stil l while the  oth er achieve s a clear  position 

of superiority.
Mr. Legvold. If you would allow me a sho rt comment on the  

same question, and if you will allow me the  prerogat ive of disagree­

ing with an old employer.
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As Don Zagoria  said, I think th at  it  is a n argu men t. I t hink  it is 
a half-argument. I think it gets to an essential elem ent of the  
problem, the  dimension of the  problem, the  compet ition between 
two superpowers. Indeed, the  Soviet Union  in its own perspective 
often is m erely  a ttem ptin g to  do wh at we have done along the way, 
especially in term s of Angola or Ethio pia.

We have had  our shar e of inte rventio ns, and  we have used our 
mili tary  power in foreign policy comparab ly more often than  the 
Soviet Union. But, as I said, I th ink th at  it is only pa rt of the 
problem. I th ink beyond tha t, I would argue, by my term s, by my 
definitions, the Soviet Union does mean us malice. It does not have 
our inte rest s, by almost any definitio n of those, however they are 
to be perceived or defined, as in th ei r interests.

There  are  certain points at  whic h this becomes complicated. Let 
us say, a Western recession which poses problems to the  Soviet 
Union and  E astern  Europe and so on.

Second, as Mr. Zagoria has  said, the  Soviet Union  is power 
seeking, and  it is a  rising power. It  is seeking its place in the  sun.

I thin k th at  you are  right in you r formula to the  e xte nt to which 
you correct those people who believe that  the  whole thing, the 
prim ary inspi ration, the  wellspring  of Soviet behavio r is to, in your 
words, devour the West, a campaign  of aggression, simple expan­
sionism, or in Mr. Zagoria’s terms, the  equivalent of Nazi Germany 
in the  1930’s.

Nonetheless, they are  seeking power, and they would use it in 
order to influence outcomes th at  in the  long-run are not in our 
inte rest . They want differen t outcomes from wha t we want, and 
that  is why I come to this  th ird  instance, which seems to me to be 
at  the  very heart  of the  ma tte r. We have differen t values. They 
wanted a different outcome in Chile from wha t we wanted . They 
want a different outcome in the  Middle Eas t from what we want. 
They want a different outcome after Tito in Yugoslavia from what  
we want.

Th at is not in our intere st,  and to the  extent  th at  they  are  able 
to combine power in orde r to produce influence, in order to affect 
those outcomes, it is not in our  in terest, even if, to a cer tain  ex tent, 
the re is th e problem of doing wha t we have done before.

I th ink that this  all comes down to the  basic quest ion of how we 
cope with  the  problem, provided  we define it proper ly. It means 
th at  we are really intere sted in influencing thei r behavior, and 
when  it comes to something like Ethiop ia, or Angola, it seems to 
me, in the  futur e, the problem is not whether the Soviets have a 
rig ht to do this because  we have arrogated th at  rig ht in the  past, 
and  have done it  in  t he  past . But that  n either s ide, nor  the commu­
nities about them, are  going to do very well if we both insis t on 
th at  r ight.

We have to figure  out  some way to work our  way through th at  
problem because th at  is ano the r way in which we cannot go back.

Senator  McGovern. We may disagree on some of the  nuances , 
bu t we come ou t w ith the same conclusion, th at  bo th sides ought to 
exercise extreme caution  in trying to contro l events in other peo­
ple’s backyard. I think  t ha t that  doctrine practiced by eith er side is 
going to be self-defeating.

The Chairman. Sen ator Percy.
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Sena tor Percy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, I would very much appreci ate  each of you respond­

ing to a question  with respect to the  effect on our NATO Allies, if 
this  t rea ty is no t ratif ied.

Ambassador Toon said this morning:
I believe the Soviets see an alternativ e to a SALT II agreement, a risky one, but  

one with considerable appeal.  If the Senate  fails to approve the agreem ent, or 
insists on changes unacceptable to the Kremlin,  the  result will be a crisis of 
confidence in U.S. l eadership among our Western allies.

Were a ll of you h ere  this morning?
[No response.]
Senator  P ercy. Let me just finish th at  paragraph.
Driving a wedge between the  United States and its European Allies is a goal of 

the  Soviet foreign policy which long predates arms  control. I am persuaded that  
Moscow would exploit a breakdown in the SALT process to pursue this goal with a 
vengeance. I believe that  they would succeed in doing so. The result could be 
increased U.S. isolation, and  a breakdown in our efforts to stimulate  improvement 
in the conventional and nuc lear defenses of Western Europe.

I happen to believe th at  if th is whole process broke down, the re 
would be an att em pt by the  Soviet Union to exploi t it worldwide, 
as well as in Europe.

Now if we have a bad trea ty, we m ust convince the  world th at  it 
is bad for the  secu rity and  safety of not j us t the United Stat es but  
the  world itself. The United  States is a prot ector of many inte res ts 
arou nd the  world.

Could you comm ent on the degree of concern you feel the re 
would be if  the tre aty  were turn ed down?

What effect would fai lure to ra tify  the  t reaty  have?
I have a couple of oth er questions, so could each of you be as 

brief as possible? I ask  th at  the  record be left open so that  your  
rem arks can be amplified , if you so wish.

Mr. Labedz. Senator  Percy, I believe th at  the ratif icat ion of the 
treaty , and the  rejection of th e rati fica tion  of t he  trea ty, will both  
cause  some sort of disturba nce on the  European scene. On the  
whole, I thin k th at  the  ratif ication, in the  long run , will produce a 
more harmful politica l effect for the following reasons:

The Europeans are  so dependent on the  American  support and  
deterrence that  they  na turally  cling to the  support. They feel th at  
it is not up to  the m, bu t up to the Amer icans  to t ake the  le adership 
in enhancing western defenses which has been generally  recog­
nized as necessary  a fte r the  experience of the  las t decade.

They feel, there fore,  th at  they cannot come out and stick out 
thei r neck in opposing the SALT Treaty  ratif ication. But if your  
premise of th e perception  of the  balance of power in the  world is 
th at  the re is a decline in the  power of the  Uni ted States , which 
leads to a possible unde rmining of the  American secu rity umbrel la 
in Europe, then the  full impact of the  rati fica tion , in term s of 
political perception,  of the  possible legit imat ion of the  Soviet drive  
toward super iority  may come with a delayed  effect on the  Europe­
an scene.

The re may be then , a shock of recognition , a recogni tion of the  
new position of the  Western Europ ean scene vis-a-vis the  Soviet 
Union, and at  t ha t point the pres ent complacent view in Europe  of 
SALT may turn  into, if not a panicky  att itude,  at  least  a much  
more nervous att itude  toward the Soviet Union.
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As we see now already, there are  tendencies, Mr. Ball refer red to 
them  with  respect to Germ any,  toward some kind of European 
neutral ism. I believe con trary to wha t Mr. Ball said that  such 
neutr ali st tendenc ies will be enhanced  only at  th at  point, ra ther  
tha n the  f ailure of ratif ication  may bring them  about  now.

Senator  P ercy. Thank you, Mr. Labedz.
Mr. Zagoria?
Mr. Zagoria. I think  the basic question  is a quest ion of the  

confidence that  our Allies have in us. I thi nk  th at  the ir lack of 
confidence will grow if we dem ons trate th at  we are incapable  of 
pursuing  a unified policy. The adm inis trat ion wan ts to do one 
thing , and  th e Congress does n ot go along.

If we act as if we are  paralyzed, and if we act as if we are 
unreasonab le, I think th at  the Europ eans will draw  many  of these 
conclusions from th e act of no t ratifying  th e treaty .

Therefore, I would th ink th at  it would have a much worse 
impact on our lives. I th ink tha t, for example, the  Germans, who 
are  in the  forefront of the Ostpol itik of improving relat ions  with 
the  Soviet Union in Europe, and the  Japane se who are  in a very 
ten der  strategic situatio n, and  who do not want to provoke a new 
cold war  with the  Russians, both would cert ainl y be very anxious.

The French and the  Bri tish  might very well conclude that  the ir 
only alte rnative  was to increase the ir own nuclear forces, if the  
Soviet Union was going to increase thei rs. This would crea te new 
tensions in NATO.

So, I think, yes; Ambassador Toon is absolutely  correct. There 
would be new tensions in NATO along sim ilar  lines to pro and 
an tit reaty  forces in the  Uni ted States . There would be great  oppor­
tun itie s for the Russians to exploit those tensions, play off Europe­
an powers against the  United  States , and  E urop ean powers again st 
each other,  and Japa n aga inst the  United States, to exploit the ir 
fears that  this country  no longer seems to be able to conduct a 
unified, coherent strategy  vis-a-vis th e Soviet Union. I th ink  t ha t it 
would be very dangerous.

Mr. Legvold. I th ink the  basic proposition is correct at  a  c erta in 
level. But like so much else in this  debate , I th ink that  it is va stly 
overdrawn. I think  th at  the  Soviet Union would try  to exploit  the  
failure of the tre aty  in two respects.

One, I think we would be engaged in a ba ttle  of who destroyed 
SALT inte rnation ally , with  wha t effect I don’t know. Second, I 
think  t ha t the  Soviet Union  would make  progress on the Euro pean  
front, and partic ula rly  press forward  with  the MBFR negotia tions, 
and I thin k th at  the y would receive some response on the  pa rt of 
the  Europeans, probably with also some gre ate r support on the  
pa rt of the American adm inis trat ion, concerned also about the  
implications of a lost SALT.

Senator Percy. The  f ailure of SALT would h elp MBFR?
Mr. Legvold. The failu re of SALT may, indeed, in th at  way.
The Chairman. You just made the  stro ngest argu men t to vote 

again st SALT.
Mr. Legvold. If th at  is the  strongest argument  to vote aga ins t 

SALT, the n I assum e all of you are voting for it.
The larger propos ition, though, is would it really  explode the  

alliance, and would the re be th e enormous tensions, and the  failu re
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of NATO, as some prominent  official has  said, in these circ um­
stances? Tha t, it seems to me, is vastly overdrawn.

The Europeans are  concerned, the  Germ ans par ticu larly, the y 
want  to go forward with the ir own Ostpoli tik. But the  fai lure of 
SALT is not going to transform the  Atlant ic rela tionship  in the 
dire ways th at  a re predicted.

Finally , in terms  of the United States-Soviet relat ionsh ip, I said 
in my opening comments tha t, again,  these things are  overd rawn. 
It is going to acc entuate  the  tensions. I th ink that  it will mak e 
things at leas t as bad as they were in the  spring of 1978 and th at  is 
as bad as they have  been in a very long time, certainly in the  las t 
decade. I am talkin g now about  the  context of the  Horn, Soviet 
intervent ion in the  Horn, the  t ria ls in Moscow, and so on.

But I don’t th ink th at  it would lead us back to that  one funda­
men tal proposition  of the  1950’s and the  ear ly 1960’s, and th at  is 
the  r isk of direc t confrontation. Tension, yes; d irect  co nfron tation , I 
am not certa in. As far  as the  SALT process itsel f is concerned, 
again, those people who say that  failure  eit he r to rati fy here,  or to 
atta ch amendm ents  th at  cause the  Soviet Union to reject,  will 
mean that  we cannot  go forward with  the  SALT process, I th ink 
th at  tha t is overdrawn.

I think we probably will be able to cont inue  with the  SALT 
process, b ut th at  is not  the  cen tral  issue. The issue is w hat kind of 
a par ty will the  Soviet Union be the next time around in a SALT 
negotia tion, and th at  is of impor tan t consequence, and I don’t 
think  they are  going to be an easier party  with which to negot iate.

Sena tor Percy. Mr. Ulam?
Mr. Ulam. I th ink the  worst possibility  from the  Europ ean view­

point is if th is tre aty  is ratified unchanged, even if there  is a s tron g 
feeling that  it confers  substan tial  adva ntages to the  Soviet Union, 
and  you pass it simply because you feel th at  t his  is th e way toward 
gett ing be tter  rela tions with the  Soviet Union.

I think, if the  tre aty is rejected, and I am not saying that  I am 
for rejection of it as a whole, wha t you would probably have is a 
fierce baying and gnashin g of teeth by the  Russians, which would 
be bad for our nerves  for a while, and for the  European nerves. But 
if it is accompanied by a reasoned  case for a diffe rent type of 
treaty , I think eve ntually  it migh t have benefic ial ra ther  than  
det rimental effects on our  alliance and  our own natio nal securi ty.

Sena tor J avits. Would the  gentleman  yield?
Sena tor Percy. I will be happy to.
Sena tor J avits. Gent lemen, a sequel to th at  question is, our 

prim ary problem today  is the destabiliza tion th at  the  Soviets are  
imposing on the  world in various areas by thei r policy and arms 
supply. What is the  view of each of you as to the  effect upon their  
activ ities in areas, such  as the Middle East, and  Africa, and other 
places, of the Sen ate’s r atifying or n ot ratify ing?

Mr. Labedz. In general , it would have a very  negative effect in 
the world on the  perception of the Amer ican political will and  of 
the  American resolve to stop the process which has been going on 
for many years  of the  Soviet political and stra tegi c ascendency in 
the  inte rna tion al balance  of power.

Therefore, I believe th at  one has to, firs t of all, conc entrate on 
the  problem of the  tendency which exists  now in term s of thi s
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balance, ra ther  than  on the  tre aty  itself.  I believe th at  the re is a 
connection in terms  of politica l dimension  between the  rati fica tion  
of the  t rea ty and  t he  pe rception of th is balance. But the  fund amen­
tal thin g is wh at the  Russians them selves see as the  rela tion  of 
these  factors .

To the  ext ent  th at  the  symbolic significance of the  tre aty  will 
contribute to the  perception which  is, to the  Europeans and, 
indeed, to many Americans, deeply  worrying, to this  exten t the  
Soviet calculation of t he correlat ion of forces; i.e. not only of the  
mili tary  stra tegic balance, but  of t he  overal l politica l balance, will 
raise  the  possibili ty of the Soviet risk taking, the  threshold of r isk 
will be lower for them.

Of course, the fundamental thing  is the  real  thing, namely, the 
balance of forces.

Mr. Zagoria. I think th at  there  is a limited  payoff th at  we are 
going to get from SALT in term s of trying to get Soviet restr aint  in 
the  world. We will remain competitive. However, I thin k th at  w hat 
margina l chances the re are  for inducing gre ate r rest ra in t on the 
Russian side for turn ing  what will remain a basical ly compet itive 
rela tionship  into a somewhat more civilized competitive rela tion ­
ship, and a somewhat less dangereous competit ive rela tionship , the 
chances for that  are  be tte r over the  longer run  if we continue 
SALT as  a process, and not ju st  SALT II, but SALT II I and  so on, 
because I think the  Soviets have a stake in th at  process, and 
par ticu lar ly if we are  able to convince the  Russians th at  the ir 
violation of cer tain  rules of th e game —the ir use of Cuban troops in 
Africa and  in the Middle East—is simply incom patible with our 
und erst and ing  of deten te, and  th at  even tual ly the  SALT process 
will be affected by that.

If we can get t ha t message across to them, and cont inue  SALT a t 
the  same time, then I th ink the re is cert ainl y some chance of 
induc ing greater res tra int in the ir behavior , but  it will be very, 
very difficult. They are  very, very pers isten t. We have  to be also.

Mr. Legvold. I ag ree with so much of wh at Mr. Zagoria  has just  
said. Again, there are  two imp ortant  refinements, it  seems to me.

The firs t is the way in which  SALT may fail, and  the  second is 
the  con tent  of the rela tion ship  in its other aspects, economic coop­
erat ion,  the stat us of the  Jackson-Vanik amendm ent,  or the  Ste­
venson amendment, and oth er forms of cooperation in other areas.

In terms of the  way in which  it fails, the re is a  vast difference in 
terms  of Soviet behavior in other areas,  if th e fail ure  is because the  
Soviets are convinced th at  this  body has decided th at  they want to 
destroy the trea ty, and att ach kille r amendments , and that  is it, 
and  the  onus bran ding  it is to be transferred to the Soviet Union. 
Or if they perceive th at  the re are  people, from thei r point of view, 
who are  misguided, bu t who wan t to correct an  agreement,  and 
who a re also basically committed to the  ag reem ent.

The Soviets are  not utt erl y incapable of apprecia ting  tha t. How 
they are  going to cope with it is ano the r ma tte r. They may not 
respond well.

The thir d factor  is the  role of t he adm inis trat ion. The worst of 
all worlds, and you could never have  had the  two combined—a 
Sena te determined to destroy  the  SALT ag reem ent,  and an adm in­
istra tion  unwilling to  f ight  for the  SALT agreement.
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I believe, in looking at Soviet responses,  th at  1 year ago or IV2 
year s ago, begi nnin g in the  fall of 1977 and  going throug h the 
spring of 1978, one of the  gre at Soviet concer ns was the  exten t to 
which this  adm inis trat ion, the  Ca rte r adm inis trat ion  was rea lly  
commit ted to SALT. Now they  are  satis fied th at  this admi nis tra ­
tion is committed to SALT. Of course, to a large part they  respon d 
to Americ an policy in term s of the  adminis tra tion’s policy. So t ha t 
is a  fur the r factor.

Now, in term s of t he  direct rela tion ship  of Soviet behavior in the  
Third  World, as I said, I second so much  of what Mr. Zagoria  has  
argued.  I believe th at  the  essential propos ition is one of restr aint  
and  constrai nt. Th at is, securing Soviet restr aint  by pa tte rns  of 
mu tua l restr ain t in the things th at  we do, or do not do, and  at  the  
same time con stra inin g them  by mak ing it plai n th at  if they  in ter­
vene the re is always the  risk, when we choose, of c oun teri nte rven­
tion, for example.

Here  I would arg ue th at  the  balan ce of forces mat ters , not pre ­
cisely as Mr. Labedz sta tes  in term s of the  larg er correlati on of 
forces, or the  overall mil itar y balance, but  the  rele van t milita ry 
power, and th at  is force projection and  what we need to cope with  
circum stances like a crisis in the  Per sian  Gulf, or Angola, or 
Ethiopia .

Throu gh this  comb inatio n of con str ain t/r es tra int , as Mr. Zagoria 
pointed out, we begin to lose a pa rt of th at  balance, we forego the  
movem ent toward  pa tte rns of m utual re st ra in t if we defeat SALT. 
But basically, and  on balance, I thi nk  th at  th at  is largely  mar gina l 
because I think it is going to come out of the  complex of the 
relati onsh ip, and out of the  tota lity  of the  compo nents of the  rel a­
tionship, including economic cooperation, and the  way we deal with  
one ano the r on a  range of problems.

Senator  J avits. Professo r.
Mr. Ulam. I thi nk  in the  paper I trie d to spell out the  original 

concept behind SALT I, th at  it was not merely a strategic  arm s 
agreem ent  but  was conduc ted on cer tain  assumptions of mu tua l 
behavior by both part ies.  By and large  the  Soviets’ behavior has 
not been such to meet our expectat ions.

As I said, the worst  thi ng  from every point  of view would be if 
we conclude SALT II j us t out of weakn ess or out  of fe ar of displeas­
ing the Russians and mak ing  them  quite mad at  us. I think th at  
would be very largel y a self-fulfill ing prophecy.

On the  other hand I th in k if th is discussion leads to amen dments 
and decla rator y sta tem ents and so on, it will give enough warn ing 
to the  Russians th at  we are stubb orn abou t our inte rest , especially 
if t his  is accompanied by our  readiness to use oth er weapons at  our 
disposal, the economic we apon and the  diplom atic weapon.

I do not think it qui te fits to say we know you have been 
misbeh aving and this  tim e we give you SALT II but watch out for 
the  futu re, we may not do it again. I thi nk  th at  kind  of impression 
would probably be the  worst impression we could crea te both for 
the  Russians and the  Thi rd World which would encourage and 
stre ngthe n the ir misch ief m akin g all over the  world.

Sen ator J avits. Tha nk you very much.
The Chairman. Sen ator Hayak awa, you have been very patient.
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Senator Hayakawa. I am enjoying this  very much and  I w ant to 

tha nk  all of you for being here.  I have enjoyed your presenta tions 
and have been fascinated by y our  discussion. I am especial ly happy 
to see Professor Ulam. I th ink I reviewed a book of yours about 7 
or 8 years  ago, did I not?

Mr. Ulam. I hope favorably.
Senator  Hayakawa. I t hink  so. I think we h ad some correspond­

ence a fterw ards . It is a pleasure to see you here,  sir.
I have  some questions for various  individuals  to discuss. I would 

like to ask Mr. Legvold why it  is in March  1977 we made certain 
proposals to the U.S.S.R. which  enta iled a fair ly sub stantial reduc­
tion of strategic  weapons and  the  Krem lin flatly  refused to con­
sider  such a proposal. Why was tha t?

Mr. Legvold. I thin k there were thre e reasons.  I th ink the  first  
was, a nd in ascending orde r of importance , the  way in which it was 
sprung  on them. It was announced publicly vir tua lly  at  the  same 
time  they  received i t. They do not take  well to this  kind of negotia­
tion. The second reason was, from their  po int of view, it threw over 
an agreem ent  tha t had been laboriously nego tiated  s ince the  fa ll of 
1974, and when the  Soviets do these  things, they proceed incre­
mentally .

I said in order of importance. The thi rd reason was they  rega rd­
ed it as a one-sided proposit ion. One-sided because it  asked them to 
make , talk ing about the  three dimensions in terms  of the overall 
cuts, the  major cuts in all  the  programs including the  heavy mis­
siles down to 150, the  MIRV program down to 550 when they  
probably projected a minimum of 820 as we now know or maybe 
even 1,000. We were s ettl ed on th e 550, and  so on.

Second, in terms of c ruise missiles, the  only lim it that  we were 
offering  them was a range limit. There was no indica tion that  we 
were  prepared to do any thing  other than  build  as many as we 
cared to build of those  w ith in that  range limi t which  in the ir point 
of view was inte rpre ted in the  context of Europea n theater.

Third and most important,  the  essential  limit on modernization 
was for ICBM’s. It said noth ing about modernization of th e SLBM 
force where we had the lead and where the  concern  from their  
poin t of view at  th at  ju nc ture  was Triden t II and  indeed Trid ent I 
before it and no pledge th at  we would do anyt hin g about  t ha t race. 
As a  modernization lim it on ICBM’s, i t meant  it came at a point  in 
which we were considerab ly advanced  with our  MIRV development 
and  they were essentia lly 3 years  into their  MIRV development.

From the ir point  of view it was a one-sided arrangement.
I want to add something that  I have often said to them  in this  

context.  I think they were wrong to respond only at those thr ee  
levels. I thin k they were  wrong to rejec t the  notion that we might 
be able to proceed toward deep cuts in princ iple and they  were 
mistaken not to offer a counterproposal and see whe ther  we could 
negotiate at  th at  point.  They should not have  rejected it out of 
hand but if I answ er your question as a Soviet watcher , the n the 
thi rd point was the y thought, I thin k, th at  it generally was one­
sided and w hether  i t was or not is another  m atte r.

Senator Hayakawa. I thin k you have alre ady  answered, you feel 
they  should have tak en  us up on the  proposal.
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Mr. Legvold. Th at is right. I thi nk  the  worst circumstance was 
for them  to rejec t it  the  way they  did and force us back to the  
consequences in May and  so on, but  so they  did.

Senator  Hayakawa. Professor Zagoria, I have a question for you 
also. I love your metaphor  of the Chicken Lit tle school of foreign 
policy. I enjoyed your pap er very much.

There is some thing  which bothers me. You said we should take 
thi s opportuni ty to wa rn the  Russians that  de ten te is incompatible 
with many of  th eir  a ctions in the  T hird  World. Of course I believe, 
myself, that  we have  nev er had a d eten te as long as they have been 
keeping with this kind  of action.

We have warned the Soviets. You say we should take  this  oppor­
tun ity  to warn  t he  Soviets. It seems to me th at  we have warned the  
Soviets repeatedly and  wha t makes you thi nk  a new warning  will 
be any more effective than  the previous  warnings?

Mr. Zagoria. I am not talking, Sena tor, ju st  about a warning. I 
th ink we have to, by both  word and deed, mak e it clear  to the  
Russians that  if there is continued Cuban combat troop involve­
ment in the  Th ird World, if there  is cont inued heavy  arming of Mr. 
Quadaffi in Libya—and the re are  a whole varie ty of o ther  actions 
of this  kind th at  the Russians categorize as national liberation 
movements, which they say are compat ible with their  und ers tand­
ing of peaceful coexistence and detente—we shou ld make it clea r to 
them by word and by deed that  in our vocabulary these  two thing s 
cannot be compar tmen talized, that  u ltim ate ly there will have to be 
a reciprocal dete nte in which they  will have  to show much gre ate r 
restr aint  in the  T hird  World, par ticu lar ly than  they have shown in 
the  past.

My proposition is if we say th at  and  act th at  way at the  same 
time that  we are  engaged in the  SALT process and at the  same 
time we are engaged in a growing economic rela tion ship  and at the  
same  time that  the re is a stake  for the  Russ ians in improving 
rela tion s with us, th at  at  some point  the  leaders will have to sit 
arou nd with each oth er and  say, well comrades , we have a choice 
th at  we have to make. Who is more imp ortant? What is more 
importa nt, our rela tionsh ip with the  Americans,  technology, trad e, 
developing Siberia, and so on or Angola and South Yemen?

Th at is the  choice I would like to force the  Soviet leade rship  to 
make. You are quite  righ t. So far  we have not  gotten very far.

Senator  H ayakawa. We have had words and no deeds.
As you say, it should have  compelled the  Soviets to ask the m­

selves the  question, do we want to improve our  rela tions with the  
Uni ted States. It seems to me they  have  never had to ask th at  
quest ion because we hav e had a few mild words but no deeds.

Mr. Zagoria. I th ink  we have had the  worst  of both worlds. We 
promised them or seemed to be promising them  in the  early  1970’s 
a huge  trad ing relatio nsh ip and then we withdrew  tha t. At the  
same  t ime when they  did  make  their various advances in the  T hird  
World, we were unable to mount any actions, politica l, milit ary, or 
otherwise to stop them from doing tha t, from thinking th at  it 
might be risky.

We have not offered the m a stake  in the  rela tion ship  and at  the  
same  time we have been  impotent in meeting the ir challenge. 
What I am proposing is th at  we reverse tha t, we offer them  a
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positive stake in the relatio nsh ip and th at  we do try  to take  a 
variety of actions that  will convince them  th at  their  continued 
fishing in  troubled w aters  in t he  T hird  World will be risky.

Senator Hayakawa. The problem you raise is a crucial one to me 
because  those who have proposed this SALT II T reaty have  insisted 
th at  the re be no linkage  between this  tre aty  and all the  other 
Soviet behav ior elsewhere  in the  world. We should try  to think of 
this  tre aty by itself  in a kind of isolation. I find it difficult to 
achieve  th at  level of schizophrenia, to be able to divide myself into 
two an d look at these  th ings  s eparately .

Mr. Zagoria. I agree with you, Senator. I th ink  in fact that  the 
SALT debate in the country  as a whole and perh aps  even in the 
Sena te is in large pa rt a debate about  the  na ture of the  Soviet 
Union and the nat ure  of Soviet foreign policy and  the  nature  of 
Soviet objectives in the  world. I think in a coun try such as ours 
those things canno t be sep ara ted  from SALT.

Senator Hayakawa. Thank you, Professor Zagoria.
I would like to address a question to Professor Ulam. You say in 

your  opinion we ought to convince the  Soviet lead ers of our pur ­
pose, the  dete rmin ation  and ability to bar  furth er  efforts of being 
uni late ral ly advan taged  a t the  expense of the  West, in other words, 
how can we show the  Soviets that  kind of fina lity  of purpose 
with out  risking  a  c onfronta tion or do we w ant to risk  that  confron­
tat ion  in order to c larify our purpose?

Mr. Ulam. I tr ied  to point that  out in the  paper and that  is why 
I spoke about economics. I am far from being an  expert but  I 
somew hat disagree with  my colleague, Professor Zagoria, that  the  
Soviet Union has not alread y gotten  tremendo us advantages from 
detente economically and  in tran sfers of technology.  Look at the  
figures of trade.  The orig inal  princip le of SALT I was the car rot  
and  stick simile of our  rela tions with  the  Soviet Union. For the  
pas t 7 years  they have been munching the  c arrots  but the  stick has 
not been very much in evidence. I do not thi nk  we can do it. I 
think  they are very toug h customers.  We cannot  do it simply by 
saying next time you w ill go too far. I t hin k we have to star t doing 
it now about the  whole problem of the  Cubans.  Scrutin ize the  
provisions of SALT II with  an eye to whether we gave in on some 
provisions simply to have  a treaty  or whether we feel that  some 
provisions are unf air  a dvan tages to the Soviet Union.

I thin k warnings are not very useful but  I would go even so far  
as to say t ha t when it comes to  verbal warnings,  we have not done 
enough. There  were some people who were unconcerned, believing  
that  the Soviets would even tually  develop sor t of indigestion, they 
will have the ir own V ietnams and so on. I  have  not seen the  Soviet 
students  dem ons trat ing against their  policies in Afghanistan and  
Angola and they  a re not likely to.

I think we should pass deeds fairly  soon an d do it  r igh t now, an d 
the  process of this  detente itsel f is one yardsti ck of how seriously 
the  Soviets take our warnings, if indeed we do issue warnings.

I agree with you th at  it is impossible to sepa rate  SALT II com­
pletely from other aspects  of our policy. Th at was not done with 
SALT I. I th ink  I would have been happier  if indeed we could have  
made it clear  dur ing  the  process and stuck to it that  any  tre aty 
eventually  to some extent must depend on Soviet behav ior in var-
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ious areas of the  world and  not jus t on qua nti ties  of t his  or th at  
weapon.

Senator  Hayakawa. Thank you very much.
Mr. Chairman,  with  you r leave, I am going to make a sta tem ent 

which is really  only a quest ion in the  sense th at  all these  gentle­
men are  welcome to comment  on it, if th ey wish. It is tr iggered off 
by Professor Zagoria’s sta tem ent that  we cannot  any  longer afford 
the  luxu ry of 100 foreign policies, one for each Sena tor, one for the  
Sta te Dep artm ent and  a no the r one for  the  Nation al Securi ty Coun­
cil.

Of course that  is the  way our coun try works. I feel myself at a 
very serious disadvantage in nego tiating or t alk ing  about coming to 
a tre aty agreement with  a nation whose represe ntative s are  not 
elected. They are a self-p erpetuating elite. As far  as we know they 
have no consultative process by which they know what the  various 
nationalities, the  various working class groups, et cetera, wan t out 
of Soviet life. This elite  decides foreign policy for itse lf and even 
within that  el ite the re is no visible difference of opinion.

Here we have not only 100 but possibly several million foreign 
policies in this  coun try which  we have  to pull together into one 
document, a treaty  t ha t we can discuss and  negotia te with ano the r 
party. On the  other side we have a peculia r monolithic  system. On 
top of that  they  have full access to our  discussion including the  
words we are  speak ing th is very afternoon  which  are  all on the  
record  and which are  published freely and  they have  full access to 
our techn ical journa ls and  our scientific information, all sorts of 
information about our  weapons which is published and  all sorts of 
information about  our public  discuss ions is published.

We have no such access to wha t they are  thinking. They have 
only one monolithic party  line. This makes  it very difficu lt to  th ink  
of this treaty  as being a resolution of differences between two equal 
powers confronting each other. They are  ext rao rdinar ily  diffe rent 
powers.

If we were negot iating  thi s treaty  w ith Japa n or Britain,  France , 
or Italy,  or Greece, it would be one thing. We are  negotiating this  
tre aty  with a pecul iarly monolithic tot ali tar ian  sta te in which as 
you say the re are  no stu dent demonst rators for tes ting the  policies 
of thei r government.

Therefore, whatever  tre aty we e nte r into, I must say I am terri ­
bly nervous about  it. We are not as two natio ns confronting  each 
other as peers. We are  confronting  each other as two enti rely  
differen t kinds of political anima ls. I do not know what histor ical 
meaning  such a  tr ea ty will have  in th at  si tuation.

The Chairman. You keep coming back to studen t demonstra tors.
I do n ot know how you always get to th at.

Sen ator H ayakawa. He b rought  it  up.
The Chairman. I am  teasing you. If anybody has  experience with 

studen t demo nstra tors, the two most experienced are you and I 
because at  the  time when the demonstrations were going on I was 
one of the  ones dem ons trat ing  unlike anyone else in the  U.S. 
Sena te and  at the  time  the y were going on, you were one of the  
ones speaking out. Tha nk God I was in Syracuse and  you were in 
San Francisco.  You might have flunked me.

Senator Hayakawa. I would  have had you a rres ted.
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The Chairman. I expect you might have. I am jus t than kful that 
you do not share the  viewpoint of some who agre e with you on 
SALT, which is that  I should now be arrested for my position.

I would  l ike to  pu rsue  i f I may severa l of the  lines of questioning. 
I would like to commend me for my patience.  I t hough t by opening 
this  up, and chairing, th at  I would get to ask all the questions. Lo 
and  behold a ll the senior members showed up.

I forget who made the sta tem ent  th at  the re tends to be an 
oversimplification when we discuss events in oth er part s of the  
world. Angola and Ira n were  mentioned. I am just wondering 
wh eth er the Soviet Union’s activi ties in say, Angola, bore any 
rela tionship  to the ir perception of hav ing achieved strategic  par ity 
with the  United States . In other words, did the y take the  action 
the y took in Angola as a consequence of thei r significantly in­
creased strategic capabil ity or did they do it for a total ly different 
reaso n having no rela tionsh ip to the  s trategic  balance  between the  
Uni ted States  and the  Soviet Union?

I wish you would respond to that  specific question. We a re tal k­
ing about motivation . Wh at was the Soviet motiva tion? What made 
them think they  could run the  risk  they  ran  in Angola? Was it 
because they felt they were so strong stra tegi cally or was it for 
oth er reasons?

Let’s sta rt with  Professor Ulam.
Mr. Ulam. I thi nk  you emerge sometimes with a very stra nge  

sor t of ratio naliz ation  of rational behavior . People say before the  
late 1960’s they  acted  aggressively because the y were unsure  of 
themselves and we h ad strategic  super iority . Now they act because 
they have equivalence or they  feel they  have some superiori ty and  
consequently they  feel more assured.

I feel the  m ain exp lana tion  is simply they acted  the way they did 
in Angola not so much because they  counted the  relat ive sta te of 
the ir strategic weapons but they  felt the  Uni ted States would not  
meet the ir chall enge at  the  other level, th at  you will not rea ct 
economically. We would not do a symbolic thing  like recal ling an 
ambassador or being  vigorous. They felt the advan tage was to 
decrease the  U.S. pres tige and power in the opinion of t he  Thi rd 
World.

Now of course we should not concen trate on the  Third  World. 
They may feel thei r strategic  gains  und er thi s agreement if it does 
confirm them  or the y perceive them  as such may allow them to act  
more vigorously elsewhere.

The Chairman. I would l ike to get to t ha t question  as a follow-on 
question. If I could get j us t once and for all some specific comment  
as you ju st gave me on the Third World connection if you will. It  is 
used so much so man y times by so many people, pro and con, in 
this debate.

Professor Legvold?
Mr. Legvold. Ea rlier I refe rred  to an imp orta nt part or core of 

this question and that  is Soviet risk  tak ing  and the  correla tion  
between the sta te  of the mil itary balance and Angola as an  in­
stance of risk  ta king.

I do not th ink the re is anyone at  thi s table  who would disag ree 
that  the  ques tion really is unanswerable.  I do not think  any  of us 
know in a fundam ental way.



115

You give us a choice between the  two. Was it the  change in the  
power balance th at  caused them to do w hat  the y did in Angola or 
was it simply an opp ortu nity  tha t came along th at  they would have 
seized whatever the  sta te  of the overall  mi lita ry balance,  partic u­
lar ly the  stra tegic  nuc lear balance? The problem is that  it gets 
blu rred because somewhere  in between the  defin ition of “opportu­
nit y” has to do with  the obstacles they  thought they  would meet 
which means what we would do and  the n the  problem is wha t 
dete rmin ed our behavior in these  c ircumstances .

Was it the  sta te of the mili tary  balance or was it a so-called 
Vie tnam  syndrome, a kind  of immobil ity and  unwillingness  to 
become involved in oth er such events along the way?

The Chairman. Is there any place in the  lit eratu re  on Angola 
th at  suggests th at  overall mili tary  force balance was a factor  in 
what we did?

Mr. Legvold. On our side or t he ir side?
The Chairman. On o ur side.
Mr. Legvold. In a sense,  yes. There are  people who argue  th at  

the  erosion of the mi lita ry balance between t he  two sides, including 
the  stra tegic  balance , contribu ted to our sense of will, if you like, 
or lack of will in these circumstances, whether it was opera tional 
in the day-to-day sense th at  influenced it or w hat.

The Chairman. Maybe th at  happened in the  academic world, b ut 
it did not happen down here.  It did not happen in the  Sta te 
Department. It did not hap pen  in the  Defense Departm ent.  It did 
not happen on the  floor of the  Senate. It did not happen here  in 
committee. It did not hap pen  anywhere at  any  place at  any time 
und er any circumstances at  all among the  policym akers of this  
count ry.

I would be really intere sted if you in your  fut ure resea rch can 
come up with any evidence th at  any policymaker in the  United 
Stat es of America even considered the  comparability  of  forces being 
a faction  in whe ther  or not  we responded in Angola. I have never 
once hea rd it even from my strange  friends at  the  Defense Depart­
men t who march in with  thei r death scenarios for us. This is for 
the  record, as they say.

Mr. Legvold. To try  to disentan gle some of these  elements, first  
of all I am not argu ing th at  if the argument  was made, and I th ink  
it was made, maybe not by policymakers but I would argue a 
version of it was made, as far  as I unders tood thei r public sta te­
ments , by people within the  Congress, for example, in a very gener­
al way. The policymaker is ano the r m atte r.

I want to sepa rate  anothe r thing,  the  ext ent  to which I think  
th at  is the  case. I am the  one who began by saying t ha t I doubt the  
correlat ion between the  mi lita ry balance and Soviet risk  taking , 
and for t ha t ma tter  ou r w illingness to respond in these instances at  
this  low level of something like  Angola. This is not my perception.

As fa r as the Soviet side is concerned, I would argue th at  i f the re 
was any  factor  that  they tho ught explained our behavior in some 
larg er sense, that  is a continuing factor th at  impinged on our 
decisions in Angola as opposed to the immediate considerat ions of 
Angola, including our South  African foreign policy in th at  case, it 
was more Vietnam than  it was the  mil itary balance, the  overall 
shif t in the  m ilitary balance.
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In any  case the  Soviets never defined the  balance between us in 
term s of th e mili tary  ba lance  alone. The mil itar y balance is always 
a component of what Mr. Labedz referred to as the  correlation of 
forces and  th at  corre lation  of forces also includes a Vietnam  syn­
drome or it includes the  str ength  of national liberation , revolution 
forces, or what have you in the area .

When the Soviets analyzed it, th at  is the  way in which they  put 
it.

There is a final comment th at  I would make because  my basic 
proposit ion is I do not see a connec tion between the  two, eith er in 
Soviet perception or in fact in dete rmin ing our reac tion  and the 
kind of opportuni ty the  Soviets had.

The las t point I would mak e is w hat they did in Angola  they did 
ra ther  cautiously. Mr. Ulam  is absolu tely correct in saying that 
they pushed  against no res istance  and it allowed them to go for­
ward. They went thro ugh  a whole series of stages before the  thing  
was final ly consummated in the  spring of 1976. They  watched the 
insipid  escalation of supply  to the  respective groups in the spring. 
They watched the  reac tion  of the  OAU [Organization of African 
Unity] in the  summer. They watched the  reac tion  of Secre tary 
Kissinger’s policy in the  fall. They watched it through the  Decem­
ber  19 vote within  the  Congress on fur the r assis tance to the  parties 
and  final ly they watched it all the  way thro ugh  th at  critical OAU 
vote in Jan uary 1976.

They did not rush in bu t they  did push in gradua lly and met no 
resistance and that  was decisive.

Mr. Zagoria. Are you asking about their  motivation  or ours or 
both?

The Chairman. I sta rte d off by asking about their s. Did they  
move because they  felt they now had a stra tegi c advantage  or at 
least parity? Did t ha t embolden them to do someth ing?

Mr. Zagoria. I would say other factors were much more impor­
ta nt  and some have alread y been mentioned. The re was the  Viet­
nam  syndrome in the Uni ted States , Waterga te, the  fact th at  so 
many Americans tho ught we had no good options and therefore 
the re was a vir tua l certa inty that  we would not become involved.

I thin k also the  Soviets thought they  had a jus t cause or a cause 
th at  could be por tray ed as jus t among many Africans. Afte r all, 
these were people figh ting  against the  Portuguese , although they 
ultimately sided with only one faction in th at  strugg le against the  
Portugese.

I thin k they also felt  th at  s ince the  other African countries were 
divided among themselves as to which of these  various  factions to 
support, they  could weigh in in support of one of them  withou t 
gett ing an extremely negative react ion from a lot of African coun­
tries.

I think the  South African  interven tion  on the  side of MPLA’s 
enemies helped legitimize even more the  Soviet-Cuban supp ort for 
the  MPLA.

I thin k the re are  a whole variety of considera tions in the  Soviet 
mind. I think  one of the  critical factors  th at  the Soviets always 
weigh very carefully  is, is t he United Stat es in or out, is it  l ikely  to  
get in or out, and  therefore is t his inte rventio n likely to lead us to 
an eyeball-to-eyeball  confrontation with  the  United  Sta tes?
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For example, if you look a t the ir behavio r in Korea over the  pas t 
decade, even when they  have been amassing all this  milita ry 
power, they  have been  e xtraordinarily  cautious. They do not  supply 
advance weapons systems to Kim II Sung although he is despe rate ­
ly anxious for them . In 1968, when he seized the  Pueblo and  the  
United Sta tes sen t in a naval task force in response to tha t, the  
Soviets were very  cautious then.  In 1969, when we sent  in anoth er 
naval task force to the  Sea of Japan  af ter  the  North Koreans shot  
down an EC-121, the  Soviets not only were cautious in response 
but  th ey helped  us pick up  th e survivors  as a  c lear warning  to  Kim 
Il Sung that  t hey  did not want  him to get them involved w ith us in 
a war in Korea.

Again in 1976, when the North Koreans killed a couple of Ameri­
cans and South Koreans  over a poplar tree  inciden t, we sen t a 
naval task  force into the Sea of Jap an  and this time  the  Russians 
did not do a thing .

I think  in places where the  United  States is presen t with  a 
strong comm itment or the re is a  strong likelihood that  the United  
States would consider it as a chall enge  to some vita l int ere st and 
might get involved or where th e United States has some good 
options, the Russians would th ink twice. I think  they  pick the ir 
targ ets  very  carefully and there are  many factors  involved apart  
from t he  overall balance.

The Chairman. Are they  not going to think  twice regardless  of 
whether or not they have stra teg ic parity?

Mr. Zagoria. I think  Professor Legvold is correc t, that  the 
burden of proof is on those  who say this  changed corre lation of 
forces at  the  strategic level ha s grea tly increased thei r risk  taking. 
One could make the case th at  they were taking  risks  in the  1950’s.

The Chairman. It did not seem to slow th em down in Czechoslo­
vakia.

Mr. Zagoria. At the  same time, it is a  moot question. We do not 
know wha t is likely to hap pen  in the 1980’s. I would say we would 
cer tain ly not want  to put  ourselves into a position where not only 
the  a larm ists  regard us a s inferior but also many  o the r people both 
in the United  States and throug hou t the  world who are  not alarm­
ists. If such a situation were  to develop, I think  it  would have an 
impact on Soviet behavior.

Mr. Labedz. Senator  Biden, Professor Ulam mentioned that  the  
Soviet leaders have acte d aggressively when the y were weak and 
behaved aggressively also when they  became stronger. There  is no 
contradiction between the two because as any poker p layer can say, 
you can sometimes blu ff when you have nothing in your cards but  
it  is bet ter  to have a royal flush if you w ant to win.

Indeed there is a correlat ion between the  Soviet’s stre ngth and 
their  behavior, not in the  sense th at  they cannot  try  to do a  Cuba 
but in the  sense th at  if they  had to do a Cuba nowadays it would 
be a much less risk  tak ing  operat ion from thei r point of view t ha n 
it was in  1962.

I find this  is an exercise of u nrealit y when  my friend Professor 
Zagoria argues th at  at any given instance, when the  Soviets were  
facing real  risks, the y were not taking these risks. He also says 
that  we have to dem onstrate to them  by words and deeds th at
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there are  risks  involved in wha t he calls  “detente aft er SALT II 
ratif icat ion.”

I would like to hea r what  such deeds can be and whether such 
deeds would not immediately bring from him a charge to a person 
proposing them th at  he is Chicken Little . I see here a cer tain  
schizophrenia, a certain con tras t between one part of Professor 
Zagoria ’s reasoning  with the  prem ise th at  the  Soviets are  not 
taking any risks and the  argument  th at  in fact all the  evidence of 
Soviet histo ry points precisely to th e opposite conclusion. It is not 
only Soviet history but universal  his tory which shows t ha t empires 
expand unt il they find themselves facing some other power.

If the re is no possibility of pre sen ting them  with  it, the n the 
Soviet Union will expand and th at  is why I feel the  quest ion of the  
Soviet sources of conduct, t he question which you put to  us, is to be 
seen in this  par ticu lar  pol itical dimension.

They have  of course been tak ing  risks  such as Angola. I was in 
Peking at  th at  time. The Chinese expected the  United States to 
react. The Soviets had a be tte r perception because  they had  taken 
the  r isks on t he  premise th at  t he re  would be no reaction.

The Chairman. Pa rt of th e same  debate that  went on when the 
Chinese had  to make a decision about Vietnam and we had to 
make a decision about  what the Russians were likely to do as a 
consequence of the Chinese decision.

Mr. Labedz. Obviously each power makes a pre lim inary calcula­
tion of what is the likely behavior or react ion on the  pa rt of the 
other power. At that time,  if you recollect, Sec reta ry Kissinger 
actual ly came with the  quest ion of what the  consequences of doing 
nothing  in Angola might be in the  long run . I am no friend of 
Hen ry Kissinger’s policy bu t I remember  at  th at  time he had 
actu ally  b rought to the  notice of the Sena te a possible consequence 
of not  facing the question and we are discussing  now such potential 
possibilit ies a fter  SALT II.

The Chairman. My only  point is th at  the  stra tegic balance 
seemed to  be an irrelevant consideration.

Is the re anyone of you who would suggest th at  by signing the  
SALT Trea ty, we would be  precluded from moving forward  on wha t 
we need to do to have a viable s trategic force?

Mr. Zagoria. I would like to say th at  Mr. Labedz and others are  
worried about the  United  States being in a position of strat egic  
inferiori ty and so am I. SALT did not put  us into a position of 
stra tegic inferiority.

The Chairman. W ill t he  passage of this  agreement?
Mr. Zagoria. I do n ot think  ratifying  or rejecting  SALT is going 

to put  us in the  position of st rateg ic infer iority . On the cont rary , I 
thi nk  it leaves open for us many options  th at  we should take up 
th at  would lead us mil itar ily  to a position where we are not infe ri­
or. I think we have  to leave open every option. I think it leaves 
open a  great  many.

The Chairman. Do you think  i t closes any?
When Mr. Nitze testified, I listed the  eigh t things the  committee 

on Pres ent Dang er said we mus t do. I asked: “Is the re anyth ing  
here  you cann ot do?” As usual, he begged the question. I resp ect­
fully pursued it, and  he finally  said, no except  the  M-X. I said the 
M-X problem, if the re  is one, can be c leared up with a rese rvat ion,



119

and  then he went into perceptions and will, as his fallback arg u­
ments .

I asked the same quest ion of Admiral Zumwalt. I asked the  same 
question to the  Jo int Chiefs of S taff  a nd I listed every one of the  
thin gs th at  critics have suggested we need and  not one witness to 
dat e has suggested th at  a ny one of th em is out. They acknowledged 
th at  all of them are  in, except for a very strain ed argu ment th at  
M-X is not. But if the reservatio n were passed, M-X would be in, 
even by their  definition.

I wonder why we continue to talk about something that  no one 
has  shown is precluded by SALT. Why do we not move beyond 
that?  If we want to argue about American resolve, let ’s argue 
about it but let ’s not suggest that  this tre aty  prevents us from 
doing what  we need to do. If the  issue is perceptions, let ’s tal k 
about tha t.

Speak ing of perceptions , I went to Europe specifically for the  
purpose of trying to find out wha t our  allies  think.  In Germany, 
where perceptions are  par ticu lar ly imp orta nt, I spoke with all 
those folks on th e left within  the SPD, within  t he  right in the CDU 
[Christian Democratic Union]. I sat  down with  the head of their  
par liam entary  defense committee, the ir equ ival ent of the  Jo int 
Chiefs of Staff, their  Chancellor, their  Defense Minister,  the ir For­
eign Minister . Nobody priva tely,  publicly, directly, indirec tly, up­
side down, rightside up or whatever suggested th at  we not go 
forward with SALT.

The only time I ever heard  anythin g nega tive  was when they 
would say—and it is the most I ever heard —the only thing th at  
worries us is you have  people in America tell ing  us that  SALT 
makes you weak. You have Mr. Nitze saying there is a reason to 
worry  about perceptions, and, Mr. Jac kson in the  Senate .

Mr. Labedz. If I may, Senator Biden, I will try  to answer the  
points you make. You t ry  to argue the  case th at  t he re  is no remote 
connect ion between the  chan ge in the  balance of power and the  
Soviet behavior in the  T hird World.

The Chairman. In cer tain par ts of the  Third  World.
Mr. Zagoria. Excuse me bu t that  was not  your argumen t. You 

were not talk ing about the change in the  balance of power. You 
were talk ing  about SALT.

The Chairman. Exactly.
Mr. Zagoria. The change in the balance of power is something 

separa te from SALT.
Mr. Labedz. You said the  change in the  balance of power accord­

ing to your  perception may not  have any remote connection be­
tween the  Soviet activ ities and  the stra tegic mix SALT II “brings 
about o r changes”-----

The Chairman. I contend SALT does not change the  balance of 
power.

Mr. Labedz. The arg um ent is predicated on the  fact  of what the  
United States can do in int ern ationa l law. The political question is 
what the  United Stat es will do, par ticu larly in a contingency. 
Therefore  i t is connected via the balance of power with the  possibil­
ity of reac tion or nonreaction on the  p art  of th e Soviets.

The Chairman. I may gr an t you that  but  it is not  connected  to 
SALT, is it?
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Mr. Labedz. In the Soviet perception, the  question of th e balance 
of power is connected with  SALT and so it is in fact all over the 
world. That is why the re is so much interest in the  question of the  
rati fica tion  of SALT. If thi s were not so, the re would have been 
litt le intere st in SALT II and the re should have been no Senate  
hear ings.  There would have  been no press coverage all over the 
world, no television coverage and all the  rest  of it.

The re must  be some specia l relevance to this  question. If there  is, 
the n we face a puzzling question. The only conceivable logical 
inference from this  reasonin g is th at  the  Soviet Union is total ly 
irr ational in tryin g to change the  balance of nuc lea r power in its 
favor. Why on earth  do the y do it if they cannot possibly exploit 
politically this change? They themselves perceive  it as a necessary 
precondition of taking risk s to this  or th at  degree. The Soviet 
Union  is a  very cautious power as Professor Zagoria and Professor 
Legvold said in the ir descr iption of the  Angola situation. Soviet 
leaders have not acted precipitously. They have been acting slowly 
step  by step.

If t her e is such a perception on t he  pa rt of th e Soviet leadership 
and we know this  from empirical evidence dur ing  the  last  15 years  
th at  they were trying to change the balance of th e central mil itary 
power, nuclear and stra tegic, wha t is the  premise of th eir  nuc lear  
build-up? E ithe r they  a re  to tally  i rra tional  or we are  wrong.

Mr. Zagoria. With all due respect, the  quest ion is being evaded. 
The question is not wheth er the Soviets are  try ing  to change the  
balance of power. Of course they are. The quest ion is whe ther  our  
signing SALT will enab le the  Soviets to change the  balance of 
power star ting from the  time we sign SALT. If one agrees th at  
the re are virt ual ly no cons train ts on our abil ity to do what we 
wan t to do, then I do not see how one could make  that argume nt.

Mr. Labedz. Let’s be clea r about it. The argument  is not wh eth er 
SALT does or does not  prevent the  American  reaction but  what is 
the  political likelihood that  such a decision will be taken in the 
new situation?  We have the  whole history of SALT I and  you 
yoursel f described all  these  African adv entu res and we know there 
was no such r eac tion  there or e lsewhere.

You say it is up to those who oppose the  ratif ication of SALT to 
prove that the  Russ ians are  not going to take the  kinds of risks  
which you say we must try  by words and  deeds to persuade them 
not to  take.

My point is they certainly  do not go by words and as far  as  deeds 
are concerned, the deeds in the  las t 10 years are a very emp hatic 
illustra tion  of the decline in political  will on the part of the  United 
States  to tak e the steps which you yo urse lf seem to envision.

I find it ra th er  ironic th at  those people who are  now support ing 
the rati fica tion  of SALT in the  pre sen t form are  retrospect ively  
implying the  necessity of action in Angola. I would like to have 
this question clarified . Is Professor Legvold retrospectively advocat­
ing or at  lea st acknowledging th at  the American  inactiv ity in 
Angola was a mistake?

The Chairman. I would like to he ar  your answer, Professor.
Mr. Legvold. To answer Leo’s quest ion and also comment on 

wha t you have said because basical ly what you said, Sen ato r Biden, 
I agree with.
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The Chairman. You do not have to say any  more.
Mr. Legvold. I would add anoth er fea ture which I th ink is 

importa nt and in a moment I will indicate why I do not think it is 
an element of complacency.

I do not think  the Soviet Union at this  poin t underes tima tes the  
American will to respond even at the  level of the  Angolas out in 
the  h inte rland, at  g reat  distances. I th ink  it is a  moment w here  the  
Soviet Union is t he  las t power to und erestim ate  the  American will 
to act at this j unctu re.

In 1979 we are  a very  considerable dista nce from Angola in the  
spring and summer  of 1975. We have had the  interven ing even ts 
and  the  outcry  within  this  country and we have  had the  action on 
the  part of an adm inis trat ion. We have had the  inte rven ing even ts 
of the  two Yemens and  the  Southern Arabian Pen insu la and the  
edginess along the  way and in between when we also had the  
second Shaba incident with the  82d Airborne. We have planning 
with in this  administra tion to cope with those kind of things.

I repe at myself: of all the  parti es in the  world that  pay attention 
to this  kind of thin g it  is the  Soviet Union.

I would argue  we ought not to count  only on th at  as we have to 
make good and we have to continue to act  in  those terms otherwise 
it does become a guide  to complacency. To assume today in Moscow 
th at  the  Soviets see a declining American will in the  case of 
Angola is simply inaccu rate as f ar as I can judge the  Soviet percep ­
tion  of the United Sta tes  a t this junc ture.

In terms of Angola itself, if your only basis for judging  American 
policy in Angola was cuttin g short the  Soviet inte rven tion  by any 
means and you are  convinced that  the  only way that  you could 
have  cut short Soviet Union inte rven tion  in Angola  was by a firm 
response, that is by matching power w ith power, interven tion  with 
coun terin tervention, the n the  answer  is yes, American  policy was a 
mistake. Those are  not the only two grounds on which you judge  
American policy in Angola  or even the  basic problem of coping 
with  Soviet behavior in are as of regional instabil ity. Let me sepa­
ra te the  two.

Fir st of all there are  oth er dimensions of American policy with in 
th at  are a that  were deeply  affected by the  way in which we re­
sponded with what par ties , with what partners  in the  area. We had  
oth er portions  of A merican foreign policy at  stake tha n making a 
general  point by responding forceably to Soviet intervent ion.

The Chairman. Considerably more.
Mr. Legvold. Second, in term s of how we are  effective in contro l­

ling the  Soviet dimension of the problem of regional instability , 
even here  I am not convinced that Leo is right in assuming the  
only way they would have  been stopped was by a counteraction, 
set ting aside the  costs and  other dimensions of American policy.

I am not convinced at thi s point th at  had we in the  spring of 
1975 before the  scenario played itself  out come to the  Soviets and 
said, we are  on the  road to supporting and sponsoring our various 
clients , you, the MPLA. We do not know where thi s is going to 
lead, it looks like a civil war because the  cords are  not going to 
hold in these  circumstances  and there is going to be intervent ion, 
counter intervention, the  prospect of the  South Africans involved 
and it is going to crea te an  enormous difficulty. Let’s both of us
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cool i t and  let the  chips fall whe re they  may. The Soviets might  not 
have responded favorably. I th ink the re is a possibi lity they might 
have and  there are people within  the  adm inistra tion of that day, 
people very close to Sec retary  Kissinger, who had  his notion of 
what was going ri ght and wrong in Angola, who believed the  same 
thing .

The Chairman. There are people with in this committee and you 
are  looking a t one of them who shared that  point of view.

Mr. Legvold. The ques tion is why did we not do it at the  time 
and it was because Vie tnam  and a lot of o ther thin gs were coming 
down around our shoulders . Tha t is a fair  explana tion for wha t 
happ ened  then  but  it is not a just ifica tion for not having this  in 
mind the  next time around.

Coming back to the  complacency issue, I do not believe that  is 
sufficient. I do not know whether th at  would have  worked. I do 
believe ther e was a possib ility that  it could have  worked. If it did 
not, I do not thin k the  cost to American policy an d other parts , our 
African policy, were wo rth  it. Tha t does not end the issue.

I think ther e are  occasions where it does m ake sense to respond 
forcibly if that  kind of invitation to the  Soviets pointing out the  
implica tions of their  actions, is not suffic ient where we act. The 
Yemens are a case in point  and I support th at  kind of thing.

To argue the  failure  of an appeal  to the  Soviet Union in the  
spring , if that had not brought a response and  th at  we therefore 
should not have dealt with  them because of th e cost to other parts  
of policy is not a sta tem ent that says we ought not to respond to 
them in o ther  ci rcumstances elsewhere.

The Chairman. We should go through  th at  process. I think  it is 
imp orta nt to rei ter ate  wha t you have  just said regard ing oth er 
foreign policy intere sts  th at  the  United Sta tes  had, and I th ink 
right fully  considered, in Africa and Sou thern Africa specifically. I 
think it was the  Soviet reading of the  U.S. real inte rest s th at  
emboldened them  to do what they did. As th ey measured where we 
were and the  spot we were in, irrespect ive of the  rela tion ship  
between the  United  States and the  Soviet Union, they  properly  
read what should have been the  reasonable  course for us to follow 
if pushed to it.

Although we mig ht have succeeded in thw art ing  the Soviets, we 
would have lost a whole lot more in my opinion, and I think  the y 
properly read  tha t.

Without refight ing  that  bat tle once more and since time is ru n­
ning short, I would  like to honor Senator  McGovern’s request to me 
before he left. He has  a  w ritte n question which he would like me to 
ask you, Professor Legvold, and I will read  that  question. If you 
will respond, I will apprecia te it. He said:

Your s tatemen t touches very directly on my main  concern in these hearings. As 
you know I seek genu ine arms reductions as the  best path to mutua l securi ty. You 
suggest tha t the Soviets view SALT primarily  as a political exercise in terms  of 
regulating East-West relations rather tha n as a mili tary  exercise to regula te and 
reduce th e arms race. If as you say the Soviets care  more about the political effect 
of a successful SALT process and therefore are  willing to sidestep some hard 
choices, how is it ever going to be possible to get a genuine arms reduction? Will it 
ever be possible? Will it come about  only if detente improved dram atical ly or do you 
think a sufficient ha lt in the arms race such as a freeze or a moratorium  might 
itself crea te the  improved political climate in which  detente  could progress?
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Mr. Legvold. Fi rs t of all, to the  basic poin t Sena tor McGovern 
refe rred  to, to put  th at  in context  of my prepared statement, I said 
I think  the  Soviets have several levels at  stake or several  kinds  of 
stakes in the  SALT process.

I think the ir prima ry stake  in con trast to wha t we assumed at  
the outse t was our prima ry stake, th at  is to reshape or stabilize or 
effect or res tructu re the strategic balan ce in some fashion, is essen­
tial ly political, the  imp act  that  it has on East-West relations, pro­
moting th e process of de tente and so on.

I hasten to add thi s does not  m ean they do n ot have other stakes 
includ ing as I have  indicated in my testim ony, a desire to regulate 
or influence  Ame rican  mili tary  programs. I th ink they do, as we 
have  a stake  in regula ting Soviet mil itar y programs. Tha t does 
rais e a basic problem.

I think the  exten t to which the  Soviets feel an urgency abou t 
stabilizing the  nuclear arms race partic ula rly  according to defini ­
tions of stabi lity derived peculiarly from our  notion of nuc lear  
deter ren ts and what constitu tes stab ility  which  is a fur the r prob­
lem and that  is what the  pres enta tion  is about, does crea te real 
obstacles  to sub stantial progress in SALT.

I do not thin k th at  the way in which we are  going to overcome 
th at  in the  long run is by taking the  heat off and  saying we will 
not  race if you will not  race and declare a morator ium for the  
moment .

I think  that  will lead to a kind of open-ended negotia tion in 
which the  Soviets are  con tinually  looking for the  political fill-ups 
or benefi ts from the process. It will in a sense unleash  that  even 
more so. In any case there is no prospect of that.

I thi nk  the  real izat ion will come only with  the continued devel­
opment of both sides’ prog rams unt il both  sides begin to believe out 
of deep convictions th at  the road to thei r security, the ir self-secu­
rity , is going to come out  of a combination of arm s control and 
defense  planning. It is out of that  we will move toward a more 
stab le balance according to anyone’s definition .

It is never going to be possible to persuade  the  Soviets they  
ought to commit themselves to stabilizing the  nuclear balance as 
we define it. The th ru st  of my whole paper is th at  they  do not 
operate  with the same definit ions.

The essen tial objective is to persuade them  as well as many on 
our own side t ha t arms control combined with  defense  planning in 
a fair ly ambitious way is the  best way to pursue  securi ty and 
frankly I think th at  is going to come only out of the  continued 
competition because they are going to prosecute thei r end of the  
competition and we are not  going to gain if we do no t maintain our 
own end. A morator ium mak es no sense in my judgmen t.

The Chairman. Gentlemen, you have been very helpful. I appre­
ciate  you r spending so much time  with us. You have  been with us 
for 3 hours.

For my benefit, I could keep  you 3 more hours  if you would be 
willing to stay. We a re going to vote in a few min utes and I have 
already  tre spassed on your good will keeping you this  long.

Thank  you very much.
[Whereupon, at 5:07 p.m., the subcommittee adjou rned,  subject to 

call of the  Chair.]





SALT II TREATY

THURSDAY, JULY 26, 1979

United States Senate, 
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met at  10:50 a.m. in room 4221, Dirksen Sen ate  

Office Building, Hon. Frank Church (chairman) presiding.
Presen t: Senators Church, Biden, Zorinsky,  Javi ts, Percy, and  

Lugar.
Sena tor Biden (presiding). The hea ring will come to order , 

please.

OPENING STATEMENT

Today marks the  end of the  thi rd  week of hear ings  before the  
Sena te Foreign Relation s Commit tee on the proposed SALT II 
Treaty. This week we continue to explore sign ificant issues raised 
by the trea ty. On Tuesday, the  commit tee held  an executive session 
on the critical issue of our abili ty to mon itor and verify Soviet 
compliance with  the  SALT II Treaty. Yeste rday,  we addressed the  
broader question of U nite d States-Soviet rela tions in the  c ontex t of 
SALT. This morning, the subject is the  Soviet Backfire bomber.

We have with us Gen. Richard  Ellis, Command er in Chief o f the 
Air Force Strategic  A ir Command; Gen. J am es Hill, Commander in 
Chief  of the  North Ame rican  Air Defense Command; Mr. Walter  
Slocombe, Director o f the Dep artm ent of Defense SALT Task Force; 
Dr. James Timbie, Chief, Strategic Affairs  Division of the  Arms 
Control  and Dis arm ame nt Agency, and Ambassador Ralph Earle, 
head  of  the U.S. SALT delegation.

The ir appearance her e today will permit us to review the  trea t­
ment of the  Backfire bomber with in the  context of the  SALT II 
agreemen t. Earlie r this morning, the  committee received an intell i­
gence briefing on the  te chn ical capabilities  of t he  Backfire. We now 
tu rn  our atte ntio n to the negotiating histo ry of thi s issue and the  
mil itar y significance of the  limitations final ly agreed upon as they 
relate  to the  Backfire. We will examine how the  Backfire was 
handled  in the  e arl ier  SALT proposal, and  the n compare the  Back­
fire with  o ther  Am erican and  Soviet bombers.

Gentlemen,  I under stand th at  thre e of you, Gen eral  Hill, Gener­
al Ellis, and Mr. Slocombe have subm itted  wr itten sta tem ents for 
the  committee; is th at  cor rect?

General Hill. Yes, sir.
Senator  Biden. General Hill, we will st ar t with you, then we will 

hea r from General Ellis and  Mr. Slocombe.
(125)
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STATEMENT OF GEN. JAMES E. HILL, COMM ANDER IN CHIEF,
NORTH AMERICAN AIR DE FE NSE /A IR  DE FENSE COMMAND
General Hill. Mr. Chairma n, members of the  committee, I am 

pleased to have the  opp ortu nity  to discuss the  Soviet Backfire 
bomber and  its effects on the  No rth  American Air Defense Com­
mand within the  context  of the  Stra tegic Arms Limitation Treaty.

First,  let  me say, I unequivocally supp ort the  concept of arms 
control and  the  philosophy of st rate gic  arms limitations. This arms 
control agreement with the  Soviet Union is a step toward the 
establishme nt of equal aggregates from which balanced and phased 
reduc tion can occur. Adjustm ents  to force struc tur e by the  Soviet 
Union, as well as by the  United  States , mus t be made  to achieve 
the  levels of equality described by the  treaty . The Uni ted States  
must, of necessity, be prepared to defend aga inst those offensive 
forces th at  do and will exist. This, of course, will force a reeva lua­
tion of our  defensive forces and stra tegie s but  a  reevalu ation which 
will be able to be made in the contex t of agreed upon specifics.

The SALT II Treaty , in the sho rt term , appears  ne ither to im­
prove nor to degrade the  abi lity  of the  North Ame rican  Air De­
fense Command [NORAD], to perform its atmo spheric defense mis­
sion. The treaty  does brin g into  focus some sign ificant consider­
ations peculiar to NORAD which involve our  atmo spheric defense 
capabi lity, especially as i t relate s to th e Backfire  bomber.

At the  outset, let me sta te  our basic NORAD atmospheric de­
fense missions. The firs t is to provide surve illance and  control of 
the  ai r space of Canada  and  the  United States; second, to provide 
warning  and assessment of an air  attack; and thi rd,  to provide 
app ropriate response aga ins t air  at tack.

I will discuss the  capa bilit ies of the  Backfire  bomber and our 
present ability to defend again st it, some im plica tions  t ha t SALT II 
has for the  atmospheric defense mission, and fina lly outline wha t 
we need to do to improve our atmospher ic defense  capabilities.

For a number of year s the  Soviet stra tegic long-range aviat ion 
force has included the  four-engine turbo prop Bea r and the  four- 
engine  je t Bison. This force consists of abo ut 150 airc raft . The LRA 
[long range  aviation]  also has  about  30 Bisons th at  are  configured 
as tankers. These tan kers can refuel the  Bear, the  Bison, and the  
Backfire bombers.

We a t NORAD view t he  Soviet bomber force as a more formida­
ble th reat  with  the intro duc tion  of Backfire. I would have prefe rred 
to see the  Backfire tre ated  with in the  formal con stra ints  of SALT 
II; b ut in any case its capabil ity and its availab ility  are  factors we 
mus t consider in the  form ulat ion of our atmo spheric defense st ra t­
egy. Although the re is some disagreem ent in the  intelligence com­
munity  about the  ope rationa l characte ristics of t he  Backfire, even 
the  most conservative est ima tes acknowledge its capability  to reach 
the  continen tal United Sta tes  and Canada in an opera tional mode. 
With out aerial refue ling, it is clearly capable  of f lying from Soviet 
Arctic  bases across vir tua lly  the  ent ire  United Stat es and Canada 
on one-way missions with recovery in thi rd count ries. With refuel­
ing, the  Backfire can achieve simi lar targe t coverage and re turn  to 
the  Soviet land mass. On missions to Canadian and  nor thern U.S. 
targ ets , arctic  staging and  tan ker support would enable  the  Back­
fire to use supersonic dash  or to fly low to avoid rad ar detection.
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All Backfire air cra ft app arently a re either equipped for, or actually  
carry,  a ir refueling  probes .

As the  Cha irman of the  Joi nt Chiefs of Sta ff has testified , the  
Backfire will be limi ted to a production ra te not to exceed 30 
airc raft  per year. Over 100 Backfires  have been produced to date, 
and we believe th at  the  LRA force will eventua lly include  severa l 
hund red Backfires.

In addition to Backfi re production, the Soviets may be in the  
process of developing a new long-range bomber to replace the  Bear  
and Bison. Since 1974, Soviet officials have  on severa l occasions 
refer red to such developments. If such a program is underway, this 
new bomber could appear in the  ea rly 1980’s.

We at NORAD have examined the SALT II Treaty in view of 
this  trend in Soviet bomber modernization.  The tre aty  specifically 
spells out stra tegi c systems limitations. The multip le, inde pendent­
ly targ etab le reen try  vehicle limi ts of the  treaty  provide for an 
aggregate of 1,320 MIRV, ICBM’s, SLBM’s, ASBM’s and  long-range 
cruise  missile equipped heavy bombers .

Since the  tre aty restr icts the  num ber  of MIRV ballistic missiles 
to 1,200, an attr act ive  strat egic  expansion  option for the  Soviet 
planner,  and  one which is rela tive ly inexpensive , would be the 
introduction of a long-range cruise missile equipped bomber force 
of at  leas t 120 aircraft.  Should the Soviets select this option, it will 
complicate signif icantly our abi lity  to defend aga inst a Soviet air 
atta ck, due to both increased weapons  and standoff tactics.

Our nat ional policy does not  give major  prio rity  to stra tegic  
defense in general. The United Sta tes  relies on a strong stra tegic  
offensive force and a credible  tac tical warn ing system to achieve 
dete rrence goals. Strategic defense policy has changed since the 
1950’s and  ear ly 1960’s when we had  numerous figh ter inte rcep tor 
squadrons. The mid-1960’s bro ugh t strategic defense resource re­
ductions which were att rib ute d to a shifting emphasis in milit ary 
prior ities , as well as budget constra ints . This change  in emphasis 
culm inated in a policy gu idance memorandum from the Secre tary 
of Defense in March 1972. As a result  of th is change in policy our  
figh ter inte rcep tor force today stands at 315 airc raft . These inte r­
ceptors  a re essentially the same aircra ft we had in 1958—that  is F- 
106’s a nd F-101’s, now augme nted by some TAC F- 4’s and  a few F - 
15’s; a nd thus this figh ter force is inadequa te to stop a determined 
attack. We have seen sim ilar reduc tions in all atmo spheric defense 
systems. In the past 20 yea rs NORAD has been reduced 70.3 per­
cent  in long-range rada rs; 61.7 percent in dis tan t ear ly warning 
line [DEW] radars ; 83.3 perc ent  in control centers, and  75.2 percent 
in manpower.

Given the  d ramatic decline of our atmospheric  defense forces, t he 
pre sen t Soviet force of 150 Bear  and Bison bombers, even without 
Backf ire augm entation,  could pose a real th reat  to Nor th America. 
It  also provides gre ate r flexibility for Soviet selection of strategic 
options and a usable stra teg ic reserve  force.

The continued produ ction  of Backfire and development of new 
heav y bomber systems demonst rates cont inuing force moderniza­
tion  efforts in Soviet long-range aviation. We need to continue our 
conversion to the  joint surve illance system to become operational
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in 1981 for peacetime sovereignty of No rth  America, as well as 
proceeding with the  upgrading of the  Canadia n Pinetre e system.

However, in view of the  Soviet force m odernization, it is essent ial 
for our warfigh ting  capabi lity th at  we rely on the  AWACS [Air­
borne Warning and  Control System] and  a modernized figh ter in­
tercepto r task force. In order for our  fighte r inte rcep tor force and 
the  AWACS to be responsive to an incom ing threat, it is imp era­
tive th at  we upgrade our long-range tac tical warn ing system with  
the planned over-the-horizon-backscatter  rada r and enhanced DEW 
line.

In view of the ongoing developments in the  Soviet bomber  force, 
which includes  the  continued produ ction  of the  Backfire, the  op­
tions afforded the  Soviet planne r and  our very limited air  defense 
capability, I believe that  a reevalu atio n of our nat ional policy for 
atmospheric  defense is now required.

I t hank  you, Mr. Chairman,  for the  opportunity  to app ear  before 
the  committee.

Sena tor Biden. Before we get to the next sta tem ent , can you 
augment your sta tem ent  sl ightly  a nd at  l east  set out for the  record 
wha t the  rat ion ale  for the  degrading  of NORAD was at the  time? 
You said the re were budget constra ints , but  wha t were the arg u­
ments at  th e time of the tradeoff?

General Hill. The reduction in atmospheric defense forces has 
been continuing over a long period of t ime, Mr. Chairman. Fun da­
men tally  our  national policy has  been  to rely on a strong offensive 
deter ren t force in the United Stat es, ra ther  than  provide for de­
fense aga inst ballis tic missiles. The Secretary of Defense who ini ti­
ated this  decision as well as those who followed, dete rmin ed that  
since the re would be no defense aga ins t ballist ic missiles it  seems 
imp rudent to spend money on bomber defenses.

Sena tor Biden. The reason being the re is not much th at  wi ll stop 
it, once it  br eaks out anyway; is tha t the  ra tionale?

General Hill. If you mean  a massive nuc lear  exchange, th at  is 
correct, yes, s ir.

Senator  Biden. I jus t wanted to be sure  I und ers tand it. General?
STATEMENT OF GEN. RICHARD H. ELLIS, COMMANDER IN 

CHIEF, STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND
General Ellis. Mr. Cha irman, a considerable amoun t of study 

over a long period of time  ha s been expended  at  Stra tegic Air 
Command [SAC] in an effort to be tter und ers tand the Backfire. 
Our analysis of its  rela tion ship  to SALT II was under tak en in the 
context of t he  strategic force portion of the tre aty  as a whole and 
of the  en tire  United  States -Sovie t strat egic  force relationsh ip. My 
sta tem ent was prepared using the  same comprehensive approach.

Fur ther more, since the  s ecurity  of our count ry, with  o r w ithout a  
treaty , depends upon U.S. s trat egic force modernizat ion initiat ives,
I have also briefly described in my sta tem ent  those  things SAC 
believes mus t be und ertake n. I will read just a summary of my 
sta tem ent .

SAC’s inte res t in this tre aty is st raightforward and  rela tes solely 
to our  mission of nuc lear deter rence . We have two very basic 
questions.
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The first  question: During the  life of t he  treaty , will it be more  
difficul t or less difficult to accomplish the  objectives of o ur de ter ­
rent  and emergency war  missions with  a tre aty  utiliz ing the 
weapon systems we have and expect to have  between now and the  
end of 1985?

The second question rela tes to the  p ost- trea ty period, and it is: Is 
SAC likely to be more capable or less capable of carrying  out the  
objectives of it s de ter rent  and emergency war missions during the  
post-treaty period by reason of our country  having abided by SALT 
II?

It is our assessment th at  during the  period of the  trea ty, SAC 
will have less d ifficu lty executing its de ter ren t and emergency war  
missions with a tre aty tha n we would withou t a trea ty. Now, the  
reasons for th is positive assessment.

Firs t, under the  tre aty we will have approxim ately  250 less 
Soviet strategic deliv ery vehicles to contend with in our planning. 
Additionally, we undoubted ly would have a much  larger num ber of 
Soviet weapons to consider in our plan ning  if th ere were no tr eaty.

Second, the  tre aty  places  a limi t of 10 warheads on each SS-18 
missile  or a tota l of 3,080 for the  ent ire  SS-18 force unt il 1985. In 
the absence of a tre aty , we believe the  Soviets have  the  technology 
and  production  base not  only to increase the  num ber  of SS-18’s 
th at  could be deployed, bu t also to increase the  num ber  of weapons 
each  SS-18 could car ry dur ing the 1980-85 time period. Addit ional­
ly, such increases in SS-17’s and SS-19’s could also be achieved.

Third , the  Soviets have follow-on modifications underway to ex­
isting four th generat ion ICBM’s, along with  some fifth generation 
ICBM’s un der development;  but und er the  t reaty they may tes t and 
deploy only one new system. Additionally, the  Soviets undoubtedly 
have  extra  Backfire production capacity but  have  agreed to limit 
produc tion to 30 a year.

Fourth,  unde r the  tre aty it will be e asie r to verify Soviet actions 
than  it would be withou t a trea ty. Our Nation ’s curre nt capabil ity, 
together with programs underw ay, will preserve an  ability to ade­
qua tely  verify Soviet activ ities.  Whethe r adequa te is sufficient for 
this  tre aty  could be a shaky judgmen t if tak en in isolation. But 
when weighed with tre aty imposed r es tra int s th at  can be verif ied, I 
believe it is acceptable. However, the  unc ertain  aspects of tre aty  
verification once again bring home the  absolute requ irem ent for 
more positive cooperative measu res, including onsi te inspection, if 
we a re to expand qua lita tive limitations in SALT III.

Fif th and most imp ortant , we are  not res tric ted  by the  tre aty  
from doing those things we must in the  way of strat egic  force 
modernization.

Now, to the second ques tion regarding  the  perfo rmance of SAC’s 
mission in the  post -trea ty period. Our position in the  post-t reaty  
period, from a w ar pla nning and execution point  of view, should be 
be tte r by reason of ha ving  complied with  SALT II because  we will 
be tte r underst and  and be be tte r informed on the  Soviet post- treaty  
force struc ture and capab ilities ; and we will  not be rest ricted from 
und ertaking our modernization  program.

However, the re are  two are as of concern: the  SS-18, the  Soviet 
heavy, modern ICBM, which we are not permit ted to duplicate, and 
the  Backfire  bomber.
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With regard to the SS-18, dur ing  SALT II we can expect the 
Soviets to concentra te on ident ifica tion of methods for exploiting  
the  enorm ous throw-weight availab le in the  missile—almost twice 
that  of the M-X—in the  pos t-treaty period. The technology of 
frac tionation is well known to the Soviets, and I expec t them  to 
progress in this  area  during th e course of and  with in the  limita­
tions of the  trea ty. The Soviet planne r will also identify other 
techn iques for utilizing th is excessive throw-weight, such as accura­
cy improvements and increases in warh ead yield. The question 
then becomes whether the  United  States would pref er the  Soviets 
to do them with an agre ement, or take  the  chance  of them  being 
done, p lus fract iona ting an d additional SS-18 deploym ents, without 
a t rea ty. I choose the former w ith  the  hope th at  f utu re negot iations  
will cancel out  thi s clear Soviet advan tage.

With regard  to Backfire, I would echo the  Jo int  Chiefs of Staff. 
This bomber has an int erc ontinental capab ility and  should have 
been considered a stra tegic  nucle ar delivery vehicle. The promised 
produc tion constra int can be monitored  in peacetime, bu t whether 
the  Soviets would use the  Backf ire in a stra tegic role during a 
crisis is a ma tte r for conjecture. The fact remains th at  in the  post­
treaty  period the Soviets could have  a force of some 300 or more 
Backfires w ith which we will h ave  to contend.

I am led to the  conclusion th at  the  SS-18 and Backfire are 
cen tra l to the  Soviet side of SALT II, and efforts to furth er  con­
stra in these systems could very likely delay the  tre aty for an 
extended period of time or leave us with an incomplete treaty  
during a period when tre aty  con stra ints will be helpful—even nec­
essary—to the strategic pla nner and  commander.

Perhaps the  most signi fican t poin t to emerge  from thi s Nat ion’s 
debate on SALT II has been the  growing consensus on the need for 
U.S. stra tegic force modernization. The best way to outl ine  SAC’s 
views in thi s critical are a is to first  comment on modernization 
programs now underway.

The air-launched cruise missile which will be inte gra ted  into our 
B-52G model force is now scheduled to go into production early 
next  year. The ALCM promises  to be a valuable supplem ent to our 
capab ility for the rest  of th is century .

We fully expect the ALCM-equipped B-52G to be employed in a 
“shoot and  pen etrate” role un til  1985, at  which time we recom­
mend its tran siti on to an all-stand-off ALCM car rier . The B-52H 
model will be upgraded to insure  it has the  abili ty to penetra te 
unt il the late 1980’s. Then,  SAC recommends th at  it, too, be con­
verted  to an ALCM s tando ff ca rr ie r role, thereby permittin g us to 
delay the  costly introd uction of a new cruise  missile carri er unti l 
the  1990’s.

President  Carte r’s rece nt decision to authorize full-scale engi­
neer ing development of the  M-X missile is encouraging.  A basing 
decision is now required  and, fu rthe r downst ream, a timely produc­
tion decision.

Pre lim inary work on an advanced strategic-m anned pen etra tor 
for the  1990’s has jus t sta rted, and  we will watch progress with 
interest .

At this poin t in time, the  prog rams I have just described appear 
to be an effective hedge aga ins t the  strat egic  th reat  projected for
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the post-1985 period, when these  systems, plus the  Trident, will be 
ent ering the  force in operational numbers.

I would now l ike to tu rn  to the  period before these new systems 
are available in the  neces sary quant ity—1980-1985—a time fram e 
when  the  United Sta tes  is very likely to lose stra tegi c equivalence 
with the  Soviet Union.

Several agencies have looked a t various altern atives  to offset t he  
serious threat in this  period of un cer tain ty. SAC believes the  most 
promising solution is t he  e arly  modification of 155 F B -I ll ’s and F-  
l l l ’s into FB -l llBC’s w ith new engines, enla rged weapon capacity , 
and  sharply  increased range capabi lities.  This option would not 
only help in the  early  1980’s bu t also replace the B-52’s as they are  
phased out of the pen etration role in the  post-1985 period.

In closing, Mr. Cha irman, the  tre aty  you are  considering will be 
helpful to the SAC Commander. However, it mu st be realized th at  
SALT II, or any reasonable modification there of, can in no way be 
regarded  as an alt ern ative  to stra tegic modernizat ion. The modern­
ization requiremen t ma tured during the  pas t few years  as we 
began to underst and  the full mean ing and impact of the  Soviet 
stra tegi c buildup. Depending on wha t the  Soviets do in the  futu re, 
the treaty  can perh aps  reduce  the magnitude of ou r modernization, 
bu t the  necessary min imum strat egic  mode rniza tion require ment 
has  a lread y been iden tified and is not coupled to approval or disap­
prova l of the trea ty.

Thank you, Mr. Cha irman.
Senator  Biden. Thank you, General. Mr. Slocombe, do you have  a  

stat eme nt?
Mr. Slocombe. I will summarize my sta tem ent briefly  if I may, 

Senator Biden.

STATEMENT OF WALTER SLOCOMBE, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE SALT TASK FORCE AND PRINCIPAL DEPUTY
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AF­
FAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Mr. Slocombe. The purpose of my sta tem ent is to describe the  

resolu tion of the Backfire issue in the  SALT II  negot iations and  to 
set  it in perspect ive with some of the  other issues which were 
considered in the talks.

A definitional issue th at  has been an elem ent in the  negot iations 
from the  outset and  has  had a sub stantial impact  on the  nego tia­
tions concerning the  Soviet Backfire bomber, is the  defini tion of a 
stra tegi c weapon. The Soviets have used thei r geographical posi­
tion—tha t is, they  are  close to our allies  and far from the Uni ted 
Sta tes—to press a simp le but  tota lly unaccep table  defini tion of 
“strateg ic.” The Soviet definition is t ha t any  weapon owned by one 
side capable of str iking  the  ter rito ry of the  oth er with a nuc lear 
weapon is a stra tegic system. This would count all of the  cen tra l 
stra tegi c systems—ICBM’s, SLBM’s, and  heavy bombers—on both  
sides, but in addit ion would include all of the  United States so- 
called  forward-based systems. According to the  Soviets, this  defin i­
tion  would, however, exclude all of th e Soviet noncen tral  stra tegi c 
systems since they could not  st rike  U.S. ter rito ry.

Our  definition  was more  empir ical and  reflected our alliance 
inte rests. In essence, we argued th at  wha teve r a stra tegic system
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may be in the  abs trac t, SALT should deal with  cen tral  systems, 
and  th at  ICBM’s, SLBM’s, and heavy bombers  were  the  cen tral  
systems.  Other U.S. systems that  were designed or deployed for 
thea ter missions should not  be considered in SALT, especially be­
cause  they  have to cou nte r Soviet thea ter nuc lear systems which 
are not  limited by SALT.

With  the  firm supp ort of our  allies we ada ma ntly resisted the  
Soviet position th at  o ur forward-based systems be limited in SALT. 
Whatever the  theo retical capabil ity of these  aircra ft, they are  de­
ployed for the ate r missions and thu s should not be subject to 
bilate ral  SALT limi tatio ns, especially since Soviet thea ter  systems 
were  not covered.

This fundamental definitio nal dispu te stal emated the  SALT I 
negot iations on offensive forces for a n extended period. The dispute 
was never  resolved in SALT I, but  mere ly set aside, and it arose 
aga in early  in SALT II.

In SALT II the Uni ted Sta tes  pressed for Soviet acceptance of a  
concept  of equal aggregates covering cen tral  systems only, with no 
limi ts on forward-based systems. The Soviets for the ir part pro­
posed asymmetrical centr al system limi tations—a larg er aggregate 
for themselves, in pa rt to compensate for our  forward-based 
system.  They also proposed even tual  withdra wal  of all U.S. for­
ward-based  systems from third  countries. They fu rth er  a rgued th at  
the  Soviet Union should be enti tled  to compensation for allied 
nuclear forces.

These early  negot iations did not directly address the  issue of the 
Soviet Backfire bomber. The  United Stat es wished to settle  firs t on 
the princip le of equal aggregates and exclusion of forward-based 
systems with no compensat ion for allied systems before discussing 
the  precise systems to be covered.

As you know, these two general  principles, equa l aggrega tes and 
exclusion  of forward-based systems which had been espoused by the  
United  States, were agreed upon when Pre side nt Ford and General 
Secreta ry Brezhnev met  a t Vladivostok in 1974. The Vladivostok 
framework  provided among other things for an equal aggregate 
ceiling  of 2,400, and included no limitations on or account taken of 
U.S. forward-based systems or allied systems. It was agreed th at  
the  2,400 aggregate would apply to laun chers for ICBM’s and 
SLBM’s and  to heavy bombers.

When the two de legat ions resumed work in Geneva in early  1975 
to dra ft detailed  language implemen ting the  general  princip les 
agreed to at Vladivostok, the  U.S. Delegation proposed that  Back­
fire be included as a heavy bomber because of U.S. concerns about 
its inh ere nt inte rcontinen tal potent ial. The Soviet delegation re­
ject ed that  proposal on the basis th at  Backfire  was not a heavy 
bomber and thus not subject to SALT. The United  States kept the  
proposal to include Backfire on the  list of heavy bombers formally 
on the  table  unt il well into 1979, bu t discussion of the Backfire, for 
all practical purposes ceased at  the  delegation level and was con­
ducted the rea fter instead in higher level channels , that  is, at the  
level of contacts  thro ugh  Foreign  Ministers and  through  the  two 
Pres iden ts.

During 1975 an d 1976, th e United Stat es presented to the Soviets 
at  higher  levels a num ber  of SALT proposals addressing Backfire
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and the  cruise  missile question which had  also arise n aft er the
Vladivostok meetings. Some of these would not have counted Back­
fire as a heavy bomber.  As Preside nt Ford notes  in his memoirs, 
these  included a proposal in Janu ary 1976 t ha t would have limi ted 
the  U.S.S.R. to 275 Backfire bombers by 1981. Another approach 
proposed in Febru ary  1976 would have pu t both Backfire and  
cruise  missiles into separate packages for 3 year s while negotia­
tions  proceeded. Dur ing that  time, the  Soviets would have agreed 
not to increase Backfire production rate s, and  the  United Sta tes  
would have made various commitments with rega rd to cruise mis­
siles. Nei ther  of these proposals proved negotiable, and the  Back­
fire issue was not  resolved.

In part , of course, our inability to agree turned  on a fac tua l 
dispute over the ran ge capabi lity of the  Backfire. But the re was 
also a difference  over whe ther  the  standard  for inclusion in SALT 
should be the  physical capability of a weapon  delivery vehicle  to 
stri ke the  homeland  of the  other side. In our  view the  Backfire 
issue was in an  important way differen t from the  FBS problem 
because we believed—and continue to believe—the  Backfire to have  
a capabi lity to att ack the  United Sta tes  from the U.S.S.R. N one the­
less, there was clearly  some tension between efforts to inclu de 
Backfire, whose prima ry cur ren t mission we acknowledged to be 
oth er tha n inte rcontinen tal,  and our  successful insistence th at  U.S. 
forward-based air craf t be excluded despi te thei r physical capability 
to strik e Soviet target s. They are, of course, in fact assigned  to 
diffe rent missions and have the ir primary role in diffe rent mis­
sions.

The Soviets from tim e to time used the  logic of  our argument  on 
FBS to insis t th at  Backfi re be excluded from SALT II. Including 
Backfire in the  tre aty and excluding FBS would not, in their  view, 
be a compromise with the  United  State s, but a reversal of a  posi­
tion th ey had held since the opening round of SALT I.

When Secretary of Sta te Vance met  with  the Soviet leade rs in 
Moscow in March 1977, nei the r of the  two U.S. proposals he pre­
sented—the so-called defe rral proposal and the bet ter  known com­
prehensive proposal—provided for Backfire to be counted under  the  
SALT II aggregate ceiling.

After  prolonged negotia tions, again conducted at  the  higher  
level, the  sides subsequen tly agreed th at  Backfire would not  be 
counted in the  SALT II aggregate , but  th at  there  would be writte n 
commitments on Backfire by President  Brezhnev to Pre side nt 
Carter. In the  context  of th e mutual und ers tanding that  t he  Back­
fire issue would be resolved at  the  summit, the U.S. withdrew our 
formal  listing  of  Backfire  among the  heavy bombers  as it appeared 
in the  tre aty.

At the  V ienna  Sum mit  in J un e 1979, Pres ident Brezhnev handed 
Pres iden t Carter the  following w ritte n sta tem ent afte r having read  
it  to him—and it is set  out  in my sta tem ent and  in the  documents 
which have been circulated to the  Senate. The sta tem ent  reads:

The Soviet side informs the  U.S. side that  the  Soviet “TU22M” airplane, called 
“Backfire” in the U.S.A., is a medium-range bomber, and that  it does not inten d to 
give this airplane the  capability of operating at inte rcon tinental  distances. In this  
connection, the Soviet side sta tes  tha t it will not increase  the radius of action of this  
airc raf t in such a way as to enable  it to  st rike  t argets on the  terr itory  of the U.S.A. 
Nor does it intend to  give it such a capability in any other manner, including by in-
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flight refueling. At the same time, the Soviet side s tate s th at  it will not increase the 
productio n rate  of th is airp lane  as compared to the prese nt rate .

In response to a dire ct question, Pre sident  Brezhnev confirmed 
th at  the  Soviet Backfire produc tion rat e would not  exceed 30 per 
year . Pres iden t Carter fu rth er  stated th at  the  Uni ted States en­
tered into the  SALT II agr eem ent  on the  basis of th e commitments  
contained in the  Soviet sta tem ent with  respe ct to Backfire, and 
th at  it considers the  car ryin g out of these comm itmen ts to be 
esse ntia l to the  obligat ions assumed und er the  trea ty. He also 
sta ted  th at  the United Sta tes  has the  righ t to a comparab le 
bomber.

The Soviet commitments given at  the  Vie nna  sum mit are  con­
sis ten t with the U.S. objective of c onst raining the  inte rcontin ental 
potent ial of the Backfire force while conti nuin g to exclude our own 
European-based and Pacific-based thea ter  a irc raf t from SALT.

The production rat e com mitm ent limits the  total number of 
Backfires and thus the  over all effectiveness of the  Backfire force. 
In par ticu lar,  it means th at a possible Soviet divers ion of Backfire 
from its the ate r and  nav al mission to an inte rco ntin ent al role 
would subs tanti ally reduce Soviet streng th in those  areas, while 
addi ng only m argin ally to overall  Soviet stra tegi c capability .

With  respect to the  legal  sta tus  of the  Soviet commitments on 
Backfire,  the Soviet commitments are clear ly binding legal obliga­
tion s of the U.S.S.R. Moreover, Pres iden t Ca rte r’s s tate me nt at  the  
Vie nna  Summit  makes  cle ar th at  the  Unit ed Sta tes  enters into the  
SALT II agree ments  on the basis of the  obligations und erta ken in 
the Soviet sta tem ent  and  considers  these  comm itme nts as essential 
to the  obligations assum ed by the  Unite d Stat es und er the  trea ty. 
The resu lt is tha t, even thou gh the  Soviet Backfi re commitments  
are  not a part of the  form al tre aty  text , the  United  States  would 
view a Soviet violation of these commitments in exactly the same 
ma nner as we would view a Soviet violation of the  tre aty  tex t 
itself, and would act  accordingly. The Soviet Unio n unde rstan ds 
th at  this  is our position.

In sum, while it would of course have been desirable to count  
Backfir e in the aggregate if we could have done so, the  resolution 
of the  Backfire issue satisfac torily serves our interests . Our ex­
change with the Soviets gives us a firm production rat e commit­
ment; it limits increa ses in its capability of t he  Backfire; it makes 
clear our own ri ght  to a compa rable bomber, and  it definitely links 
Soviet fulfillment of its obligations on Backfire to the  continu ed 
viab ility  of SALT.

Thank  you, Mr Cha irman.
The Chairman [presiding].  I thi nk  we had be tte r go to questions 

now. Are the re any oth er prep ared  stat ement s th at  othe r members 
of th e panel would ca re to subm it to the  comm ittee?

Ambassador Earle. I do not  have one.
The Chairman. Dr. Timbie?
Mr. Timbie. I do not hav e one.
The Chairman. Very well. Then, I thin k, we should go to ques­

tions.
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STATUS OF ORAL ASSURANCE OF BREZHNEV TO CARTER

My first quest ion is directed to you, Mr. Slocombe. On Ju ly  10 
Secretary  Vance test ified  before this committee and stated th at  if 
the  Russians viola ted the  Backfire agreement,  the  United Sta tes — 
and I am quoting the Secretary —“would consider that  a basis for 
repudiating the  t reaty.”

Now, my quest ion to you is, wha t is the  sta tus of an oral ass ur­
ance given by Mr. Brezhnev to the  Pre sident  of t he United Sta tes  
und er int ern ationa l law?

Mr. Slocombe. Under  internatio nal  law it is a binding,  legal 
comm itmen t of the  Soviet Union. Fu rth er,  in ligh t of our sta tem ent 
th at  we are  rely ing on that  comm itment in und ertaking our  own 
obligations—assuming the  tre aty  is rat ifie d—with respec t to the 
SALT Treaty, under internatio nal  law a violation of the  Soviet 
commitment w ith resp ect to Backfire  would give us grounds, as the 
Secretary  of S tate  said, for ab roga ting the tre aty itself.

The Chairman. Well, all of th is could be made  very explic it and  
could be tied down with  a rese rvation  which  has the  effect of 
incorporat ing these assurances into  the  tre aty , giving them the  
same stat us as the  comm itments made by the  Soviet Union in the 
tre aty  itself. The Sen ate  could make th at  a  condition to its consent.

Mr. Slocombe. The  Sena te cer tain ly has  th at  power, Mr. Chair­
man. It is our position that  such a reservatio n would be unneces ­
sary  and not change the  legal e ffect o f the  posture  as it now stands .

The Chairman. Well, it would cer tain ly remove  any possibil ities 
for ambiguity or disagree men t in the  future ; would it not? It is 
your  position th at  t hat  is unnecessary?

Mr. Slocombe. It  is our position th at  there is no ground for 
ambigu ity or uncerta int y in the  future  withou t such a reservat ion.

The Chairman. Mr. Warnke said in his testim ony before the 
committee on Ju ly  16 that  he had  no objection to the  Sen ate  
reaffi rming  the  adminis tra tion’s posi tion in an understanding, and  
he has been as close to  these negotiations as anyone.

Mr. Slocombe. He has indeed, but he does have the  luxury  of 
speaking as a privat e citizen.

The Chairman. Yes. This committee often tur ns  for its advice to 
well-informed privat e citizens.

Under the  pre sen t circumstances it is my view that  we have  to 
consider the  capabil ity of the  Backfire. It may well have  been  
designed prim arily as a the ate r weapon, and  as a naval weapon;  
but  if i t can be used in an extreme case, such as a nuc lear  war, to 
strike the United States, then I think  we have  to look at it th at  
way.

Now, it is t rue th at the  t rea ty, or at  l eas t the  s tate me nt made  by 
Brezhnev, res tric ts the  Soviet Union to its presen t level of produc­
tion. It is also tru e th at  the  United Sta tes  is not inhibited in 
building a  comparable weapon if it  were to choose to do so. I would 
like to ask, Gen eral  Ellis, if in your view the United Sta tes has  a 
need for a weapon comparable to the  Backfire, a new plan e with 
the  Backfire’s ge neral capabiliti es.

General Ellis. Mr. Chairman, as indicated in my sta tem ent , I 
strongly believe th at  we need addi tional capab ility, par ticu lar ly in 
the  1980-85 time period. I would not, however,  wan t it classed as a
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per ipheral bomber. We need it  for use against  a prima ry targ et 
area .

The Chairman. Now, does the FB-111 which is based in this 
coun try satis fy our need, in you r opinion, if we had added numbers 
of that  type  of ai rcraf t?

General Ellis. Our proposal has been to increase its range, mod­
ernize its engines, and to more than  double its bomb-carrying 
capabil ity.

The Chairman. And if t ha t were  done, you would the n be satis ­
fied t ha t our  bomber  force, b oth th at  counted within the tre aty  and 
that  not counted in the treaty , would be adeq uate  for our  needs as 
a p art  of the  Triad on which we rely?

General Ellis. That, in conjunction with  o the r programs  tha t are 
under way.

The Chairman. Like th e crui se missile?
General Ellis. The cruise  missile. Our recommendation on the  

FB-111 is so strong  simply because it is the  only thin g we can get 
in the  n ea r term  in a  tim ely manner.

negotiating tradeoffs

The Chairman. Now, as the  Comm ander  in Chief  of SAC, Gener­
al Ellis, can you tell us if our F B - ll l’s and  F - l l l ’s, th e aircra ft we 
have in this country and in Euro pe with which we could strike the 
Soviet Union, were counted  in the  tre aty  along with  the Backfire, 
would you prefer that  to the  presen t arrang ement  where the  F-  
l l l ’s a re not  counted and the  res tric tion  is imposed on the limited 
production of the Soviet Backfire?

I am try ing  to assess the  two situ atio ns and have  your  judgment.
General Ellis. No, I would not, Mr. Chairman. Fir st of all, I 

wan t to draw  a distinc tion between the  FB-111, which is a strate ­
gic bomber, and the  F - ll l,  which  is a  E uropean based and  general  
purpose figh ter aircraft.

The Chairman. Yes.
General Ellis. We have large numbers  of those, several hundred. 

To throw them  into any exchang e with  t he  Backfire in my opinion 
would be very harm ful to our conventional posture as well as to 
our tact ical  n uclear posture.

If you are  talk ing in term s of th e F B -l ll ’s alone as a tradeoff  for 
the  Backfire, at  th is point in tim e because they  a re roughly equiva­
len t in terms  of th e Backfire assigned to the  long-range Air Force, 
I would say th at  i t could be done because we have headroom within  
our total number of SNDV’s whereas  they  would have  to make 
some sor t of accommodation in the  way of reduction  of othe r 
weapon systems.

Mr. Slocombe. Senator, could I add a  comment on tha t?
The Chairman. Yes; of course.
Mr. Slocombe. Quite ap ar t from the  numbers  and the impac t on 

our own capability, the  question  you put, of including all of the 
FBS th at  are  in Europe in exchange for counting the  Backfire, 
would rais e very considerable  concerns among our allies. They 
would, I think, be very re lucta nt  to see the United Sta tes  agree to 
limit FBS in Europe, even as a ma tte r of pr inciple , withou t some 
limits on Soviet theate r n ucl ear  forces such as t he  SS-2O.
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I thi nk  th at  is an othe r considerat ion th at  bears on the  FBS 
position  which we hav e taken cons isten tly in the  negot iations.

The Chairman. Th ank  you very much, Mr. Secre tary. Sen ator 

Jav its?
Senator  J avits. Th ank you, Mr. Chairma n.
Gentlem en, I am a lit tle  b it puzzled by the  sta tem ent s of Ge nera l 

Hill and General Ellis.
At the  end of Gen eral  Hill ’s sta tem ent , he discussed his own 

responsibilities in NORAD and he says, “I believe  th at  a reevalua­
tion of our nat ion al policy for atmo sphe ric defense is now re­
quired,” point ing out  th at  this  policy would be very ma ter iall y 
change d from the  pre sen t sta te of our interc ept or force in which 
we are  now deficient.

Then General Ellis concludes:
It is our assessment th at  during the period of th e treaty , Strateg ic Air Command 

will have less difficulty executing its det err ent  and emergency war mission with a 

tre aty  t han  we would w ithout a treaty .

Now, is the re any  inconsistency in those sta tem ent s or are  the y 
ent irel y reconcilable; and  if so, why?

General Hill?
General Hill. May I review Gen eral Elli s’ portio n th at  you are  

referri ng to?
Senator  J avits. Cert ainly . He goes on to det ail his reasons  which 

are  reasons we are  very fam iliar  with  because we have had a good 
deal of testimony. But we are  not fam ilia r as far  as I know, with  
your concerns about the fact th at  perh aps  we have a new situ atio n 
respecting  Soviet bomber capability  which requ ires  a revision  of 
our  national  policy for atmos pheri c defense, involving interceptors.

I would like to see if the re is a consis tency between  your sta te­
me nt or if th ere  is n ot.

General Hill. Spea king  only for the  defense forces, my sta te­
ments , Sena tor Jav its , were made on the  basis th at  over the  yea rs 
the Soviet bomber force has not been a larg e force and has not 
been considered to be a thr eaten ing  force to the  United Stat es, 
cert ainl y not as thr eaten ing  as SLBM’s or ICBM’s. Therefore, na ­
tion al policy h as been  to reduce our mil itar y defensive capabilit ies 
with regard to bomber atta cks  and  bomber forces. Due to thi s 
policy, our systems  have declined over the  y ear s to the  point whe re 
today our capa bility is one of peacetime ai r sovereignty with  a 

limit ed ability to figh t a war.
The intro ducti on of the  Backfire to the  Soviet bomber force 

increa ses the  capabil ity of th e Soviet bombe r force and therefo re in 
my view, as the  comm ander of the  defensive forces, makes  th at  
force a more threate ning  one. As I see it, we need to re-evaluate; 
the  cur ren t nat ion al policy rega rding bomber defense and de ter ­
mine if th at  policy is still  a valid one. Th at was my suggestio n in 
my state men t.

Sena tor J avits. You two come to the  same  conclusion, however, 
th at  everything considered—after all, I can not  matc h your profes­
sional ism—“It is our assess ment th at  dur ing  the  period of the 
tre aty  NORAD will have  less difficulty exec uting its mission with 
the  treaty  than  withou t a tre aty .”
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You both come to the  same conclusion. Would you ra ther  have 
the  tre aty or not have it in order to free you to do w hat  you thin k 
you have to do?

General  Hill. I have indicated in my sta tem ent , Senator  Javi ts, 
that  the  treaty  nei ther improves nor degrades my abili ty to per­
form the  air  defense mission, however, I think  the  treaty  is a 
valuable document  for the  Uni ted States . As I have  indicated, it 
does tak e the  first  step toward the  establishme nt of equal aggre­
gates  from which balanced and  phased reductions can occur. I 
think  t ha t is good, I think  we need tha t.

At the  same time, it does in fact create a situ atio n from a 
defensive point of view of an  increased pote ntia l th reat  to this  
Nation. Tha t is what  I am calling att ent ion  to. I am suggesting 
th at  it now is time for ou r Nation to und ers tand th at  and re­
eva luate our past policies.

Sen ator J avits. Is the  word “it, ” “it does cre ate  a poten tial 
th re at ,” the  treaty  for SALT II, or is the  word “it ” the  pres ent 
ongoing momentum of the  Soviet mil itary prepara tions?

General  Hill. I am refe rring, sir, to the  Soviet bomber force, the 
ongoing upgrading of the  Soviet bomber force and the  continuing 
modernization of tha t force.

Sen ator J avits. So, th at  notw ithstanding, you still  think  you are  
be tte r off with the  tre aty  because  whatever limits are  placed, at 
leas t the re  a re some limit s.

Gen eral  Hill. Narrowly  speak ing from the  defensive point of 
view the  treaty  does not affect  my capability  in either  regard.

Sen ato r J avits. Wha t a bou t not narrowly speaking?
Gen eral  Hill. I have alre ady  said, sir, th at  as far  as the  United  

Stat es is concerned, I th ink the  treaty  is good. I am in favor of the  
trea ty.

Sen ato r J avits. Tha nk you. Is ther e any thing you want to add to 
tha t, General Ellis?

General  Ellis. No, I do not wan t to speak for NORAD, I will 
speak for SAC. I th ink  my sta tem ent s tands , Senator Javit s.

Sen ator J avits. And you do not wan t to change any thin g based 
on w hat  has just been said.

General  Ellis. No, I do not.
Senator J avits. Tha nk you.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a few minutes  I would like to yield 

to Sena tor Percy.
The Chairman. Senator  Percy.

INCLUDING BACKFIRE IN AGGREGATE

Senator Percy. Thank you very much, Senator  J avi ts, for accom­
moda ting my schedule. Gent lemen, we very much apprecia te your 
help in this  regard.

General  Ellis, Mr. Slocombe says in his sta tem ent that  it would 
have been desirable  to count Backfire in the  aggregate. If you had 
your choice, would you have  wanted to have  included the  Backfire 
in the  aggregate , and could you give a reason  for your position?

General  Ellis. Let me und ers tand the  prope r assumptions here. 
Is there  an additional tradeo ff that  we would have to throw into 
the  tota l aggregate?



139

Sena tor Percy. Well, there has been, as I underst and  it, neg otia ­
tions  to include the Backfire in the  aggregate , to count it in the 
tre aty  limits. It has  been excluded. Would you have preferred also, 
as Mr. Slocombe said, to have included the  Backfire in the  aggre­
gate?

General Ellis. Very much so.
Sena tor Percy. Very  much so.
The Soviet Union in its sta tem ent  to the  Uni ted Stat es said th at 

it did not inte nd to give the  Backfire  the  capability of operat ing at  
inte rcontinen tal distances. There are  estimates th at  the  Backfire 
already has some inte rcontinen tal stra tegi c capability. Is t he Soviet 
statement, then , somewhat misleading in thi s regard?

General Ellis. Is t ha t question direc ted to me, sir?
Sena tor Percy. Yes, sir.
General Ellis. On stri ct terminology, and  tak ing  our knowledge 

or estimate of its capabilities, it could be misleading . However, I 
look at  it as a sta tem ent , a Soviet sta tem ent , indicating  the pr i­
mary role of th at  bomber; th at  is in the  per ipheral role, and we 
will assume  t ha t is what they intend to do with it unt il indicatio ns 
would direct otherw ise.

Sena tor Percy. Thank you.

SENTIMENT TO INCLUDE BACKFIRE IN TREATY LIMITS

Mr. Slocombe, there is sen tim ent  on some Senators pa rt to in­
clude the Backfire in the  tre aty  limits.  If such  action  were tak en,  
would the  Soviets be over the  limit?  Would they  have to re tir e 
other systems to deploy more Backfires?

Mr. Slocombe. You mean if all the  Backfires were coun ted 
against  the  SNDV aggregate? They are  alread y over the  2,400 and  
2,250 limits  counting only the  things which  it has been agreed to 
count, so the y would be fur the r over the  lim it to the  extent  of any 
Backfires being coun ted against the  2,400 and 2,250 total .

Sena tor Percy. If we for instance decided to include our F - l l l ’s 
deployed in Europe in the tre aty  limits , would we have to re tir e 
other systems to stay with in the  l imits,  also?

Mr. Slocombe. I believe th at  we could stay with in the  limit if we 
counted only th e F - l l l ’s tha t are  now deployed in England and  not  
the  F B -l lr s  in the United States. We would be jus t und er the 
limi t if you do not  count the  nonoperatio nal systems. We would 
have to dism antle  and  destroy the  nonoperatio nal airc raft,  vi rtu al­
ly all  of them.

By my ca lcula tions , if you kept  every thing which now counts and  
which is operatio nal,  and you counted both  the  F - l l l ’s and  the 
F B -I ll ’s, we would be, I think, ju st  over the  total.  Whethe r th at  
would have any  impact depends on what assum ptions you made  
about what we do w ith the 160 Polaris  tubes.

U.S.  DEPLOYMENT OF AIRCRAFT COMPARABLE TO BACKFIRE

Senator Percy. The final two questions. Does the  United Sta tes  
have any inte ntion of deploying an aircra ft sim ilar  to the  Backf ire 
during the  next decade? If theo retic ally  we did deploy a Backfire, 
how would we use it? Would we consider it a stra tegic weapon? 
Perhaps the  lat ter , or both questions, could go to General Ellis.
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General  Ellis. Our  proposal as set forth  in my sta tem ent , Sena­
tor Percy, was directed toward a  st rateg ic vehicle.

Senator Percy. I am sorry , I did not hear you.
General Ellis. It was directed  toward  a stra tegi c vehicle, I was 

not thinking of a per iphera l bomber in the  classic defini tion of the 
Backfire.

Senator Percy. But if, jus t on a  theore tica l basis, we did deploy a 
weapon similar to the  Backfire, how would we use it? Would we 
consider i t useful as a  s trat egic weapon?

General Ellis. Very much so, th at  is the  whole thrust of my 
argume nt.

Senator Percy. I than k you very much, and than k you, Sena tor 
Jav its,  very much indeed.

The Chairman. Sen ator Zorinsky?
Sen ator Zorinsky. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.

BACKFIRE CAPABILITIES WITH REGARD TO FIRST STRIKE

Gen eral  Ellis, I would like  to welcome you to the  hear ing, having  
known you prior to coming here to W ashington. The home State of 
SAC is Nebraska and I cer tain ly appreciate your  coming here  to 
lend your experti se and  testimony rega rding thi s very serious 
treaty .

General, I would like to focus on the  scenarios th at  you conduct 
concerning the  fi rst-s trike  capability of the  Soviet Union. Given the 
fact th at  the  Backfire bomber is capable of in-flight refueling, has 
the  int ern al system bui lt into  the  struc ture of th e airc raft , that  is, 
it is capable of being a long-range inte rco ntinen tal bomber even 
thou gh there is some ques tion between the  Air Force, Defense 
Departm ent,  and the  CIA concerning the  exact range of the Back­
fire; given those factual real ities, do you or do you not  project the  
Backfire’s capabilit ies with regard to firs t-str ike pote ntia l against 
this Nation?

General Ellis. We take them  into considerat ion in our planning, 
Senator , but  obviously, wh eth er they  would use it in that  role is 
conjecture. It might also be used in posta ttack , and  by that  I m ean 
aft er the  initia l s trike.

Sen ator Zorinsky. Well, do you allow for conjec ture? I th ink  you 
made  the  comment earli er this morning in our oth er briefing  that  
when  people are at  war panic sometimes evolves or people may do 
thin gs with weapons unin tention ally .

So, w hat I am saying is, in the  event the  Soviets had to use the  
Backfi re for inte rcontinen tal bombers, they  cer tain ly could, and I 
would assume that  you do allow for more than  conjecture, the  
possibili ty of the actual  u se of those Backfire bombers.

General Ellis. Absolutely. If I were a Soviet stra tegic planne r I 
would count  on it and would insis t on using  it th at  way, jus t as we 
can use B-52’s in the  conventional phase of a European  conflict, 
and  the n they  revert  to th e nuclear phase in the event the re is a 
nuc lear phase. Tha t would be the  logical way for them  to use them.

Senator Zorinsky. The poin t I am making is, you are  count ing 
them, the treaty  does not coun t them.

General  Ellis. I look at  them  as a system th at  can strike the  
United  States.
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Senator  Zorinsky. Thank  you. Then, let me ask one other ques­
tion. How old are  our B-52 bombers versus the  development of th e 
B- l?

General Ellis. We received the  las t B-52 bomber in 1962, th at  
was 17 years  ago. Th at was the  last  B-52 bomber.  The firs t B-52 
was accepted in the  middle 1950’s.

Senator  Zorinsky. Would you say objectively th at  our develop­
me nt of a ir bomber systems has kep t pace with th at  of the Soviet 
Union?

General Ellis. Very  definitely not, Senator.
Senator  Zorinsky. And would I be wrong in saying that  you did 

suppor t the continued produc tion of the  B -l bomber?
General Ellis. I did.
Senator  Zorinsky. And if you were asked th at  question again 

now, would you continu e to support the  need for the  product ion of 
the B-l bomber?

General Ellis. I would look at  two things . I would look at  how 
long it would take  us to get sta rted on the  B-l  again.  I would look 
at  the  cost that  would be imposed on us at  this time, and I would 
look at alte rnat ives . Th at is how we came up with the  FB-111 B 
and  C. We can get it sooner at a much cheaper price tha n we can 
get  the B- l.

Senator Zorinsky. Would the  FB-111 be a suitable replacem ent 
in lieu of the  B -l bomber, in your estim ation?

General Ellis. It does not  have the  overa ll capabil ity of the B- l, 
obviously; but  it could be made avail able  fast er, in gre ate r num ­
bers, at reduced cost. We are  looking for the earl iest  possible 
capability to counter  t he  th reat  that  I described in the  early  1980’s 
in my s tatem ent.

maintaining parity

Senator  Zorinsky. From  the first  day of th is hear ing, General 
Ellis, I have atte mp ted  to port ray the  issue as not  being one of 
whether SALT II does or does not resolve our deficiencies concern­
ing par ity with the  Soviet Union, but as one of the  will of the  
Amer ican people, the adm inis trat ion, the  Congress, as to  how much 
we wan t to do to  catch up in these  areas. I have  asked for defini ­
tive  lists. I have adm itte d you cannot bind one adm inis trat ion to 
anoth er adm inis tration; nei the r can you bind one Congress to an ­
oth er Congress.

In your view, do you look at SALT II as a purchaser of time 
where the  real issue is th at  we mus t cont inue  to do those things 
th at  need to be done in orde r to ma inta in a parity outside of SALT 
II, concerning our str ength  and weakness as compared to the  
Soviet Union?

General Ellis. Senator, I have the  scars  of th e B-70 and the  B-l 
decisions. So, I sha re the apprehension th at  I know has been ex­
pressed to th is comm ittee  by cert ain comm ittee members on w heth­
er or not the  tr ea ty would be a  substi tute  for modern ization.

As I have tried to bring out most stron gly in my sta tem ent , 
modernization is not coupled with the  treaty , it is something th at  
must be done.

Senator  Zorinsky. As a  m ilita ry leader , what advice can you give 
me as an elected official about  locking in, or creating a commit-
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ment on beha lf of t he  adm inistra tion and this  Congress? To w hat 
exten t do you feel we hav e to make plain , solid and simple our 
meaning  to the  Am erican public?

I keep hearing the  word from all those  who testif ied that  we 
mu st do what needs to be done. Well, th at  is a simple  statement. 
But I am sure that  sta tem ent was hea rd many time s during SALT 
I. I feel one of th e reasons we have the  disparity now is because we 
did not do what  we could have done u nde r the  parameters of SALT 
I. Now, as you pointed out,  the  fear cont inua lly exists that  we will 
not  do unde r SALT II param eters what we are  allowed to do.

So, wha t I am saying is, as a mil itary man you mus t have had 
disillusionments with  wh at we did not do dur ing SALT I, and to 
avoid that  happening  aga in, wha t advice can you give us about 
wh at should be done to lock into the  focus of the  American public 
the  sacrifices that  might have  to be made in the  are a of playing 
catchup?

General Ellis. Senator , I cannot give you the  legisla tive mechan­
ics of how to do it. I can tell you, as I think  I made  clear  in my 
stat ement , that  it seems to me it is most impor tan t that  t ha t point 
be made, and it be made  over and over again; and  th at  it be done 
by action  on the pa rt of t his  body. That, to me, is more convincing 
than  any amount of rhe toric .

Senator  Zorinsky. Can you make a defini tive sta tem ent  such as 
th at  nei ther you and the Joi nt Chiefs of Staff, nor any other 
mi lita ry leaders, responsible  mili tary  leaders, could gua rantee the  
safety of this  Nation in the  event  th at  we do not make a tota l 
comm itmen t to creating parity  with the  Sovie t Union?

General Ellis. Senator , I canno t speak  for the  Joi nt Chiefs of 
Staff. I can give my advice and they  make  thei r own judgment. I 
th ink I made the judg me nt in my s tate me nt on the  situa tion in the  
ear ly 1980’s. I think  the chance  of losing esse ntia l equivalence is 
likely. To me, if you lose essential equivalence, we have always 
looked a t it as the bottom line in term s of the  capab ility  tha t would 
be represented by the  stra tegic forces and stra tegi c capabi lity of 
the  U nited States.

Senator  Zorinsky. General , you are  looked at  very highly, and 
you know how th e people in Nebraska  feel about the Strategic Air 
Command. I think man y times  we take it for granted that we can 
go to bed and wake up in the  safety and sanctity of our own homes, 
and  that  is only due to the  fact that  we have experts and profes­
sionals guarding t he  inte gri ty of this Nat ion mili tarily.

I think  if you unequivocally said th at  you could no longer guar­
ant ee the  secur ity and  safety of the  people, many of whom take 
th at  safety for granted, without our commitm ent to continue to 
modernize our milita ry forces, it would bring a meaningful rea lity  
to a lot of people t ha t take  th is country for g ranted.

General Ellis. Senator, I do not wan t to oversta te this. I have 
never been one th at  believes the  most effective way to make your 
poin t was to hang up your uniform, but the  responsibility  of the  
Commander in Chief of SAC is not only to our  people, to the  
mili tary , b ut to the public  as  you indicated.

I have long held the assumption—and by th at  I mean from the  
very  first day th at  I assumed command at SAC—th at  if I was ever 
unable  to execute my mission I would make it known, and I would
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at  that  point leave. I will not be in a position of t rust such as thi s 
in which the  American people are  expecting  us to do something 
and  we cannot do it. At that  po int I will be heard .

Senator  Zorinsky. Tha nk you. I hope at  th at  point it is not too 
late , General.

General Ellis. I do too.
Senator  Zorinsky. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Sen ato r Lugar, please?
Senator  Lugar. Thank  you, Mr. C hairman.
Gentlemen, I suspect one way in which the  media might cover 

the  testimony today  is to suggest th at  t he  NORAD commander and 
the SAC comm ander endorse  the  SALT Treaty,  which would be a 
shame because essential ly, of course, you have  indicated th at  you 
support it for various reasons. At least you have  said—and I now 
quote General Ellis: “It  is our assessment dur ing  the  period of t he  
tre aty  SAC will have less difficulty  executing its deter ren t and  
emergency war  missions with the  tre aty  than  we would withou t 
it. ”

And yet, this  precedes a recitation  of five situatio ns in which in 
various ways, General Ellis, you point out th at  the  Soviets have  
either a product ion capability or a technica l capabi lity. For exam ­
ple, you cite t he tre aty limi tation on t he  SS-18, 10 warheads can be 
put on each launch er as opposed to 30, a nd th at  this is one value  in 
the trea ty. Clearly implicit  in th at  is th at  the y have the  c apab ility  
to go to 30. The tre aty means 250 stra tegic delive ry vehicles th at  
you will not contend with because they will be destroyed. Clearly, 
th at  implies they are there, the buildup has occurred, the modifica­
tion of the four th gen erat ion ICBM’s, the  fifth generation ICBM’s 
are  under development; the  treaty  might hold th at  down to a dull 
roa r—but we can only be hopeful t ha t is th e case.

In essence, as one analyzes your testimony, and I hope people 
will, it underlines aga in that the  Soviets have been going gre at 
guns  and we have not  really been keeping up. Tha t is what this  
SALT debate is fina lly coming down to. The antisept ic view th at  
thi s treaty  could be considered on the  merits  while we ignore the  
comparative  difficulty. As you in your  test imony pointed out, we 
are  going to have a possibili ty of s trat egic infe rior ity in the  ear ly 
1980’s—and i f we do the  righ t thing , somehow we may get thro ugh  
th at  period.

But it has not yet sunk in, I think,  on thi s committee, this  
Congress, or this  N atio n that  we are  in this  sort  of danger. When it 
does, you will get the  support you need.

I am encouraged by the  testimony th at  Sena tor Nunn has rep ort ­
ed to have offered yesterda y in which he was saying th at  this  
tre aty  should be exam ined  and may offer some benefits. Th at is 
about what  you are  saying. Given the  fact th at  they  have been 
going great guns, it may  be wise to contain the  th reat  as best as 
possible.

But the  critic al fac tor is whe ther  or not there  is the  will of the  
leade rship  in this  cou ntry  to provide, as I underst and  Senator 
Nunn said, abou t 1 or 2 pe rcent  more increase  in real term s in the  
defense budget each year . Some sta ff mem ber interp rets th at  to 
mean $7 to  $9 billion more  each year.
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What I think would be useful for you to address  yourself to if 
you could, sir, is: In the  event that  this position preva ils and the re 
are a growing n umber  of us who say there is indeed linkage in this  
tre aty and the  linkage is that  the re must be a national commit­
ment to do those thin gs that  have to be done before we even 
consider this trea ty, what sort  of things should we do?

You are  giving testimony, I am afraid , bat tered by the  rejection  
of the  B- l; bat tered by rejection of th is and th at  and you suggest 
th at  finally, given all the se cons train ts, some modification of the  
FB-111 is about  the  bes t we can do. But if in fact this  Congress 
says, “We are  going to spend the  money th at  we need to, to save 
the  country , leaving aside the  Soviet Union, the  SALT Tre aty,” or 
what have you, sort  of pick th at  up as a secondary considera tion, 
what should we do to enforce your abili ty to do your mission?

Tha t, I think, is what some of us who would like to do those 
thin gs would like to know, wha t our program ought to be. The 
adm inis trat ion has its program, it is the  passage of the  SALT 
Trea ty. But our program is something else, and  the  adm inis tration 
is going to have to barga in with us. I think  in order to have some 
exp ert testimony—and maybe you cann ot answ er that  today—we 
need to know wha t t ha t program ought to  be.

In that case, why, eventually  we might tak e a look a t SALT and  
may hold things  to a “dull roa r” as you have suggested. It might 
not  cost us t ha t much because we will be coming out in a diffe rent 
negotiating posture and  SALT III, or SALT II-and-a-half will be a 
different sort of treaty  because of th at.

Now, with all of th at  preface, wha t can you say today, or wha t 
could you say lat er on if t he re were other assumptions made about 
the  defense  budget and about wha t we should do?

General Ellis. Senator, let me address first the  force require ­
ments . I tried  in a gen eral  way to describe those  requirements  
during the  period of the 1980’s. I can give it in more precise 
language, including d olla r costs i f th at  is the  will of the  committee.

But let me say one oth er thing abou t coupling it to the trea ty. 
You remember I said  the  need to modernize  is not  coupled with  the 
treaty . I recognize th at  is the  mechanics th at  can help us accom­
plish  moderniza tion, th at is, coupling modernization  approval to 
SALT ratifica tion. I do not  know abou t tha t, and  I do not want to 
over state  this , either.

But we people in the  Strategic  Air Command consider ourselves 
in the  nuclear f ront t renches. We are  in  t he process of “hunke ring ” 
down righ t now because of the  early 1980’s, and  I will take  help 
wherever I can get it. The  SALT Treaty  provides some he lp simply 
because  it res trains wh at we know the  Soviets can do, it is th at  
simple.

I will be most happ y to provide you with  the precise force s truc­
tu re  recommendation.

Senator  Lugar. I app reci ate  the  point you are  making, and 
obviously one can mak e a case t ha t we should proceed anyway and, 
indeed, I think we should. But the  test imony being presented 
broadly around this  country  is, w ith SALT, why, we only spend x 
num ber of dollars; w ithout  SALT we have  to do something else. $30 
billion  has been cast  around  for the  nex t decade as the  difference 
in expenditures , and th at  is a lot of money. Fur ther more, one can
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argue in domestic politics, if we had $30 billion, the re are  a good 
num ber  of social programs  th at  this  country  might adopt, th at  we 
would not have to spend—to use the  words of t he  opponents—“on 
Pentagon- inspired bui ldups” and this  type of thing .

I th ink your point is well taken ; the  J oint  Chiefs made the  same, 
but they said that  at  the time  of SALT I they also had a list of 
thin gs to do and they reci ted how one aft er anoth er was dashed 
away.

The question  I had for them was, “On what basis of fai th do you 
ant icip ate  that  the re will be any other difference?” Now, I think  
the re will be because we are  debating the  SALT Treaty in this  
forma t. It is going on for a long time; it may go on for a very long 
time, as a ma tte r of fact, unt il a defense budget is pinned  down. 
That could be much longer tha n many proponen ts have any 
tho ught of it taking . But, it  could go on just th at  long.

I th ink for those of us who see any leverage or linkage in this  
situ atio n and who a re concerned about the  defense of th is count ry, 
why, this means a g rea t dea l to us.

I do not mean to pu t you on the  spot today, bu t I think  we will 
be coming back to you, the Joint  Chiefs and  others, in due course 
for somewhat of an agenda  as to things th at  need to be done, even 
as we a re considering SALT. As you say, with  the  l imit atio ns of the  
Soviet thrust that  a re involved in it, it may be somew hat helpful in 
this inte rim period of dan ger  for us in  the  e arly 1980’s.

Thank  you very much.

SOVIET RESPONSE TO RENEGOTIATION

The Chairman. We are  j us t about finished, and  I wan t to ask a 
quest ion of Ambassador Ear le, who has been left out.

Ambassador Earle. I have not felt left out, Sena tor.
The Chairman. If I understood  General Ellis  correctly—and 

please  listen closely to this, General Ellis, because  I wan t to sta te 
your position accurately—General Ellis has  said th at  if we could 
have obtained a deal with the  Russians  th at  would have included 
the  Backfire  in the  aggrega te limitation  of the tre aty , and the  FB- 
111 in the  aggregate limitat ion , th at  th at  would not  have been a 
bad deal. But if we could have only agreed upon counting the  
Backfire in return  for which  both the  FB-111 and  our F - l l l  were 
both counted  in the  aggregate limits, th at  would not  have been a 
good deal.

Th at is an  accurate  s tatement , is it not?
General Ellis. That is an accu rate stat eme nt.
The Chairman. Now, if the  Senate, by reservat ion,  insisted  on 

coun ting the  Backfire alone, what, in your judg men t, would be the  
Soviet response?

Ambassador Earle. Mr. Chairman, in my judgment  the  Soviet 
response would be very negative. They have  mainta ined from the  
outs et th at  the  Backfire is a medium bomber. As Mr. Slocombe’s 
testimony indica ted—and I think  t he record shows—they essentia l­
ly refused to discuss the  Backfire at the  negotiations in Geneva, 
tak ing  the  position th at  those  negot iations dealt with  stra tegic 
arm s and  the Backfire was not a stra tegic arm  and  therefore not 
subjec t to consideration  by  the  Delegations.
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So far  as I know, Backf ire was not discussed at  Vladivostok but  
my own judgment is t ha t we never  would have reached agreement 
on equal aggregates at Vladivostok had the  Soviets contemplated 
th at  we would take the  position that  the  Backf ire was indeed a 
heavy bomber and should be included.

So, in short, I think  the react ion would be totally  negative I 
think it would reopen, among other things, the  whole concept of 
equal aggregates.

The Chairman. Well, now, during the  negotiations which, after 
all, wen t on for nearly 7 years, did you try  to make a deal th at  
would have counted the Backfire in, a long w ith our  F - l l l ’s

Ambassador Earle. No, we did not, Mr. Chairman .
The  Chairman. If not, why not?
Ambassador Earle. Because  we did not wan t to, we did n ot think  

it was a good deal. We did try  to include the  Backf ire simply as a 
heavy bomber, but  you know the  history of that.  At no t ime did we 
ever suggest that  we would consider inclusion of our F - l l l ’s in 
exchange for th eir  Backfire.

The Chairman. Wha t a bou t just the  F B -ll l’s?
Ambassador Earle. Th at was not considered  eith er, so far as I 

know. I was in Geneva; wh eth er it was considered in Washington 
or not, I simply do not  know.

Mr. Slocombe. Mr. C hairman?
The Chairman. Yes, Mr. Slocombe.
Mr. Slocombe. While it is certainly tru e we nev er proposed to 

count the  FB-111 explici tly, we did make  a  num ber  o f offers which 
would in effect have coun ted Backfire aft er a certa in number , and 
ini tia lly  those numbers  were  not unrela ted to the  number of FB- 
l l l ’s. For example, in Pre sident  Ford’s book he points out that  t he 
ini tia l proposal which we made  in Janu ary 1976, would have count­
ed Backfire afte r 120, which is of  course in excess of the number of 
F B -ll l’s. Tha t proposal was not accepted. Because of our gre at 
desir e not to draw the  quest ion of FBS into the  negotiations  we 
never proposed to count F B -ll l’s if Backfire would count. But I 
th ink it is imp orta nt to und ers tand in the  negotia ting  record we 
did make  a number of proposals to count Backf ire only afte r a 
cer tain number.

The Chairman. And thos e were all rejected.
Mr. Slocombe. That is correct.
The Chairman. I th ink I have no furth er questions. Sena tor 

Zorinsky, do you have fu rth er  questions?
Senator Zorinsky. No, th an k you.
The Chairman. I wa nt to tha nk  you all for the  executive session 

thi s morning in which we pursued these  ma tte rs in greate r speci­
ficity and for your test imony during the  public session. Your tes ti­
mony has been very help ful to us. We than k you very much.

Mr. Slocombe. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
General Ellis. Tha nk you, sir.

Department of Defense’s Responses to Additional Questions for the Record

Question 1. In the  Joint Chiefs’ testimony before the Committee on July  11, Gener­
al Jones stated  tha t the United  States “needs to keep a penetra ting  bomber force, 
and we need to modernize.” Is the Administration curren tly examining various 
options for a new penetra ting  bomber? Would any of the  options envision an 
air cra ft comparable to the  Backfire? Would a new bomber carr y cruise missiles of 
rang e g reater than  600 km? ( If yes) Would the United States plan to count any  new
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bomber, regardless of its capabilities, under the SALT II limits? (If no) Why 
wouldn’t we plan to deploy our  newest air-delivered weapons on a new bomber?

Answer. There are  studies in progress examining a wide range of possible strategic 
airc raft . These studies are  looking at what could be built  with today’s technology, 
what may be needed in the future  and how effective the  various concepts would be.

We are  considering, as one possibility, bombers of th e approximate size of Back­
fire. Since, however, effectiveness evaluation studies are  a long way from complete, 
no design or size has yet been identified as the most desirable bomber of th e future .

A number  of possible payloads including c ruise missiles of range grea ter than 600 
km are  under consideration. The question of the best weapon mix for strategic 
bombers is a  complex issue. In general, however, flexibility in what a bomber may 
be equipped with is very desirab le and long range cruise missiles are  a good candida te 
for any  new bomber.

As you know, any bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range  in 
excess of 600 km are considered, under  the  SALT II  Treaty, to be heavy bombers 
and will be counted in both the  2400/2250 and the  1320 aggregate limits. Whether 
or n ot a new, non-cruise missile-carrying bomber will be counted under  SALT II will 
be decided on a case-by-case basis.

Question 2. Several Administ ration witnesses before the Committee have asserted 
the  United  States righ t to build a bomber comparable to the  Backfire, and that  it 
would not be included in SALT II. If the United States buil t such a bomber, would it 
be subject to any  of the same restr ictions as the Soviet Backfire, i.e. production rate 
no more than  30 per year, and  “not capable of opera ting at  intercontinen tal dis­
tances”? Would we be permit ted to deploy such an aircra ft in the Strategic Air 
Command, provide it with a refue ling capability, and target  it agains t the Soviet 
Union?

Answer. If the United  States buil t a bomber comparable to its Backfire, the re 
would be no restrictions on the production rate  or capabil ity of such an aircraft. The 
United S tates could deploy such a bomber in any way it  saw fit.

Question 3. Do we and the  Soviets have any formal or informal understand ings 
about the  interpre tation of the restr ictions on th e Backfire? For example, Mr. Nitze 
said in his testimony before thi s Committee th at  it isn’t clea r when the “yea r” 
sta rts  for counting the Backfire production rate. Thirty bombers per year is equiva­
lent to 2% per month. Would the  Administration regard the  production of 4 Back­
fires in any one month a violation  of the  agreem ent? For how long a  period must 
the  production rate  exceed 2Vfe per month before the  Administ ration would feel a 
violation had occurred?

Answer. The Soviets have agreed that  Backfire production will not exceed 30 per 
year. This means a monthly production average of 21/? airc raft . We do not expect 
the  Soviets to turn out precisely  2% Backfires every month, but  any production 
significan tly in excess of this  ra te—particular ly if carried on for several months— 
would be cause for challenge in the  Standing Consulta tive Commission.

Question 4- When Secre taries  Vance and Brown appeared before the Committee 
on Ju ly 9, Senator Glenn asked if the  United States had made unilateral state ments 
that  the  Soviets have not yet responded to. Secre tary Brown responded . in 
every case where we have made a state men t with respect to the ir future actions, 
that  has been resolved satis facto rily.” Besides the Backfire statement, what othe r 
such agreements exist?

Answer. During the course of the  negotiations, each side made many state men ts 
which are included within  the  negotiation record. These stat ements are of varying 
degrees of formality. Fur the r, some are obligatory, such as the  Soviet Backfire 
statement; some are inte rpretiv e in nature, usually to clarify a technical aspect of 
the  Treaty, such as our sta tem ent  with regard to U.S. terminology for te rms in the  
throw-weight definition; and some are merely informational in natu re, such as our 
sta tem ent  with regard to the  sta tus  of Hound Dog missiles. A complete list of each 
side’s s tatem ents  and responses will be provided to the  Chai rman  of the Committee 
by the Secretary of State .

Question 5. The Trea ty “define s” heavy bombers by listing all cur ren t types of 
heavy bombers. Is there any forma l agreement or informal understanding between 
us and the Soviets that  atte mp ts to specify such a definition? What crite ria does 
the Administration use in judging whether a bomber should count under SALT? By 
these  criteria, is the  Backfire a heavy bomber? Using these criteria , how would the 
following United States  and Soviet airc raft compare: Bear, Bison, Backfire, Blinder, 
Badger, Fencer, B-52, B -l,  FB-111, F - ll l,  A-7.

Answer. Paragraph  3 of Art icle II of the SALT II Trea ty estab lishes  the airplanes  
to be considered “heavy bombers” in a number of ways. Firs t, it lists existing types. 
Second, it  includes those aircra ft in the future which can car ry out the  mission of a 
heavy bomber in a manner sim ilar  or superior to that  of c urren t heavy bombers.
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The cri teri a to be used for dete rmin ing this are  to be agreed upon by the two sides 
in the  Standing Consultative Commission. No formal or informal understandings 
exist as to what such c rite ria migh t be. However, i t is likely th at  the  United States 
will include range and payload capabil ity among such criteria.

The term  “heavy bombers” also includes types of bombers equipped for cruise 
missiles capable of a range  in excess of 600 kilometers or air-to-surface ballistic 
missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers (ASBM’s).

The bombers listed in the  question are  all existing bombers. Of these, only the 
Bear, Bison, B-52, and B- l are  listed  as cur ren t heavy bombers in the Treaty. The 
others,  by virtue  of their nei the r being so l isted nor being equipped for long-range 
cruise missiles or ASBM’s, are not  considered to be heavy bombers. It is not possible 
to e valuate these other bombers based upon the crit eria  to be used for future heavy 
bombers, as  these criteria have not  ye t been developed by the  sides.

Question 6. Does the Administ ration expect the Backfire to become a  carr ier for 
ALCMs, with ranges in excess of 600 km, dur ing the  period of the  Treaty?

Answer. [Deleted.] Were the  Backfire to be deployed with such a missile system, 
then all Backfires, except those which were dis tinguishable on the basis of function­
ally-re lated observable differences (FROD’s), would be accountable as heavy bombers 
under SALT, and would count und er both the 2400/2250 and  1320 aggregate limits. 
The Backfire weapon system cur ren tly  includes the  [deleted] air-to-surface missile. 
While replacing this missile with  a longer-range one would increase the system’s 
effective range and consequently its standoff capability, [deleted].

Question 7. What improvements in the Backfire seem reasonable to expect and how 
would they affect range and weapons delivery? How confident is the United States  
that  it can detect such activity?  Was a higher production rat e than 30 per year  
though t to be a likely option for the  Soviets?

Answer. With various modifications, the range of the Backfire  could be signifi­
cant ly increased. Some modifications could be incorporated relatively quickly and 
easily—for example, increasing fuel capacity by adding external fuel tanks or in­
stal ling  fuel tanks in the weapons bay. Other possible modifications—such as im­
proved engines, aerodynamic improvements, or lengthened fuselages to permit 
gre ate r fuel capacity—would be more complex and would probably be built into new 
Backfires at  the production plant.

[Deleted.] Without SALT the re would, of course, be no constraints on improve­
men ts to Backfire.

[Deleted.] The Intelligence Community believes that  Soviet Backfire production 
facilitie s are capable of producing more than  the 30 airc raft  per year limit agreed 
upon at  Vienna.

[Deleted.]
Question 8. What is the  evidence tha t a  new t ank er for the  Backfire may be under 

development? It was first  suggested in early 1975 in Secreta ry Schlesinger’s Annual 
Report. Why haven’t we seen thi s airc raft  tested or deployed yet?

Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 9. Did the United Sta tes  consider “collatera l const rain ts” on the  Backfire 

earlie r in the negotia tions in hopes of constraining  the  growth potential and intercon­
tinental  capability of the Backfire? What were such constraints?

Answer. During the course of SALT II negotiations the United States proposed a 
number of assurances other than  a production rate limit and const raints on range/ 
payload capability of Backfire. These included restric tions on refueling, training, 
basing, and armament . The Soviets rejected these proposals. In the end, we concluded 
th at  a production rate limit and  a more generalized approach to restrict ing the  
capabi lity of the Backfire provided an acceptable resolution of the issue.

Question 10. Is the  exclusion of the Backfire from SALT H’s aggregate limitations 
and allowing up to 30 per year to be produced contrary to  th e assurances the United 
States made to its allies early in SALT II t ha t the  United  States could not “permi t 
thr ea ts to our allies to develop unchecked because of SALT agreements”? What 
positions have our Allies taken with respect to including  the  Backfire in SALT II?

Answer. No. The exclusion of the  Backfire from SALT IPs aggregate limitat ions 
and the limitation on Soviet Backfire production are not contrary to the assurances 
th at  the United States made to its allies early in SALT II that  the United States  
could not “permit  threats to our allies to develop unchecked because of SALT 
agreements. That  assurance  is given substance (1) by our efforts jointly with our 
NATO allies to modernize and  improve NATO conventiona l and theater  nuclear 
capabil ities in Europe to counter  growing Soviet conventional and TNF capabilities 
and (2) by our refusal in SALT II to permit limita tions on U.S. forward-based 
systems in Europe. In the  context of our assurance, it also is important  to note that  
the  Soviet commitment to  lim it Backfire production to 30 per year  not only serves to 
cons train  the intercont inental potential  of the Backfire force, but also places a 
ceiling on the number  of Backfire  available for the ate r and naval missions—a 
con stra int which otherwise  would not exist.
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Since we consulted with our  allies throughout the  SALT II negotiations, they are  
aware of the history of the Backfire  negotiations. Thei r prim ary concern was that  
U.S. forward-based systems not  be constrained. We were successful in resist ing 
Soviet demands for limits on U.S. forward-based systems.

Question 11. In  Mr. Slocombe’s prepared sta tement he sta tes t ha t, “The Vladivostok 
framework . . . included no limitations on or account taken of U.S. forward-based 
systems or Allied nuclear system s.” Hasn’t the United States included some future 
forward-based systems of high inte res t to NATO, GLCM and  SLCM, in the SALT II 
Protocol? Is this an imp orta nt exception to the U.S. position that  FBS be excluded 
because they relate to commitmen ts to allies and counter Soviet theate r forces not 
included in SALT (or MBFR) which thre aten our allies?

Answer. Early in SALT II, the Soviets proposed t ha t the  T reaty contain a ban on 
the  testing and deployment of SLCM’s with ranges  over 600 km and late r adopted 
the  same position for GLCM’s. We took th e position that  considera tion of rest rictive 
long-term limits on these systems should be postponed to future  negotiations., How­
ever, the  Soviets insis ted th at  SALT II should conta in some limits  on SLCM’s and 
GLCM’s, and it became clea r in the post-Vladivostok negotia tions that  an agree­
men t could not be concluded without some GLCM and SLCM limits. The compro­
mise between Soviet insistence th at  GLCM’s and SLCM’s be limited and our insist ­
ence that  long-term limits be postponed to futu re negotiations was to include some 
GLCM and SLCM limits in a short -term Protocol, not in the  Treaty itself. By this 
approach, we accommodated Soviet insistence that  the  agreement address SLCM’s 
and GLCM’s, while making  cer tain tha t these limitations  would have no impact on 
U.S. programs.

The Protocol bans the  deployment of SLCM’s and GLCM’s capable to ranges 
gre ate r than 600 km unti l af ter  December 31, 1981, but  places no l imits on develop­
men t and flight-testing, which can go and are  going forward. Since neither the  
GLCM or the SLCM would be ready for deployment unt il 1983, well afte r the  
Protocol will have expired, and  development and testing of the systems is permitt ed 
during the  time the Protocol is in effect, the  Protocol will not constra in these  
programs. Further,  the limi tations in the Protocol expire with  the  Protocol and set 
no precedent  for future negotiat ions.

We have and continue to consult closely with our allies on the  potentia l role of 
SLCM’s and GLCM’s in NATO long-range the ate r nuclear force modernization and 
in arms control. Decisions on the role of SLCM’s and GLCM’s in NATO’s moderniza­
tion should be forthcoming by the  end of the year. The Protocol limits will in no 
way constrain these decisions. With respect to future  limits on these systems, the  
United  States, afte r consultat ion with the  al lies, declared th at  any future limits on 
U.S. systems principally designed for theate r missions should be accompanied by 
appropriate limitat ions on Soviet thea ter  systems.

[Whereupon, at  12:15 p.m., the  committee adjourned,  subject to 
call of the  Chair.]





THE  SALT II TREATY

TUESD AY, JULY 31, 1979

United States Senate, 
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursu ant to notice, at  10:05 a.m., in room 

318, Russell Sena te Office Building, Hon. Frank Churc h (cha irm an 
of th e committee) presiding.

Present: Sena tors Church, Pell, McGovern, Biden, Glenn, Stone, 
Sarba nes, Zorinsky, Jav its , Percy, Baker , Helms,  Hayak awa, and  
Lugar .

Also present: Sen ator s Cranston, Nun n, Moyn ihan, Mathi as, and  
Boschwitz.

The Chairman. The committee will please  come to order.

OPENING STATEMENT

Appearing  before the  committee this  mor ning  is a distinguished 
par tic ipa nt of the  SALT I and earl y SALT II negotiat ions. Dr. 
Kissin ger was Ass ista nt to the Pre sid ent  for Nat iona l Security 
Affairs  and Secretar y of State, and as far  as I know, the  only man  
to hold both jobs simultaneously  for a time, and  he was a leading 
figure  in developing U.S. positions and  negotia ting  stra tegy  for 
SALT I and for the  negotiations th at  led to the  Vladivostok  und er­
stan ding between Pre sid ent  Ford and Cha irm an Brezhnev in No­
vemb er 1974.

Dr. Kissinger was also one of t he  majo r nego tiato rs of SALT II. 
We have been inform ed th at  about  three- qua rte rs or more of the  
SALT II Trea ty now before the Sena te was actual ly negotiated by 
the  time  he left office.

Dr. Kissinger, we welcome you. We will appreci ate  your views 
and judgments on the  SALT Treaty. Your part icip atio n in the  
SALT process goes back to the  beginning . You have  also though t 
deeply  about  the  SALT process, the  na ture of deter rence , and  
stra tegi c stabil ity, and the need for a viable inte rna tional  order. 
We welcome your testim ony.

I und erstand you have presented the  committee with an even 
more extended  tex t of yo ur rem arks  and th at  you have an abbrevi­
ated tex t which you would like to d eliver  at  t his  time.

STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY KISSINGER, FOR MER SECR ETARY 
OF STATE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Secretary Kissinger. Th ank you, Mr. Cha irman.

(151)
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Mr. Chairman and  gentlemen, it is a privilege to appear again 
before this committee, with which I spen t so many hours  when  I 
was in office.

With your permission, I will read excerpts from the  sta tem ent 
which I have subm itted , and the n I will answer your questions.

First, I will deal  with the  general  problem presented by this 
treaty.

In his essay, “Pe rpe tua l Peace,” t he  philosopher  Immanuel Ka nt 
wrote that  world peace would come abou t in one of two ways: After  
a cycle of wars of ever-increas ing violence, or by an act of moral 
insigh t in which the  nations of the  world renounced the  bi tte r 
competition bound to  lead to self destruction.

Our age faces precisely that  choice. For the first time in histo ry, 
two nations have  the  capacity to inflic t on each other and  on 
mankind a level of destructio n tan tam ount to ending civilized life; 
yet they have also before them  unprecedented possibilities of coop­
eration, to harne ss technology to improve the  human condition.

Both man kind’s hopes and fears are  bound up with the  relation­
ship between the  Uni ted State s and the  Soviet Union. These two 
countries possess huge  nuclear arsenals ; the y also espouse sharply 
opposing concepts of justice  and conflic ting visions of the  futu re. 
Hence, the  Soviet Union and Amer ica clash  in area s th at  each 
considers v ital. We have allies whose inte res ts we will not sacrifice. 
Soviet allies such as Vietnam and Cuba are  quite  capable of ge ner ­
ating crises of the ir own, a ll too frequently encouraged by Moscow 
to do so.

The peace we seek must  there fore  res t on someth ing more tan gi­
ble than a hope or a fear  of holocaust . It must  also reflect a 
milit ary and geopolitical equilibr ium. How to strive for both peace 
and our moral princip les; how to avoid nuc lear  war without suc­
cumbing to nuclear blackmail—this  is the  overwhelming problem 
of our period.

The new tre aty  poses a par ticu larly complex problem. I have  a 
long-standing commitm ent to the  process of limit ing stra tegic nu ­
clear arms. As you r chairman pointed  out, I was involved in the  
negotiations of th e Vladivostok Accord of 1974, and I played a role 
in the negotiations  which followed it.

As an historia n, I am conscious of t he  lessons of World War II, 
when global war  resu lted because the  democracies disda ined to 
maintain  t he balance  of  power. But equally , we must not forget the  
tragedy of World War  I, when disa ster  resu lted even with an 
equilibr ium of power, when technology and  riva lry out ran  the  con­
trol of statesmen.

Thus, SALT canno t be considered in isolation . It mus t be viewed 
in the context of the global balance th at  it  reflects or purpor ts to 
effect.

Thus, I re gre t to have  to say that  t he presen t treaty  comes up for 
ratification  at  a tim e of grave danger to our  national security and  
to the  global equilibrium. The mil itary balan ce is beginning  to ti lt  
against the  Uni ted States in too many signif icant  categories of 
weaponry. The unpre cedented Soviet use of proxy forces in Africa, 
the  Middle East, and  Southeast Asia, and  the  turmoil caused  by 
radical forces and  ter ror ist  organizations sponsored by Moscow’s 
friends, mark ours as a time of profound upheaval.
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In addressing the  tre aty before you, I respectfu lly submit, the  
Senate  has a responsibil ity to examine the  broader conditions of 
our nat ional security . Without such an exam inat ion,  SALT will 
become a soporific, a form of escapism. I shal l subm it specific 
proposals to achieve this, la te r in the stat eme nt.

Let me now turn  to the  shift ing  strateg ic balance .
The basic technical facts  a bout the cu rre nt mi lita ry balance have 

been presented  in gre at det ail  before this and oth er committees. 
Let me concentrate fir st on the  serious tran sforma tion , adverse  to 
our inte rest s, th at  has tak en  place in the  overal l stra tegi c balance 
dur ing the last  decade and a half.

For  about  the firs t 25 yea rs of the  postwar period, the  problem of 
mainta inin g the  mi lita ry equil ibrium  was rela tive ly stra ightfor ­
ward. The Soviet Union  was always supe rior in ground forces on 
the  Eur asian contin ent. We were vastly  ahead in stra tegi c striking 
power as well as in th ea te r nuc lear  forces. The reach of the Soviet 
Union  was limited to regions accessible to motorized ground tra ns ­
port, gene rally  adjacent  ter ritori es in Europe,  and  to some extent  
China. Africa, most of the Middle East, and Sou theast Asia were 
beyond the  capacity  of major  Soviet milita ry inte rven tion . And the  
areas which were hostage to Soviet ground arm ies were protected 
by th ree  factors:

Fir st, by the  American prepo nderance  in stra tegic nuc lear  str ik­
ing power, capable of disarm ing  the Soviet Union or at  leas t reduc­
ing its counterblow to tole rable levels while stil l reta ining large 
residual forces for a ttacks  on industr ial targets;

Second, by a vast American superiori ty in so-called the ate r nu­
clea r forces;

And third, in Europe, by substan tial  American and  allied ground  
forces th at  posed at least a major probability  th at  Soviet ground  
attack  would trigg er the  nuc lear reta liat ion  of the United States.

This sta te of affai rs will soon have ceased to exist. Sta rtin g in 
the  1960’s, the mil itary balance  began to change—almost impercep­
tibly at  first, so g rea t was our  supe rior ity—but  with growing mo­
mentum in recen t years. It is imperative th at  we recognize without 
illusion the  dangerous trends th at  are  emerging. It is crucia l that  
we begin to rectify them  now.

The growth of Soviet s tra teg ic nuclear forces h as been inexorable 
for a decade and a half. In 1965, the  Soviet stra tegi c arsena l 
comprised  about 220 inte rco ntinen tal ballis tic missiles and 100 sub­
marine-launched balli stic missiles. By 1968, th e num ber  had grown 
to 860 ICBM’s and over 120 SLBM’s. By mid-1970, the  Soviets had 
caught  up with us in num bers of launchers . Ins tead  of stopping 
when they reached par ity  with us, as the  Johnson  adm inis trat ion 
expected, the  Soviets continued the ir missile buildup—until they  
were frozen at the  levels of the  ceilings establish ed by the  firs t 
SALT agreement in May 1972. Then, they switched  energetically to 
qua lita tive  improvements  in their  missile forces.

Our problem derives  not  only from the  larger  num ber  of war­
heads  on Soviet ICBM’s, bu t above all from the  difference in the  
types of weaponry emphasized  by the  two sides. In the  sixties, the  
Uni ted State s uni latera lly  decided to base its stra teg ic forces on 
ligh t bu t highly accura te ICBM’s, the  less vulnerable but  also less
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acc ura te SLBM’s, and the more vers atile bu t more vulnerable 
manned bombers.

The Soviets made the opposite decision, rely ing on large land- 
based missiles capable  of d elivering a far  heavier payload. At first, 
the  crudeness of their  technology and the  lack of accuracy deprived 
these weapons of effectiveness aga inst  mi lita ry targets. But as 
Soviet technology improved, its adva ntag e in num bers  and missile 
payload  was bound to tell.

The re is now gen eral  agre eme nt th at  their  improvements  in 
missile accuracy and warhead technology will pu t the  Soviets in a 
position to destroy our land-based forces of M inuteman ICBM’s by 
1982. Whether this  capabil ity is ever exercised or not—and I con­
sider it improbable—it reverses and hence revolut ionizes  the  st ra ­
tegic equation  on which  our  securi ty and th at  of our  friends  have 
depended through most of the postwar period.

The revolution in the  s trategic b alance is ag grav ated  by a compa­
rable buildup of Soviet air cra ft and missiles, and  the ate r based 
nuclear forces, to a poin t where Soviet superio rity  in the ate r str ik­
ing forces is upon us.

All this  has been accomplished while the  Soviet advantage  in 
conventional  forces has grown, and while the  reach of Soviet power 
has  been extended  enormously  by the  rapid development of the  
Soviet Navy, an  expandin g long-range air lif t c apabi lity, the acquis i­
tion  of Soviet bases in coun tries  like South  Yemen and Vietnam, 
and the  establ ishment of vast Soviet arms depots in such countries 
as Libya and Ethiopia, which  will enable  the  Soviet Union to move 
its own or proxy troops  rapidly to their  prepos itioned weapons.

Rare ly in histo ry has  a nation so passively accepted such a 
radical change in the  mi litary  balance. If we are  to remedy it, we 
must first  recognize the fact that  we have placed  ourselves at  a 
significan t disadvantage volun tarily . This is not  the result of 
SALT. It is the consequence of u nilate ral  decisions extend ing over 
a decade and a half: Of a strat egic  doctr ine adopted in the  sixties, 
of th e bitt er domestic divisions growing out of th e war  in Vietnam, 
and  of the choices of the present administ ration.

All these actions were  uni late ral , hence avoidable. They were not 
extracted from us by clever Soviet negot iators . We imposed them  
on ourselves by our  choices, theories , and domestic  turmoi l. It is 
therefore in our power to alt er  them .

The prevailing American strategic  doctr ine of the  sixties went  
und er the name of “assured dest ruct ion.” According to it, det er­
rence was gu arantee d so long as we possessed t he  ability  to destroy 
a prede termined percen tage of Soviet popu lation  and indu strial 
capacity . Strat egy the reb y turned  into an engineer ing problem, an 
economic analys is essent ially independent of the  size of the  oppos­
ing forces.

The emergence of a new strategic nuc lear  environment should 
have forced a reconsideration of this  d octrine and  a renewed at ten ­
tion to regional nuc lear  and  conventional balances. Unfo rtunately , 
at  the  precise moment th at  such a reex amination became urge ntly  
necessary, all our prog rams came und er systematic atta ck as a 
byproduct of the  b itte r domestic debate over Vietn am.

On the  one hand , the  war  in Vietnam reduced funds available 
for moderniza tion. Even more important, the  wholesale  assaul t on
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defense  spending jeopardized even those projects for which funds 
were  available and budgeted. After  the  end of our  involvement in 
Vietnam, new stra tegic programs could at  las t be funded: The B-l  
manned strategic bomber, to become operat iona l in 1979; the M-X, 
to become operational in 1983; the  Triden t submar ine and missile, 
expected to become operatio nal in 1978; various kinds of cruise 
missiles for the  1980’s—all of which would give the  United  Sta tes 
grea ter  options, and  some of which would bring about a new coun­
terforce capability.

Every  one of these programs has been canceled,  delayed, or 
stre tche d out by the  cu rre nt  adm inis trat ion,  so th at  we are  at  a 
poin t where only the  Tri den t can be operational during the  period 
of the projected SALT Trea ty. We now face the challenge of the  
ear ly eighties  with forces designed in the  six ties.

Since our modern  mi litary  doctrine and  strate gy  have depended 
much more on strategic  forces tha n those of the  Soviets, even 
overall equal ity revolu tionizes the  postwar secu rity  and geopolitical 
stru ctu re. But in fact the situation is worse. My princ ipal worry is 
not only the  growing vulnerabi lity  of our land-based forces but the  
growing invu lnerability  of Soviet land-based forces. The de ter ren t 
effect of our stra tegic forces in defense of allie s will in these 
circumstances continu ally  decline; our stra teg ic forces will sure ly 
lose the ir ability to offset the  Soviet capacity for regiona l interv en­
tion. And this capacity will be reinforced by the growing edge in 
Soviet the ate r nuc lear  forces.

I wan t to rei ter ate  th at it is not necessary for present  purposes 
to debate whe ther  the  Soviet Union would in fact  run  a risk of a 
global war; it will be grave enough if th e willingness  to run  r isks in 
regional conflicts is m agnified . And th at  seems to me the  minim um 
consequence of what is ahead. We cannot  possibly continue to 
gamble with inferior forces for regional defense, a shift ing balance 
in thea ter  nuc lear  forces, vulnerable land-based stra tegic  forces, 
and  invulnerable Soviet ICBM’s, w ithout courting the  gravest dan ­
gers.

How in such circu mstances will we fulfill our comm itmen t to o ur 
allies? How will we pro tect our vital  interests  in area s such as the  
Middle East? How will we prevent nuc lear  blackmail?

No responsible leader  can want  to face the  1980’s with the  pres ­
en t mil itary prospects.  This, and not SALT in isolation, is the 
principa l problem facing us.

We must  now ask, how does the  SALT II agre eme nt affect the  
stra tegi c balance? Any fair-minded analysis must recognize the  
benefic ial aspects of th e SALT II agreement. The overall ceilings of 
2,250 will force the  Soviets to get rid of 250 stra tegic  systems, 
including some modern ones, while giving us the righ t to equalize  
the numbers . The permitte d number of land-based Soviet MIRV’s, 
820, is some 100 below the maximum num ber  th at  they  probably  
inten ded to build in the absence of SALT. The re are  some res tric ­
tions  on missile tes ting  procedures. There are limi ts on numbers  of 
missile  warheads on ICBM’s, and a proh ibition on more tha n one 
“new ” ICBM. There is for the  first  time an agreed base line of 
information on th e Soviet forces.

Regret tably,  none of these achievements affects  the  g rave st ra te ­
gic situation which I have described and which  mus t urge ntly  be
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reversed. The t reaty does not reduce the  Soviet firs t s trike capabili­
ty against our land-based forces or improve our  ability to survive a 
first  strike. It does not diminish the  Soviet residual capability to 
destroy civilian tar ge ts in the  United States. And it does not en­
hance—indeed, it may slightly inh ibit—the possibility of the 
United States to catc h up in the  capac ity of our strategic forces to 
atta ck mili tary  targets.

The reduction in Soviet numbers  is irrele vant to our stra tegi c 
problems. The dan ger  to our secu rity derives from warheads, not  
from launchers, and  the  Soviet total of ICBM warheads will in­
crease from 3,200 a t the time of the signing of SALT to over 6,000. 
Even afte r the  reduction in Soviet launch ers  is supposed to tak e 
place, the tota l num ber  of Soviet warheads includ ing SLBM’s will 
approach 12,000 in 1985, as compared to 8,000 at the  time  of the 
SALT signing.

I will not read  oth er numerica l analyses which make the  same  
point, but  to sum up: The Vienna Treaty  will not dimin ish the 
threat  to the  stra teg ic balance.  During the  life of the treaty , the 
Soviets will complete their  counterforce capability  aga inst  our  
ICBM’s. This will coincide exactly with  our  period of maximum  
danger.

At the  same time, I mus t repeat, any SALT Trea ty is likely  to 
rati fy existing  stra teg ic trends. SALT negotia tors  cannot produce 
wha t our mil itary prog rams—for whateve r reas on—have neglected. 
The Soviets will nev er agree  to un ila ter al reductions. If we wa nt 
equality , we mus t build  to  equality.

The novel—and to me the  most disturb ing—feature  of the  cu r­
rent  tr eaty is it s impact on the thea ter nuclear balance. The Soviet 
Backfire bomber is limited to production of no more than  30 per  
year,  throu gh an ora l agreement outside  the treaty  or protocol. 
There has been dispute about the uti lity  of the  Backfire in c arryin g 
out unrefueled att acks  again st the  United States. There is no doub t 
of its ability to threaten  all our allies  as well as China and  the  sea 
approaches to E urasia.

The most immedia tely available American  counter  to the  Back­
fire and the SS-20 missile has been cruise  missiles. But the  provi­
sions of the  protocol res tric t exclusively Amer ican programs on 
cruise missiles. They  affect not a single Soviet program. They 
amount to a un ila ter al renuncia tion  of an  American capability.

The protocol also for the  firs t time  limi ts American weapons 
relevant  prim arily to the  thea ter  nuc lear  balance , thu s affec ting 
important intere sts  of our allies in return , at  best, for res tric tion s 
relevant primarily to the  U nited  S tates.

This is something we have hereto fore consi stently refused to do 
as a ma tter of principle in the  decade th at  SALT negot iations  h ave 
been taking place. It is a dangerous precedent.

To sum up: I have  serious reservat ions  about the  protocol. As for 
the  trea ty, its terms  do not improve our stra tegic  situa tion, bu t 
nei ther do they  preven t our remedying it dur ing the  rem aining 6 
years  of its life.

The crucia l quest ion is whe ther  we can uni te behind  wh at is 
clearly  necessary. Ratify ing SALT—or rejec ting SALT makes— 
sense only if it prompts a renewed dedication to our nat ion al 
defense and secur ity.
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Let me say a few words about the  political context.
First , with respect to the  Soviet Union, the  awesomeness of 

modern weapons and the  aspira tions of all peoples for peace impose 
the  imperative of peaceful coexistence. No democratic leader  de­
serves the  public trus t if he fails to make a genuine effort to reduce 
the  dangers  of nucle ar holocaust and  to free  national  energies  for 
dealing with the  m any  u rgen t problems of mankind.

The tem ptation  is overwhelming to view this common stake  in 
peace as a common bond between us and  the  Soviet Union. It 
should be, and some day it mus t be, i f a catac lysm is to be avoided. 
But we cannot in good conscience say th at  the  current evidence 
supports the  p roposition that  the time  h as yet  arrived.

The fact is th at  since 1975, there has  been an unprecedented 
Soviet assaul t on the  inte rna tional  equilibrium —1975 saw the  in­
troduc tion of Cuban combat forces into Angola, eventually reaching 
40,000, backed by Soviet financing, airl ift, and policy support. By 
1977, Soviet planes and pilots were  flying ai r defense missions out  
of Cuba, so tha t the Cuban air  force could operate in Africa—1977 
witnessed the  spre ad of Cuban forces to Ethiopia. Eas t Germa n 
mili tary  and intel ligence advisors have now jo ined the  Cubans all 
over Africa and  the Middle East. The re have  been two invasions of 
Zaire—and the re may  yet be a third. The re have been Communist 
coups in Afghan istan and South  Yemen, and the  occupa tion of 
Cambodia by Vie tnam , preceded by a Soviet Friendsh ip Treaty 
designed to secure Hanoi’s rear  dur ing its aggression. Soviet arm s 
depots in Libya and  Ethiop ia fuel insurgenc ies all over Africa.

Nor is this all. Ter ror ist organizat ions  supported  by Communist 
funds, armed by Communist weapons, and  tra ine d by Communist 
inst ructors are  becoming a systematic ins tru me nt of a nti-Western 
policy, thr eaten ing  countries friendly to us on severa l continents. 
They are  not, to be sure, all contro lled by Moscow, but  someone 
who has sta rted a rockslide cannot  avoid the  responsibility by 
claiming th at  the  rock he thre w was not  the  one that  ult imate ly 
killed bystanders.

Whatever label we give to  recent Soviet conduct—whether  “Cold 
War” or opportunism —it mus t be ended if the re are  to be any  
prospects for East-W est coexistence or cooperation. Surely, it is not  
provocative to ask  the  Soviet Union  to accompany restr aint  in 
arms with rest ra in t in political conduct. Atte ntio n to this kind of 
linkage  insures th at  no agreement stands  alone, vulnerable to the  
next  crisis, or tu rn s into a soporific to lull  the  West while adven­
turi sm runs  free.

Let me now tu rn  to the  concerns of our allies.
All our allies  have  expressed supp ort for ratif icat ion of the 

Vienna Trea ty. But the ir endorsement results from a complex of 
factors of which approval of the  provisions of the  tre aty  is by far  
the  least  signi ficant. Each has been urged, if not pressed, by the 
adm inis trat ion to express support. In some cases, the  Soviets have 
added the ir ent rea ties. Refusal to comply would thu s risk  rela tions 
with both superpowers over an issue th at  is of high technical 
complexity and has  been under negotiation for 7 years.

Some allies  are  afra id lest the ir objection endange r thei r essen­
tial  defense cooperation  with the  Uni ted State s. All are  re lucta nt  
to contribute to a furth er  weakening of American  executive a uthor-
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ity. The re is no doubt th at  fai lure to rati fy the  tre aty will shake  
Euro pean  confidence in an American Government th at  for 7 years 
has assu red them t ha t i t knew w hat  i t was  doing.

At the  same time, allied  endorsement should be seen in the 
context of a  pervasive ambivalence. The thou ghtful leaders among 
them  know that  t he basis of the ir security is eroding as our strate ­
gic superiority ebbs—but the y fea r t hey  do not have enough domes­
tic support  for a really sign ifica nt defense effort, especial ly when 
American atti tudes on th at  score are  so ambiguous. They do not 
want to be perceived as an obstacle to SALT II, but  they  are highly 
uneasy  about  the inevitable SALT III.

The Uni ted State s thu s stands in danger of being blamed by our 
allies at  one and the  same tim e for risking dete nte and  for paying 
inadequate attentio n to secu rity,  for provoking  the  Soviets and for 
jeopardizing the defense of th e free world. It has  e ver been thus in 
the  postwar period.

The tes t of our lead ersh ip is American willingness  to give a 
clea rcut  signal  of what we und ers tand by Western security and 
how we intend to mainta in it. No other country  or group of coun­
tries,  however closely associated, can take this  burden  from our 
shoulders. None of ou r a llies will forgive us if we fail.

Thus, we retu rn to our orig inal  problem. The Sena te, in consider­
ing ratifi cation, needs urgent ly to address  o ur dang ers in a compre­
hensive  way:

Firs t, how the Senate can tak e concrete steps  to  begin redress ing 
the  m ilit ary  balance.

Second, how to deal with  the specific problems in the treaty  and 
the  protocol.

Third, how the  Sena te can pu t the  Soviet Union on notice that  
continued attempts to upset the  global equilibr ium will not be 
tolerated .

Afte r much reflect ion I have concluded th at  I can supp ort rat ifi­
cation only with the  following conditions.

Firs t, if it is coupled with a defense program representin g an 
obligato ry unde rstan ding  between the  Congress and  the  Pres iden t 
which overcomes on an urgent basis the  grave  peril  posed by the  
current mili tary  balance.

Second, if it is accompanied  by amendm ents—not requiring  re­
nego tiation—clearing  up ambigui ties in the  tre aty , defining the  
sta tus  of the  protocol, the  meaning  of nonci rcumvention, and set­
ting  guidelines for follow-on negotiations.

And third,  if it is accompanied  by a vigorous expression of t he 
Sen ate ’s view of the linkage between SALT and Soviet geopolitical 
conduct.

Let me deal firs t with  the mil itary balance.  With  respec t to the  
milita ry programs, I respectfully  recommend th at  the  Senate give 
its advice and consent to rat ificatio n of the  SALT Treaty only afte r 
the  a dminis trat ion has submitted, and the  Congress has  author ized 
and begun  appropria ting, a supplemental defense budget and a 
revised 5-year defense prog ram that  will begin recti fying  some of 
the  shortcomings that  I have  identified.

The congressiona l recess provides  an opportunity to prepare  such 
a program,  on which work should  already be far  advanced as part 
of the norm al budgetary  process. If the adm inis trat ion  is unable  to
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pu t forward such a progra m to this session of the  Congress, I 
recomm end th at  the  Sena te delay its advice and  consent un til a 
new mili tary  prog ram  has been submitted to and  autho rized  by the  
nex t session of Congress.

I would be openminde d about  oth er methods to achieve thi s end, 
provided they are  unamb iguous and  rep res ent  an obligato ry com­
mit ment by b oth branch es of th e Gove rnme nt. Assurances  th at  the  
Executive intends  to proceed with indiv idual  weapons systems like 
the  M-X after rati ficatio n are  not enough, eit he r for the  rea lity  of 
our  danger or to reve rse the  politica l and  psychological tre nds  
which will mak e the immed iate fut ure  a period of gre at peril.

Nor have the  perc enta ge figures  of projec ted increases proved 
effective because of ambig uities  about the  baseline and  how to 
compute  rate s of infla tion.  It is not  a quest ion of a legis lative  
compromise, or of wh at price should be paid for the  appro val of 
SALT. The issue is wh at our country  needs for its long-term secu­
rity.

My suppor t for rati fica tion  is e nti rely condi tional on the  develop­
me nt of a  new prog ram  and doctrin e, given some binding form by 
the Congress.

Clarifying the  tre at y and the  protocol. In addit ion to these mili­
tary  programs, I recommend th at  the  Sen ate  add the  following 
amendments to its advise and conse nt resolu tion.

Firs t, as far as crui se missiles are  concer ned, th at  the  protocol 
may not be exten ded aft er 1981. The Sen ate  should stip ula te th at  
thi s par ticu lar  lim itat ion  can be submitted to the  Congress only as 
pa rt of an equitable arr ang em ent  for th ea te r nuc lear  forces. Spe­
cifically, no lim itat ions may be nego tiated for American th ea ter 
weapons such as crui se missiles which are  not matched by sim ilar  
limitatio ns on Soviet weapons performi ng comp arable  missions. 
This will bring  crui se missiles into  some equi libriu m with  the  
Backfire and the  SS-20.

Second, the  Sen ate  should specify th at  as pa rt of SALT III the  
United States be ent itle d to any weapons  syste m perm itted  to the  
Soviets in the  new agre eme nt unles s the  Soviets agree to some 
compensa tion by giving up a weapons system  of e quiva lent cha rac ­
teristics allowed to us. This should tak e care  of the  problem of t he  
heavy  missile within  the only frame work  which  will give us a rea l 
option to produce it.

Third,  th at  the noncircum vention clause  be inte rprete d by the  
Senate as not int err up tin g cooperative rela tionship s with allies 
with  respect to technology needed to modern ize their  forces.

I also suggest th at  the  Sena te reex amine the  SALT agreem ent  
every 2 years, specifically to d etermine its verifia bility .

Finally , addressin g the geopolitical problem.  I respectfully urge  
the Senate to use the ratif icati on process to pu t the  Soviet Unio n 
on notice th at  this cou ntry  is prepared , indeed  eager, for peaceful 
coexistence th at  refle cts tru e stab ility  and  equ ality  in arms, bu t 
also th at  insists on polit ical res tra int .

The Sena te should  att ach to its ins tru me nt of advice and cons ent 
an expression of th e following principles:

That the  absence  of political re str ain t will seriously jeopa rdize  
cont inua tion of the SALT process.
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Th at the  Senate und ers tands this  to include  Soviet supply or 
encouragement  of int ervent ion  by proxy mil itar y forces; the  use of 
Soviet forces on the  ter rit ory of its allies, such as Cuba, to free 
Cuban forces to fight in Africa; the  suppo rt, financ ing, or encour­
agem ent by any member of t he  Warsaw Pac t of groups and activi­
ties seeking to undermine governmen ts frien dly to the United 
States; or the  exacerbation of regional conflicts.

Th at the  adm inis trat ion be required to submit an ann ual  report 
to the  Senate on the degree to which the  Soviet Union is l iving up 
to these  criteri a.

Th at the  Senate vote every 2 years  its judgment  whe ther  the  
Soviet Union has lived up to these  criteria . If the  judgment is 
negative, the Sena te should the n vote whether whateve r SALT 
negot iations a re tak ing  place should be continued .

I recommend the  approac h outlined here because  it gives this  
coun try an opportuni ty to address its dang ers withou t abandoning 
an imp ortant  negotiation th at  has already extended over 7 years. 
And it gives us an opp ortu nity  to proceed as a united people.

To be sure, the  course I propose will make  SALT II far from the  
tu rn  in the  arms  race man y of us  hoped for when the  negotia tions 
were inaugura ted. But too much time has been lost, too many 
weapons systems have been uni late ral ly abandoned, too many mili­
tar y adve ntures have been encouraged by the  Soviet Union, the  
geopolitical balance has been  too severely stra ined , for SALT to be 
much more tha n a base from which, one can hope, a new and 
serious effort at  equitable  a rms reduction can be made.

Concre te steps to recti fy thi s situa tion  are  urgent ly required . In 
this  context , SALT II can play a useful role as a signpost to 
continuing negotiations, as a beacon illumin atin g the  path to genu­
ine coexistence, and as a m ean s to contain  c urr en t tensions.

The re are  deeply concerned people who want SALT but  doubt 
the  need for augmented defense.  Others see in SALT an  obstacle to 
augm ented defense. Let there be a serious effort to reconcile these  
points of view before we t ur n to domestic confrontat ion.

Rare ly is an oppo rtun ity so clearly presented to determine  the  
course of national policy in a direction vita l to the  futu re of the  
democracies. After the  1919 Versaille s T reaty , misjudgments by the 
Senate and the  a dministra tion lead to a debacle which  undermined  
intern ationa l security and  doomed the  world to ano ther bloody 
holocaust . At this moment, the Sena te and the  adm inis trat ion can 
point  us in a diffe rent direction—toward the  res tora tion  of our 
nat ional unity,  toward the stre ngthen ing  of the  security of this 
Nat ion and its allies, and toward a more construct ive relationship 
with  our  principal adve rsar ies. This is America’s responsibility if 
we are  to remain tru e to our  tru st and to the  hopes of mankind.

Thank  you very much. My apologies for the  extended  s tatemen t.
[Dr. Kissinger’s prepared  s tatement  follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Henry A. Kissinger

THE PROBLEM OF SECURITY

In his essay Perpetual Peace the  philosopher Immanuel Kan t wrote tha t world 
peace would come about in one of two ways: afte r a cycle of wars  of ever  increasing 
violence, or by an act of moral insig ht in which th e nations  of the world renounced 
the  b itte r competition bound to l ead to self-destruction.
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Our age faces precisely that  choice. For the  f irst time in histo ry two nations  have 
the capacity to inflict on each other and on mankind a level of destruction tant a­
mount to ending civilized life; yet  they have also before them  unprecedented possi­
bilities of cooperation to harness the wonders of technology to improve the human 
condition.

Both mankind’s hopes and fears  are bound up with the  relat ionsh ip between the  
United States and the  Soviet Union. These two count ries possess huge nuclear  
arsenals; they also espouse sharply opposing concepts of juctice and hold conflict ing 
visions of the future. The ideology of Soviet leaders does no t make  them content to 
practice the ir preferred social system at home; they strive for its victory worldwide. 
Hence the  Soviet Union and America  clash in areas that  each considers vital. We 
have allies whose in teres ts we will not sacrifice. Soviet allies such as Vietnam and 
Cuba are  quite capable of generating crises of their  own, all too frequent ly encour­
aged by Moscow to do so.

The peace we seek therefore must rest on something more t angib le than  a hope or 
a fear  of holocaust. It must also reflect a milit ary and geopolitical equilibrium. The 
notion of balance of power has always been unfashionable  in America. But it is th e 
precondition of security, and even of progress. If the mere  avoidance of conflict 
becomes our overriding objective, and if our  own milit ary power is disparaged, the  
inte rnational system will be at  the mercy of the most ruthless. If the desire to 
conciliate becomes the sole opera tiona l basis of policy, we run  the  risk that  the 
threat  of war will become a weapon of blackmail; our allies and our moral values 
will both be permanently in danger . The desire for peace will be transformed into a 
cari catu re of itself, and become instead the beginning of appeasement. How to strive  
for both peace and our moral principles; how to avoid nuclear war  wi thout succumb­
ing to nuclear blackmail—this is the overwhelming problem of our period.

The United States must proceed simultaneously on th ree  fronts:
Firs t, we must maintain  a mili tary  balance that  does not tempt aggression 

against our friends or allies, aga inst  our vital interests, or in the extreme case 
against ourselves.

Secondly, beyond resisting naked aggression, we have a s take in the principal tha t 
political or economic pressure , or milita ry or ter ror ist blackmail, not become the 
arb ite r of the  world’s political disputes. The geopolitical equilibrium  must be main­
tained lest radical forces hostil e to the  West gain such momentum that  they appear 
as the irresis tible wave of the future.

And thirdly , on the basis of a  balance thus achieved and preserved,  we must be 
ready to explore routes to genu ine peaceful coexistence. The gre at powers, having 
learned that  they cannot dominate each other, must practice moderation  and ulti ­
mately cooperation. The crea tivi ty of a world of diversi ty and peaceful competition 
can be the  basis of unparall eled  human  progress. A stable balance  is the most 
hopeful—perhaps the only—basis for the control and ultim ately the reduction of 
weapons of mass destruction.

Too often these requ irements are  posed in the  alte rna tive . But the quest for 
secur ity and for peace a re inseparable ; we cannot achieve one without the other. No 
democracy can court conflict. Our government will have support in resisting  chal­
lenges to our vital inte rests  only if confronta tion is seen to have been unavoidable. 
Our people have a righ t to expect of thei r government th at  it will explore all 
avenues to a genuine peace. And our allies will insist on it.

The new Treaty  poses a par ticu larly complex problem for me. When I was a 
professor, I participated in the academic discussions of milita ry doctrine and st ra t­
egy that  underlay early initiatives in arms control. I helped design the first SALT 
agreements in 1972. I was involved in the negotiations of the Vladivostok accord of 
1974 which marked the  first  breakthrough of SALT II; I p layed a major role in the 
negotiations which came close to  completing an agreement in Jan uary 1976. I have 
a long-standing personal comm itment to the process of limit ing strateg ic nuclea r 
arms. As an  historian I am  conscious of the lessons of World War II when a global 
war resul ted because the democracies disdained to maintain the  balance of power. 
But equally  we must not forget the  tragedy of World War I: When disaste r resulted 
even with an equilibrium of power, when technology and riva lry outran the  control 
of statesmen.

Thus SALT cannot be considered  in isolation. It is one element in our overall 
national security policy. It  must  be viewed in the  context of  the global balance that  
it reflects, or purports  to affect.

Thus I regret  to have to say th at  the present T reaty  comes up for ra tification at a 
time of grave danger to our nat ional security and to the global equilibrium. The 
milit ary balance is beginning to til t ominously against the  United  States  in too 
many significant  categories of weaponry. The unprecedented Soviet use of proxy 
forces in Africa, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia, and the  turmoil caused by
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radica l forces and terr orist organizations  sponsored by Moscow’s friends, mark ours 
as a time of profound upheaval. We have learned  painfully  th at  we alone cannot be 
the  world’s policeman. But nei the r our moral values nor our safety can tolera te the 
Soviet Un ion’s increasing tendency toward global in terven tion.  As the United States 
nurse s its wounds afte r Vietn am, radical forces are  threat ening regional stabili ty 
and attem pting  the violent overthrow of moderate governments friendly to the 
West. If present trends continue, we face the  chilling prospect of a world sliding 
gradually  out of control, with our  relative milit ary power declining, with our eco­
nomic lifeline vulnerable to blackmail, with hostile forces growing more rapidly 
tha n our ability to deal with them , and with fewer and fewer nations friendly to us 
surviving.

In addressing the Treaty before you, I respectfully  submit,  the Senate has a 
responsibility to examine the broader condition of our national  security. The Senate 
has an opportunity at least to begin to reverse the  unfavorable trends in the 
mili tary  balance and to put the  Soviet Union on notice th at  we consider the 
cons tant probing of every regional  equilibrium and the  encouragement of subversive 
and terroris t groups as incompatible with any definition of coexistence. Without  
such an affirmation, SALT will become a soporific, a form of escapism. I shall 
submit specific proposals to achieve  this , later in the statement.

THE SH IF TI NG  STRATEGIC BALANCE

The basic technical facts about the  current milit ary balan ce have been presented  
in gre at detail before this and  other committees. Let me concentrate first on the 
serious transform ation, adverse to our interests,  that  has taken place in the overall 
strategic  balance during the las t decade and a half.

For about the first twenty-five years of the  postwar period, the  problem of main­
tain ing the military equilibrium was relatively straig htforward . The Soviet Union 
was always superior in ground forces on the Eurasian continent; we were vastly 
ahead  in strategic strik ing power as well as in the ate r nuclear  forces. The reach of 
the  Soviet Union was limited to regions accessible to motorized ground transport , 
generally adjacent terr itor ies in Europe and to some e xtent China. Africa, most of 
the  Middle East, even Southeas t Asia were beyond the capaci ty of major Soviet 
mili tary  intervention. And the areas which were hostage to Soviet ground armies 
were protected by three factors:

Firs t, by the American preponderance in s trateg ic nucle ar strik ing power capable 
of disarming the Soviet Union or at least reducing its counterblow to tolerable 
levels while still reta ining large residual forces for attacks  on indust rial targets ;

Second, by a vast American Superiority in so-called thea ter  nuclea r forces every­
where around the Soviet periphery.

And thirdly, in Europe by subs tanti al American and allied  ground forces that  
posed at least a major probability that  Soviet ground att ack would trigge r the 
nuclear  re taliation of the United States.

Not surprisingly, the major crises in the firs t twenty years  of the postwar 
period—whether in Berlin, Korea, or Cuba—were ultim ately  contained, because the 
risks of pushing them beyond a certain point always appeared exorbitant  to 
Moscow.

This state  of affairs will soon have ceased to exist. Sta rtin g in the  1960’s, the 
mili tary  balance began to change—almost imperceptibly at  first, so great was our 
superiority—but with growing momentum in recen t years. It is imperative that  we 
recognize without illusion the  dangerous trends that  are emerging. It is crucial that  
we begin now to rectify them.

The growth of Soviet stra tegic nucle ar forces has been inexorable for a decade and 
a half. In 1965 the Soviet stra tegic arsenal comprised about 220 Intercontinental  
Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) and 100 Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs). 
By 1968 the number  had grown to 860 ICBMs and over 120 SLBMs. We had stopped 
our build-up at 1054 ICBMs and  656 SLBMs in 1967. By mid-1970 the Soviets had 
caug ht up with us in numbers of launchers. Our intelligence estimates of the ir 
plans invariably turned out to be too low; contrary to popular  mythology the Soviets 
did build on the scale of the “worst case’’ hypothesis of our intelligence community 
and not to the level th at  was defined as “most probable.” 1 Instead of stopping when 
they reached parity  with us, as the Johnson Administra tion expected, the Soviets 
continued the ir missile build-up—until they were frozen a t the  levels of the ceilings 
established by the first  SALT agreement in May 1972. Then they switched 
energetically to qual itative improvements in thei r missile forces.

1 See Albert Wohlste tter , “Is Th ere a Stra tegic Arms Race?” Foreign Policy, No. 15 (summ er 
1974), pp. 3-20; “Rivals, But No ‘Race, ’ ” Foreign Policy, No. 16 (fall  1974), pp. 48-81.
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Our problem derives not only from the larger number of warheads on Soviet 
ICBMs but  above all from the difference in the types of weaponry emphasized by 
the two sides. In the Sixties, the  United States  uni late rally decided to base its 
stra tegic forces on light  b ut highly accurate ICBMs, the less vu lnerable but also less 
accurate SLBMs, and the more v ersa tile but more vulnerable manned bombers. The 
Soviets made the opposite decision, relying on large land-based missiles capable of 
delivering a far heavier payload. At first the crudeness of th eir  technology and the 
lack of accuracy deprived these  weapons of effectiveness aga inst  military targets. 
But as Soviet technology improved, its advantage  in numbers and missile payload 
was bound to tell. For th e land-based ICBM is always likely to be the most accurate 
and powerful strategic  weapon, and  the one most capable of a rapid  attack against  
the mili tary  targe ts of the other side. In short  the  Soviets have emphasized quick 
reaction forces by modernizing t he ir ICBMs; we concentrated on slow-reacting forces 
like air-launched cruise missiles. Thus the asymm etry in the  capacity of the two 
sides to destroy each other’s mil itary target s has grown with every passing year.

There is now general agreemen t that  their  improvements in missile accuracy and 
warhead technology will put  the Soviets in a position to wipe out our land-based 
forces of Minuteman ICBMs by 1982. Whether this  capabi lity is ever exercised or 
not—and I consider it improbable—it  reverses and hence revolutionizes the st rategic  
equation on which our securi ty and  that  of our friends have depended through most 
of the postwar period.

The revolution in the strategic balance is aggravated by a  comparable build-up of 
Soviet airc raft  and missiles that  thr eat ens  to overturn  the  American advantage  in 
theate r-based nuclear forces. The Soviet Union has deployed scores of new missiles 
of 2,000-mile range—the SS-20—which carries  a MIRVed warhead of three reen try 
vehicles. Several hundred  supersonic Backfire bombers will thr eaten  all peripheral 
areas in the  Eighties (leaving aside for the moment the ir utili ty for inter-con tinen­
tal missions). A Soviet superiority in theate r strik ing forces is therefore upon us. 
The inequality is demonstrated by the  fact that  we have had to assign par t of our 
strategic forces—a number  of Poseidon boats—to cover targ ets threatening NATO. 
Thus in case of war we are  likely to be s trained eith er with respect to our s trategic 
or with respect to our the ate r nuc lear coverage.

All t his  has been accomplished while the Soviet advantage in conventional  forces 
has grown, and while the reach  of Soviet power has been extended enormously by 
the  rapid development of the Soviet Navy, an expanding long-range airli ft capabili­
ty, the  acquisition of Soviet bases in countries like South Yemen and Vietnam, and 
the establ ishment of vast Soviet arm s depots in such count ries as Libya and Ethio­
pia, which will enable the  Soviet Union to move its own or proxy troops rapidly to 
the ir prepositioned weapons. At the  same time our Navy declines and our access to 
overseas bases shrinks.

Rarely  in history has a nation so passively accepted such a radical change in the 
milit ary balance. If we are to remedy it, we must first  recognize the  fact that  we 
have placed ourselves at a signif icant disadvantage volun tarily.  This is not the 
resu lt of SALT: it is the  consequence of unilatera l decisions extending over a decade 
and a half: by a strateg ic doctr ine adopted in the Sixties, by the  bitter domestic 
divisions growing ou t of th e w ar in Vietnam, and by choices of th e presen t Adminis­
tration. All these actions were uni late ral , hence avoidable. They were not extracted 
from us by clever Soviet negotiators; we imposed them on ourselves by our  choices, 
theories,  and domestic turmoil. It is therefore  in our power to al ter them.

The prevail ing American stra tegic doctrine of the  Sixties went under the modest 
name of “assured destruction.” According to it, deter rence  was guara nteed so long 
as we possessed the ability to destroy a predetermined percen tage of Soviet popula­
tion and indus trial capacity. Stra tegy  thereby turned into an engineering problem, 
an economic analysis essentially independent of th e size of the  opposing forces. So 
long as enough of our weapons survived to wreak  th e theoretica lly calculated havoc, 
deter rence  would be maintained; our  military effectiveness was essentia lly inde­
pendent of the thr eat  we faced; the vulnerability of part  of our  forces—such as our 
ICBMs—was irrelevant so long as enough warheads would remain to inflict an 
“unacceptab le” amount of damage on the Soviet Union.

This doctrine not only took for granted  continued Soviet inferiority  in technology; 
it also ignored the psychological inhibitions in the  way of implementing such a 
strategy. The target ing scenarios developed from this doctrine left a President with 
no other  options in a  cr isis but the mass exterminat ion of civilians,  or capitulat ion. 
This stra tegy  was morally questionable even in an era  when we had superiority.  In 
an age of strategic equality  i t would be a formula for mutua l suicide.

The emergence of a new stra tegic nuclear environment should have forced a 
reconside ration of this targeting doctrine and a renewed atte ntion to regional nu­
clear and conventional balances. Unfor tunately, at the  precise moment that  such a
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reexaminat ion became urgently necessary , all our defense programs came under 
systematic attack as a byproduct of the bit ter domestic debate over Vietnam. On the 
one hand, the  Vietnam war reduced funds available for modernization of our 
milit ary forces; even more important, the wholesale assault on defense spending and 
programs jeopardized even those major projects for which funds were available and 
budgeted. New weapons were decried as excessive, as symptoms of a  milita ry psy­
chosis, as wasteful and dangerous. “Reordering national prio rities” was the slogan 
of the day; it was the euphemism for cutting the defense budget. The ABM passed 
by only one vote and was then emascu lated in the appropriat ions process; the C-5A 
transp ort  airc raft  which later saved an ally in the  1973 Middle East war was 
challenged repeatedly on budge tary grounds; MIRV’s, the only strategic system 
availab le to us to offset the  Soviet numerical super iority in the  1970’s, were under 
constant attack. In the realm of str ateg ic doctrine, paradoxically it was those most 
alarmed at the arms race who c lung to the most bloodth irsty targ etin g s trategies, in 
the hope that  these would obviate the  need to strengthen or increase our strategic  
forces.

In this  atmosphere, maintaining  even the strategic forces inherited  from the 
Sixties absorbed the energies of th e Administrations up to the  end of the Vietnam 
war; obtain ing funds for new programs was enormously difficult. The best tha t 
could be accomplished in the  ear ly 1970’s was to alter the older strategic doctrine 
and shif t targe ting from civilian to mil itary  objectives. (Paradoxically, however, the 
decline of our capability for a counterforce strategy turned even the  more sophis ti­
cated targeting into a high-risk tit-for-tat option with no logical stopping place.)

After the  end of our involvement in Vietnam, new strategic programs could at 
last be funded: the B-l  manned  s trategic  bomber, to become operational in 1979; the 
MX ICBM, to become operational  in 1983; the Trident subm arine and missile, 
expected to become operational in 1978; various kinds of cruise missiles for the 
1980’s—all of which would give th e United  States greater options and some of which 
would bring about a new counterforce capability.

Every one of these programs has  been cancelled, delayed, or stretched  out by the  
cur ren t Administration, so t ha t we are  a t a point where only th e Trident (with only 
the most limited counterforce capabil ity) can be operational during the  period of the  
projected SALT Treaty. In addition , even the Minuteman production line was closed 
down, leaving us without an emergency hedge for rapid build-up in unexpected 
contingencies. We now face the challenge of the  early  Eighties with forces designed 
in the Sixties. We have been able to develop new programs in only four years out of 
the last  fifteen, and most of them have been held in abeyance since 1977.

Furtherm ore,  a remedy will be more difficult if the  Administra tion intends to 
return  to the pure “assured dest ruction” strategic doctrine. In his State  of the 
Union address last Jan uar y 23, Pres iden t Carter proclaimed th at  “just one of our 
relatively invulnerable Poseidon submarines * * * carries enough warheads to de­
stroy every large and medium-sized city in  the Soviet Union.”

But this  truism demonstrates  ra ther  than solves our strategic  dilemma. Even 
unde r SALT conditions we will have in the early  Eighties at  best equality  in the 
capacity  of our  strategic  forces to inflict civilian damage, and a clear  inferiority  in 
the ability to attack and destroy  the land-based missiles of the  other  side. Our 
Minuteman missiles do not carr y sufficient warheads or possess adequate  throw- 
weight for a disarming attack aga inst  Soviet ICBMs; our  presen t strateg ic forces can 
put at risk less than  one-half of Sovie t ICBMs. All of our ICBMs will in the Eighties 
be vulne rable  to an atta ck by the greater  numbers of missiles and warheads, and 
improving accuracy, of soviet land-based missiles.

Since our modern milit ary doctr ine and strategy have depended much more on 
strategic  forces than  those of the  Soviets, even overall equality revolutionizes the 
postwar security and geopolitical structure. But in fact the  situa tion is worse. My 
principal worry is not only the  growing vulnerability of our land-based forces— 
though this must be remedied—but the  growing invulnerab ility of Soviet land-based 
forces. The dete rren t effect of our strategic forces in defense of allies will continual­
ly decline; our strategic  forces will surely lose the ir ability to offset the soviet 
capacity  for regional interv ention. And this capacity will be reinforced by the 
growing edge in Soviet t heate r nuclear forces, a naval and air lift  capability which 
immeasurably  extends the  reach  and preponderance of Soviet conventional power.

I w ant to reite rate that  it is not necessary for present  purposes to debate whether 
the Soviet Union would in fact run a risk of war on th e global level; it will be grave 
enough if the Soviet willingness to run risks in regional conflicts is magnified. And 
that  seems to me the minimum consequence of w hat is ahead . The side that  can 
defend its interests only by threat ening to initi ate the  mutual mass extermination  
of civilians will gradually slide towards strategic, and therefore eventually geopoliti­
cal, paralysis. The consequence, to put it bluntly,  is that  in the  1980’s regional
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conflicts—whet her delib erate ly promoted or not—threaten  increasingly to grow out  
of control unless we dras tical ly reverse the  trend . We canno t possibly contin ue to 
gamble with inferio r forces for regional defense, a shifting balance in the ater  
nucle ar forces, vuln erab le land-based strategic  forces, and invulnerab le Soviet 
ICBMs without courting the  gravest dangers. The decline in relative power must  be 
drama tically  reversed.

Even more importa nt is a strategic doctrine  which answers the  following ques­

tions:
(1) How in the Eighties will we safeguard  our national  security  when we face 

adverse trends in every signif icant military category?
(2) How will we fulfill our  commitments to our allies in the absence of a  signifi­

cant  counterforce capability, when strate gic par ity is at  best tenuous  and the  

the ate r nuclea r balance  is t urn ing  against  us?
(3) How will we prote ct our vital inte rests  in areas such as the Middle E ast with 

our presen t conventional forces, airlift , and declining naval  capability?
(4) How will we p reve nt global blackmail?
Our safety and th at  of all of those who depend on us depends on the  response. 

Every day we delay in deal ing with the issue magnifies our peril.
The Senate there fore  cann ot deal with the  SALT Trea ty in a vacuum; it mus t 

simultaneously seek to resto re the milit ary and geopolitical balance. No responsible  
leader can want to face the 1980’s with the  prese nt mil itary prospects. This, and not 
SALT in isolation, is th e principa l problem facing us.

SALT IN  THE CONTEXT OF AM ER ICA N STRATEGY

The idea of arms  contro l developed in the  late Fifties  and early Sixties. The 
underlyin g rationale  derive  from the indisp utabl e fact th at  therm onuclear weapons 
and interconti nenta l missiles have added a new dimension of peril to the  historical 
problem of milit ary rival ry. In the past it could be argue d that  weapons were a 
symptom rat her  tha n a cause  of tension. Indeed it is difficult to find an histor ical 
example for the cliche th at  arms  races cause wars. (Wh at caused World War I was 
mobilization schedules, not the  rate  of increas e of arm ame nts. ) But today, indeed, 
the  nuclear age combines weapons of unprecedented destructive  power, extre mely  
rapid modes of delivery  of inter cont inen tal range, and high vulnerabil ity to a 

surpr ise attack.
In these new and unprec edented circumstances, the  conclusion seemed inescap­

able tha t the side whose capacity for re taliatio n was vulnerable must reac t in crises 
in ways which would heigh ten the likelihood of cataclysm; a country whose stra tegic  
forces were not secure could be driven, even agai nst its will, to strik e first ra ther  
tha n await the opponent’s atta ck which it would know it could not survive. In the  
late Fifties, one of the most brill iant stud ents  of deter rence , Albert Wohlstette r, 
correctly perceived t ha t what Churchill called the  “balanc e of ter ro r” was perilou sly 
delicate. Arms control sought to circumscribe  and if possible eliminate this  dang er 
by measures that  would enhan ce each side’s “second-strike  capabili ty,” th at  is, its 
secure capacity to retalia te, thereby  reducing the incentive and capacity for surprise  

attack.
This analysis was essen tially  correct. At the  same time this novel mili tary  doc­

trine—according to which an adversary’s invu lnerabili ty was thoug ht to add to 
stabi lity—was combined with “assured dest ruct ion” reasoning to produce a kind of 
“minimum  dete rrence” theo ry by which we allegedly had no need to consider the  
threa t posed by th e level of Soviet forces. Even theo rists  of arms control who v alued 
maintaining the stra tegic balance only dimly perceived th at  the strategic stab ility  
they sought implied a stra tegi c revolution. For if a ttained , it would grea tly magnify 
the  danger at  levels of violence below th at  of general nuclear exchange. If crises no 
longer produced fear of escalation  to all-out war, they would also grow more likely. 
Thus even strategic stab ility  (not to speak of a Soviet edge) would require new 
major militar y efforts by us on the regional level or else major political weakness 
would result. Above all it was erroneously assumed the  Soviets held a similar view. 
In fact, there  was no evidence tha t Soviet strategic plan ners —almost all mil itary 
men—subscribed to the  academic subtlet ies of Am erican strategic theory. As Secre­
tary Harold Brown has said, our unilateral res tra int  does not seem to be recip rocat ­
ed by the Soviets: “We have found tha t when we build weapons, they build; when 
we stop, they never theless continue to build * * 2

As one of the archite cts of SALT, I am conscience-bound to point out th at — 
against  all previous hopes—the SALT process does not seem to have slowed down 
Soviet stra tegic competit ion, and in some sense may have accelerated it. The Soviets

2 Statement of Secreta ry Brown before the Senate  Foreign Relations Committee, Ju ly 9, 1979.
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worked hard and successfully to enhance  the first-st rike capabili ties of t hei r land- 
based ICBMs despite  our res trai nt and with in the  f ramework of SALT. The Admin­
istrat ions of the  early 1970’s of which I was a member sought to use SALT to 
demonstrate the ir commitment to easing tensions and thereby restore a public 
consensus behind  a strong natio nal defense; to some extent we succeeded. But we 
will not draw the appropriate  conclusion if we do not also admit th at  SALT may 
have had a perverse effect on the  willingness of some in the  Congress, key opinion 
makers, and even Adminis tration officials to face fully the relen tless Soviet military 
build-up.

New weapons systems have long had  to overcome the  trad itional objection of 
advocates of “minimum deter rence ” th at  they were unnecessary (because we al­
ready possessed an “overkill” capability); they were now also atta cked by arms 
control experts as endangering the prospects  of SALT. Indeed, many new programs 
could be put through the  Congress less on the ir meri ts tha n as a  “ bargaining chip”; 
they were needed, various Admin istra tions  argued, so that  th ey could be traded in a 
negotiation. Whatever the tactical uti lity  of th is argum ent, it tended to reduce the 
energy with which such programs were pursued. The Pentagon found it difficult to 
muste r enth usia sm—or scarce resources—for programs which were ephemeral by 
definition. After  a while the  Soviet Union began to play the game deliberate ly: from 
ABM to c ruise missiles i t systematical ly sought to use SALT to inhibit our military 
and technological development; it trie d to fuel our domestic debate, adding its own 
propaganda pressures to domestic pressures  against  new weapons systems.

The theory that  new American weapons weakened the prospects of a rms control 
thrived  despite  all evidence to the  contrary. In 1967, before we had an ABM 
program, when President Johnson suggested to Soviet P remier Kosygin a t Glassboro 
that  both sides renounce ABMs, Kosygin contemptuously dismissed the  idea as one 
of the most ridiculous he had ever heard. By 1970, afte r the  Nixon Adminis tration 
had narrowly won its Congressional bat tle  for funding of an ABM, Soviet SALT 
negotiators refused to discuss any subject  except ABM, and it required the most 
strenuous  negotiating efforts to maintain  the  crucial linkage between offensive and 
defensive limitations. Conversely, neither the  abandonment of the  B- l by the cur­
ren t Administration, nor its stretch-out of the MX missile, nor the slowdown in the 
Trident program,  speeded up SALT negotiations  or improved th e terms .

The SALT negotiations have always proceeded against the background of the 
strate gic balance as it existed, and mus t be considered in this  context.

The negot iations  for SALT I grew out  of the ABM debate of th e 1960s: whether 
the  U.S. should follow the Soviet lead and build a defense a gainst ballist ic missiles, 
or try to head off such a new competit ion by negotia ting some limits with the 
U.S.S.R. After  considerable Soviet stalling, to see whether Congress might  kill the 
ABM without any need for Soviet reciprocity, the  SALT negotia tions began in 
November 1969. Almost from the  outset it was apparen t that  the  only system the 
Soviets were eager to limit by negot iation was the sole system we were building— 
the ABM. In the 1972 ABM treaty  both  sides agreed in effect to leave themselves 
indefinitely vulnerab le to missile attacks; ABMs were restricted to a token deploy­
ment at  one site (which we then  uni late rally abandoned for budge tary reasons). In 
effect we traded our superio r ABM technology for a ha lt to the numerical build-up 
of Soviet offensive forces.

To resto re equality in this  critical area—strategic offensive forces—proved to be 
enormously difficult, largely due to the  unilater al decisions of the Sixties tha t 
stopped both our ICBM and SLBM programs by 1967. As I have said, in pure 
numbers of offensive missiles the  Soviets passed the  United States in 1970; in this 
category we had no bargaining chips. Our  only active program was adding multiple 
warheads (MIRVs) to our land- and sea-based missiles. The Soviet numer ical build­
ing program was so considerable, and  Congressional opposition to comparable 
American programs was so unrelen ting, that  it was the Defense Depar tmen t which 
in July 1970 and then again in Janu ary 1972 urged a five-year mutual freeze on 
offensive weapons, primari ly to arrest the  momentum of the Soviet build-up and to 
give us an opportunity to catch up.

The firs t SALT agreement on offensive weapons was thus a photograph of the 
existing balance,  not an alte ration of it: it froze the numbers of American and 
Soviet land- and sea-based missiles for five years. The numerical balance was 
favorable to the  U.S.S.R. in the  same proportion that  the  previous decade of unre­
stricted arms competition had produced. Because of our  MIRV program, the United 
States reta ined  a substantial  advantage in numbers of warheads for the  lifetime of 
the  Inte rim Agreement and beyond. The criticism late r heard, that  SALT I “gave” 
the  Soviets unequal numbers, missed the  central point: what had produced the 
Soviet numerical edge was not SALT I but the unilateral American decisions of the 
Sixties to stop our strateg ic building programs, and then the  Congressional and
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public attacks on the defense budget growing out of the  Vietnam war. The 1972 
SALT agreement curta iled no American offensive program; it did hal t the num eri­
cal growth of the Soviet stra tegic forces. It gave us an opportunity to catch up— 
which we sought to do by pushing the development  of the  B- l slated to be oper­
ational in 1978, the T rident subm arine  and missile planned for 1979, the MX missile 
for 1983, and a variety  of cru ise missiles for th e early  Eighties.

But the simple Interim Agreement of SALT I could not deal with—nor did it 
prete nd to address—the rapid evolution of technology. Modernization of existing 
weapons was allowed, and both  sides proceeded apace with new programs. The U.S. 
funded its MIRV program, and  the Soviets developed a new generation of ICBMs; in 
doing so they pushed to its outer limit the  SALT I provision restri cting  conversion 
of “lig ht” to “heavy” missiles. It was these larger missiles (the SS-17, 18 and 19), 
soon equipped with MIRVs, and with the potential of greatly  improved accuracy, 
th at  were bound to give th e Soviets for the first time in histo ry a capacity to launch 
a first  st rike against our land-based missiles.

These trends, which would eventually put our force of ICBMs into jeopardy, led us 
firs t to undertake  a complex but  eventual ly fruitless negotia tion to set a low, long­
term  ceiling on Soviet missile capabilities both in numbers and in quality. For a 
time these negotiations seemed promising; but  they  fell victim to the  collapse of 
executive auth ority  resu lting from Watergate . In the wake of President Nixon’s 
resignation, it seemed p rud ent  to pick up the  thread of a simpler agreem ent that  at 
least  consolidated numerical equality, and then  to move as quickly as possible in 
SALT III into the more int ricate  discussion of th e qualita tive  factors (missile accura­
cy, throw-weight, number of warheads, testin g limits and so forth). Thus, in Novem­
ber 1974 in Vladivostok, President  Ford pressed for an agreement based on equal 
aggregate ceilings, and the  Soviet Union accepted our proposal. A framework accord 
was reached specifying str ict  equality of 2,400 missiles and strategic bombers for 
each side, and an equal limi t of 1,320 missiles with MIRVs, in an agreement  to run 
through 1985.

The Ford Administration had  first  hoped that  a treaty  implementing  the  Vladi­
vostok accord could be completed in 1975. But two new issues intervened to slow 
down the talks: first  was the Soviet insistence that  cruise missiles be entirely 
banned if they had a range of more than  600 kilometers (350 miles); second was the 
U.S. counterdemand that  the Soviet aircraft called the “Backfire” be counted as a 
“heavy” bomber and thus be included in the  SALT totals . Inevitably the two 
systems became linked in the  talks. Throughout 1975 and into early  1976, the U.S. 
and the U.S.S.R. made proposals to resolve the dispute. Basically, the Ford Adminis­
trat ion  was prepared to limit the  range and number of some cruise missiles pro­
vided the Soviets would reciprocate  by l imiting  the Backfire bomber in some compa­
rable  manner. In Jan uary 1976, we were close to a compromise along these lines 
which also would have lowered the  Vladivostok ceilings of 2,400 to “below 2,300.”

Two events  prevented  the  completion of the negotiations. First, the introduct ion 
of 25,000 Cuban proxy troops in Angola raised serious doubts about Soviet motives 
and fueled a whole new debate in this country  about  United States-Soviet relations. 
And the imminent American Presidentia l election convinced President Ford that  it 
would be best to keep SALT from turn ing into a par tisan issue and so to wait to 
conclude an agreement after the  election.

The advent of a new Adminis tration brough t with it the  obl igatory new approach. 
The first  proposal to Moscow in March 1977 abandoned the  negotiations as they 
then stood. An enti rely  new proposal was submit ted, immedia tely rejected, and 
quickly withdrawn. The par ties  returned to ear lier  proposals, and over two more 
years were spent refining the agreement. Meanwhile the  presuppositions of tha t 
agreement  were daily challenged by technological change, the pace of the  Soviet 
build-up, and the unilatera l abandonment or stre tching out of major American 
weapons systems, all of which fur ther tilted  the  stra tegic balance dangerously 
against  us.

Three  conclusions emerge: The imbalances we now face, and which concern so 
many, stem in essence from unilater al American decisions rat he r than from the 
SALT negot iating process. This is im portant when we consider the provisions of th e 
SALT Treaty. No negotiation can achieve through diplomacy tha t for which we 
have been unwilling to make uni late ral efforts.

Second, SALT by itse lf ca nno t bring about parity ; it can only ratify trends which 
exist. SALT cannot be a sub stitute  for defense programs. If we fall behind by our 
own actions, SALT runs the  risk of perpetuating an inequality. But whether that  
comes about is up to us; and to avoid i t must be a principal concern of the  Senate.

Third, SALT III canno t simply be an extension of the  previous process. I t must be 
explicitly  related to our  long-term strategic  program. Its principles must be clearly
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worked o ut between the Adm inist ration and the  Congress and settle d with our allies 
before we launch  ourselves into it.

TH E VIE NN A TREATY: HOW  DOE S IT AFFE CT THE  STRA TEGIC BA LANCE

We must now ask, how does the SALT II agreem ent affect the  strateg ic balance? 
The ag reem ent is composed of thre e documents:

The Treaty itself, running unti l the end of 1985, would l imit the  tota l numbers of 
ICBM and SLBM launchers (though  the term is not defined); heavy bombers; 
MIRVed missiles; and  land-based MIRVed missiles. It also defines counting rules for 
MIRVed missiles and for heavy bombers equipped with air-launched cru ise missiles.

Second is a  Protocol t ha t r estr icts  cruise missile other  th an on heavy bombers to a 
range of 600 kilometers (or 350 miles) and bans the  testing and deployment of 
mobile ICBMs. The Protocol is supposed to expire on December 31, 1981.

Third is a set of principles to guide th e negotiations for SALT III.
Any fair-minded analysis must  recognize the beneficial aspects of the SALT II 

agreements. The overall ceiling of 2,250 will force the  Soviets to get rid of 250 
strategic systems, including some modern ones, while giving us the  righ t to equalize 
the numbers. The permitted num ber  of land-based Soviet MIRVs (820) is some 100 
below the maximum number t ha t the y probably intended  to bui ld in the  absence of 
SALT. There are some restrictions on missile testing procedures. There are limits 
on numbers of missile warheads on ICBMs and a prohibition on more than one 
“new” ICBM. There is for the  firs t time  an agreed baseline  of information on the 
Soviet forces. The counting rules are a useful way of dealing with the MIRV 
problem.

Regre ttably  none of these  very real  achievements affects the  grave strategic  
situa tion which I have described and  which must urgently be reversed. The T reaty 
does not reduce the Soviet first -strike capabili ty against our land-based forces, or 
improve our ability to survive a firs t strike . It does not diminish the Soviet residual 
capabil ity to destroy civilian targets in the United States. And it  does not enhance— 
indeed it may slightly inhibit—the possibility for the United Sta tes to catch up in 
the  capacity of our strategic forces to atta ck military targe ts.

To be sure, the  Soviets will be obligated after 1981 to reduce the  tota l number of 
the ir launchers by about 250. But the new ceiling of 2,250 will not limi t the Soviets’ 
ability  to destroy our ICBM force or to inflict devas tating damage upon the United 
States. The reduction in Soviet numbers  is irrelevan t to our stra tegic problem. For  
the dang er to our security derives from warheads, not from launchers, and the 
Soviet to tal of ICBM warheads will increase from 3,200 a t the time  of the signing of 
SALT II to over 6,000 even after the reduction in Soviet launchers is supposed to 
take  place; the  total number of Soviet warheads (including SLBMs) will approach 
12,000 in 1985 as compared to 8,000 a t the  time of the  SALT signing. (In fact, i f the 
Soviets went all out they could get 8,000 MIRVed warheads in the  permitted new 
land-based missiles.) Moreover, the  tota l Soviet missile throw-weight will increase 
from abou t 6 million pounds at  the  time  of the signing of SALT I, to 7 million 
pounds at  the  signing of SALT II, to 9 million pounds (compared to our 2.5 million) 
in 1985. And improvements in Soviet accuracy will approach  ours by 1982; the  
practical effect of this will be to reduce the number of warheads that  need to be 
aimed at  our ICBM silos, freeing a larger number  of the  ever-increasing Soviet 
warheads for other targets.

The agreed ceiling, of course, is some 200 above the 2,060 ope rational systems we 
now possess. We thus have some cons iderable room for expansion of single-warhead 
systems. But given the cancellation of th e B- l bomber, the delay in the  operational 
date  for MX, and the slow pace of Trident production, the re is almos t no chance 
th at  the  United  States can reach the permi tted total  of 2,250 except perhaps by 
keeping in service ten older Polaris  submarines (with 160 missiles); th is the Navy is 
likely to oppose because of the heavy cost of operation and relatively shor t range of 
its missiles. The result, therefore, is th at  in practice the overall aggregate numbers 
will con tinue  to be unequal.

The limi tation of land-based MIRVed launchers to 820, which may be some 100 
below the probable Soviet program, is equally welcome and simila rly without signifi­
cance to our fundamental problem. The Soviet Union can destroy our land-based 
ICBMs with about half  of the land-based MIRVs permitted by the  Treaty; this would 
leave over 300 Soviet land-based MIRVed launchers, 380 sea-based MIRVed systems, 
and some 500 single-warhead systems—or well over 5,000 warheads—aimed at our
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civilian population and industria l potentia l. (By contras t, if we expended our  entire 
land-based force against the  Soviet ICBM silos we could destroy less tha n ha lf. )3

Nor is the  threa t to o ur forces and to th e overall stra tegic balance reduced by t he  
provision limiting new missiles during the time of the  Treaty. The provision is 
drafted  so as  to permit the  deployment of the  MX for  the United States, a compara­
ble new missile for the  Soviet Union, and the modernization of existing missiles 
allowing an  increase  in their  volume of up to five pe rcen t in each direction. Except  
for setting a precedent for qualitative rest rain ts, these limita tions have litt le oper­
ationa l effect on the  Soviet program—all the  less so as there seems to be no 
definition of baselines. The testimony of Adm inist ration witnesses seems to  confirm 
that  no known Soviet program is affected.

In short, the  Vienna Treaty will not  d iminish the  th reat  to the strategic balance . 
During the life of t he Treaty the Soviets will complete the ir counterforce capab ility 
against our ICBMs. This will coincide exactly with our period of maximum danger. 
To be sure, a good case can be made for the  proposition th at  in the  absence of th e 
Treaty the relative numbers  will be even worse. But the  analysis  here suggests th at  
what is allowed to the  Soviets will meet all the ir foreseeable counterfo rce and  
residual needs.

But I must repeat:  any  SALT treaty is likely to rati fy existing strategic trend s. 
SALT negotiators cann ot produce what our mili tary  programs—for whatever 
reason—have neglected. The Soviets will never agree to unilateral reductions. If we 
want equality, we must build to equality. We must reverse  the strateg ic trends if we 
are  serious about an equi table  SALT trea ty. Nothing in the  Vienna Trea ty dimin­
ishes the need for s substan tial  milita ry build-up by the  United States. In fact, the  
situation which SALT reflects makes such a build-up imperative.

In fairness, it must be pointed out that  the same was true of the  SALT II 
aggregates worked out in the  previous Administra tion. There are nevertheless three 
essential differences: first,  the  rate  of advance of Soviet technology which has been 
unexpectedly rapid (the estimate at  Vladivostok was that  Minuteman would not 
become vulnerable to a Soviet counterforce strike unt il afte r 1985); second, the  
unilater al abandonment or stretch-out of almost every American strateg ic program 
inher ited by the Car ter Administrat ion, which makes  the  Soviet threa t even more 
ominous; and third , the  Soviet geopolitical offensive in Africa, the  Middle East, and 
Southeast Asia which has gained momentum since. But to help a b ipart isan solution 
I am willing to concede th at  the  problem we face has origins  going back at  least 15 
years?

The novel—and to me the  most disturbing—feature  of the current Trea ty is its 
negative impact on the the ate r nuclear balance. The Soviet Backfire bomber is 
limited to production of no more than 30 per year,  through an oral agreement 
outside the Treaty or Protocol. There has been dispute about the utili ty of the  
Backfire in carrying out unrefueled attac ks against the  United States. There is no 
doubt of its abi lity to t hreaten  a ll our all ies as well as China and the sea approaches 
to Eurasia. In addition, the Soviet Union is developing a large number of SS-20 
missiles each with a range of 2,000 miles and three MIRV warheads. Like the  
Backfire, the SS-20 is convertible to inte rcon tinental  rang e—in the case of the  
Backfire by adding fuel tank s, or an aeria l refueling  capability ; in the case of the  
SS-20 by adding ano ther  stage, thereby convert ing it into the  already tested mobile 
SS-16. These actions are prohibited  by SALT II but they are  not easily verifiable, 
and in any event they rep resent  a rapid break-out poten tial should the Trea ty be 
broken or lapse.

The most immediately available American counter to these weapons has been 
cruise missiles. In the  negot iations  conducted by the Ford Adminis tration,  proposed 
restric tions on cruise missiles were made conditional on comparable  restr ictions on

’ Though the permitte d to tal  of land-based MIRV’s is some 300 above what we possess, we 
can not expand our  land-based MIRVs significantly  since  the  Trea ty also con tains a subceil ing of 
1200 per mit ted  MIRVed vehic les. We could thus  increase the nu mber of ou r land-based miss iles 
only by reducing  the  numb er of  submar ine-based missiles. Tha t sub lim it will also force us to 
disma ntle ei the r one Poseidon boat (or 14 Minuteman III) when th e seventh Tr ident sub ma rin e 
goes on sea tria ls, probably  by 1983. If t he eighth  and  ninth  Tr iden t were to become opera tion al 
before December 1985, th ree more Poseidon boats or 48 Minutem an II or some com bina tion  of 
the two would have  to be dismantled.

‘ On at  least one occasion I con trib uted to the existing ambivalence. After an exhau sting  
negotia tion  in J uly 1974 I gave an  answer to a  question  a t a press conferen ce which I have come 
to regret: “What in the  nam e of God is s tra teg ic superiority?’’ I asked. “What is t he  s igni ficance 
of i t * * * at  these levels of n umbers? What do you do w ith  it?” My sta tem en t reflected  fatigue  
and  exasperation, not ana lysi s. If  both  sides ma int ain  the balance,  th en  indeed the  race becomes 
fut ile  and SALT has  its place in str ength en ing  st abi lity . But if we opt  o ut of th e race  un ila te ra l­
ly, we wil l probably be faced eventua lly  with  a you nge r group of Sovie t lead ers who will figu re 
out w hat c an be done wi th str ate gic supe rior ity.
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the Backfire. The concept was to limi t the numb er of cruise missiles of more than 
600-kilometer range in some rela tionship  to limits on the  Backfire. The Protocol, on 
the  oth er hand, prohibits the  deployment of land- and sea-based cruise missiles and 
of air-launched cruise missiles of more than 600-kilome ter rang e on other  than 
heavy bombers a ltogether—even when they carry  conventional warheads. The same 
Protocol prohibits the  testing and  deployment of mobile ICBM launchers,  even 
thoug h the Soviets have already  tested a mobile system (the SS-16 ) and we have 
nei the r tested nor developed a compa rable weapon.

The provisions of the Protocol with  respect to cruise missiles, especially, rest rict  
exclusively American programs; they affect not a single Soviet program. They 
amo unt to a unilatera l renunci ation  of an American capability . The Protocol also 
for the  first  time limits American weapons relevant prim arily  to the  theater  nucle­
ar  balance—thus affecting imp ortant  interests of our allies—in ret urn  at  best for 
restr ictions relevan t prim arily  to the United States.  This is something we have 
heretofore consistently refused to do as a ma tter of princip le in the decade th at  
SALT negotiations have been tak ing  place. It is a dangerous  precedent.

Two argum ents are advanced on beha lf of the Protocol: Firs t, th at  it was neces­
sary  to induce the Soviet Union  to go along with limits in the overall Treaty; 
second, th at  since the Protocol will lapse at  the end of 1981 and since we will have 
no cruise missiles of more than  600-kilome ter range before then , no real concession 
is involved. These propositions are mutually inconsistent; if the  Protocol rest rains 
nothi ng we can do before t he end  of 1981 and will lapse, t hen  why are the  Soviets so 
insi sten t on it ?

The answer is that  the  Soviets know the history of mora toria  and protocols very 
well; they  are aware th at  such “provisional” agreem ents almos t never end on the ir 
expir ation  date, especially if a  negotiation is then takin g place. At a minimum the 
Protocol’s terms will be the  poin t of depa rture  for the  next round  of negotiations. 
The Soviets will have the  option of offering a seeming concession—for example, 
reducing the SALT totals  to 2,150 (which we know they  can accept since at  one 
stage in the curr ent negotia tions they suggested it), or even lower. They can con­
versely thre aten to abandon wha teve r negotiation  is th en tak ing  place. Will we th en 
insis t on pursuing the  development of cruise  missiles, with out which we have done 
for nearly three  years? And if we do extend the  mora torium , we will then  have 
explicit ly traded  theater capab ilities impo rtant  to our allies in ret urn  for marginal­
ly reducing th e threa t a gain st ourselves.

This deficiency of the Protocol would not be cured by a proposed Senate amend ­
men t or reservation  stati ng th at  it may not be extended except with the Senate’s 
approval. Such an amen dment, to begin with, implies th at  the  Protocol with its 
existin g one-sided term s might  well be extended, albei t with  the Sena te’s consent. 
This will make it more difficul t to appro priate significa nt sums for cruise missile 
program s which may at  any momen t be ended by an extension of the  Protocol.5 
Moreover, if th e Protocol comes up for extension independently of a broader consid­
erat ion of the strateg ic balanc e, the  temptation  to extend it could easily be over­
whelming.

To sum up: I have serious reservation s about the  Protocol. As for the Treat y, I 
conclude tha t its term s do not improve our strate gic situation but  neither do they 
prevent our remedying it dur ing  the  remain ing six years  of its life. Undoubtedly it 
imposes some inhibitions  on us—the prohibition against “heav y” missiles for the 
Unite d States, for example,  as well as the Protocol’s ban on mobile missiles through 
1981. But I believe th at  the  Senate can deal with these duri ng the ratification 
process. (The issue of heavy missiles seems to me most rele van t to the period afte r 
the  expirat ion of the  T reaty  since we could not build any before 1985 and since MX 
should take care of imme diate needs.)

The crucial question is whethe r we can unite behind what is clearly necessary. 
Ratifying SALT—or reject ing SALT—makes sense only if it prompts a renewed 
dedication to our national defense and security. The Sen ate’s judgme nt of the 
Vienna Treaty  should hinge, in my view, on wha t will be done to remedy existing 
tren ds and on the  inte rnation al impact of ratifi cation  or rejection.

Let me t urn, therefore, to th e broader  political context of th is SALT II agreement.

5 Apparently the Navy has virtually abandoned the development of cruise missiles aimed at 
land targe ts—a role st ill considered important enough in the Ford Administ ration to cause the 
Joi nt Chiefs of Staff in 1976 to withhold thei r consent to an agreement which did not protect 
th at  capability.
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THE  GEOPOLITICAL PROBLEM

A. The Soviet Union
The awesomeness of modern weapons, and the  aspira tions  of a ll peoples for peace, 

impose the  imperative of peaceful coexistence. No democratic  leader deserves the

Eublic tru st if he fails to make a genuine effort to reduce the  dangers  of nuclear 
olocaust, and to free national energies for dealing with the  many urgen t problems 

of mankind. The tempta tion is overwhelming to view this common stake in peace as 
a common bond between us a nd the  Soviet union. It should be and someday it must 
be if a  cataclysm is to be avoided. But we cannot in good conscience say that  current 
evidence supports the proposition that  the t ime has yet arrived.

For a too brief period in 1972 and 1973, our insistence on res tra int  in the conduct 
of inte rnational relations seemed to bear fruit. SALT I was accompanied by a 
decla ration of principles signed by the United States and the  Soviet Union. It 
affirmed the  necessity of avoiding confrontation, the imperative of mutual rest rain t, 
the rejection of attempts to exploit  tensions to gain uni late ral advantage,  the 
renunciatio n of claims to special influence in any region of the world. These princi ­
ples, of course, reflected an aspiration, not a contrac t; they defined a yardstick by 
which to assess Soviet behavior. The strategy of deten te was to encourage observ­
ance of these standards by a combination of positive incentives for constructive 
behavior  and firm responses to block adventurism. The principles agreed to in 
Moscow were a paradigm of conduct which the Soviet Union could violate only to its 
political cost.

Whether  the Soviet Union ever  intended to comply with them, or whether it was 
tempted into an adventurous course by the collapse of our executive auth ority  as a 
resu lt of Watergate (which deprived us of both incentives and penalties), or whether 
a combination of all these factors was responsible, will never be known.

Whatever the cause, the fact is that  since 1975 the re has been an unprecedented 
Soviet a ssault on the internatio nal  equilibrium. 1975 saw the introduction of Cuban 
combat forces into Angola, e ventually reaching 40,000, backed by Soviet financing, 
airlif t, and policy support. By 1977 Soviet planes and pilots were flying a ir defense 
missions out of Cuba so that  the  Cuban airforce could operate in Africa. 1977 
witnessed the spread of Cuban forces to Ethiopia. East Germ an milit ary and inte lli­
gence advisers have now jo ined the  Cubans all over Africa and the Middle East. 
There  have been two invasions of Zaire—and there may yet be a third; there have 
been Communist coups in Afghanistan and South Yemen; and the occupation of 
Cambodia by Vietnam, preceded by a Soviet Friendship Trea ty designed to secure 
Hanoi’s rear during its aggression. Soviet arms depots in Libya and Ethiopia fuel 
insurgencies all over Africa. While the collapse of the  Shah of Iran  had many 
causes, one contributing  facto r surely  was the  demora lization of a pro-Western 
leadership group by the  gradua l and unopposed growth of Soviet power in nearby 
areas.

Nor is this all. Terroris t organizations suppor t by Communist funds, armed by 
Communist weapons, and tra ined by Communist instructors are  becoming a system­
atic instrum ent of anti-W estern policy threatening countries friendly to us on 
several  continents. They are not, to be sure, all controlled by Moscow; but someone 
who has start ed a rockslide cannot avoid responsibility by claiming that  the rock he 
threw was not the one th at  u ltim ately killed bystanders.  These tactics, reinforced by 
a Soviet military build-up clear ly threaten ing th e strategic, theate r, and convention­
al balances, are  incompatible with  any notion of detente  or coexistence.

Some argue tha t SALT is necessary  lest we risk  a return  to the  Cold War. This is 
a curious argument. Whatever  label we give to recen t Soviet conduct—whether  
“Cold War” or opportunism—it must be ended if the re are to be any prospects for 
East-West coexistence or cooperation. No leader serves his people by pretending 
that  SALT is needed to perpetuta te an acceptable state of affairs. It is not an 
acceptable s tate  of affairs, and it cannot be continued.

The Vienna summit recorded no progress toward a clear understanding with the  
Soviet Union on the key issue of political rest rain t. It was not possible, of course, to 
settl e in the space of three days all the outstanding issues of Africa, the Middle 
East, or Southeas t Asia. Nor can the Senate responsibly delay SALT until  these 
vexing matters are settled; they must be dealt with by intel ligen t and pat ien t 
diplomacy and firm resistence to pressure. But it would have been important  to give 
at leas t symbolic expression to wha t is the overwhelming political challenge of our 
period: the ultim ate test  of an improved relationship—the real  turn ing away from 
the Cold War—must be rest rain ed Soviet in ternational conduct. The refusal of the 
Soviets even to discuss the  subjec t at Vienna, the  reit era tion  by Brezhnev of the  
commitment to so-called s truggles of liberation, is worrisome indeed.

What is involved h ere is a profound issue in United States-Soviet relations which 
is both  philosophical and practical. Can peace be realized exclusively by re strain t in
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the  field of arm s? Or does th e stru ctur e of peace require a geopolitical dimension as 
well? Is it possible to proceed in separate negotiations on their merits, or must ther e 
be some relationship between all the  various interactio ns of two superpowers in the 
field of foreign policy? In the language of recent controversies,  should the re be 
“link age” or not?

In my view, to seek to sep ara te United States-Soviet rela tions into discrete com­
part men ts runs the  risk of encouraging Soviet leaders to believe tha t they can use 
East-West cooperation in one are a as a safety valve while striving for uni late ral 
advanta ge elsewhere. The Administrat ion, imagining th at  linkage was a personal 
idiosyncrasy of previous administration s, decided to ‘ abolish” it. SALT was pursued 
for its own sake, unaffected  by Cuban troops in Ethiopia  and East German auxil­
iaries  in Mozambique; by Communist coups in Afghanistan and South Yemen; or by 
Soviet Friendship  Treaties such  as the one with Vietnam th at  was a prelude to the  
occupation of Cambodia.

This raises several problems. Firs t of all, it is not possible to “abolish” the simple 
real ity tha t the two su perpow ers impinge on each other, on a broad range of issues 
and areas Moreover, the  att em pt  to do so produces an almos t compulsive commit­
ment to whatever par ticula r subject seems susceptible to solution, such as SALT, 
thu s permitt ing the  Soviets to dictate  the  pace of negotiations and to use it to 
reduce the risks of aggressiveness. And it simultaneously  overloads the  issue unde r 
negotiation. If SALT m ust bear the  whole weight of East-West relations, it runs  the  
risk of turn ing into  escapism; it will ev entual ly crumble und er the  stra in.

No serious person would ma intain  that  nothing should be settle d until all issues 
are  settled; nor should SALT become the hostage of every passing political tension 
of a world in flux. What is needed, however, is a broad recognition that  in an 
interdependent world the actio ns of the  major nucle ar powers are inevitably rela ted 
and have consequences beyond the  issue or region immediately concerned. A demon­
stra tion  of American impotence in one part of the world erodes our credibility and 
hence the stability  of other regions; pressures against our friends, encouraged by the 
Soviet Union or it s proxies, c anno t be compensated for by oth er negotiations such as 
SALT. If we ignore these  facts we paradoxically enhan ce the  attrac tiven ess of such 
adventures. It surely  is not  provocative to ask the Soviet Union to accompany 
res tra int  in arms with res tra int  in political conduct. Atten tion to this kind of 
linkage  ensures tha t no agre eme nt stands alone vulnerable to the next crisis, or 
tur ns  into a soporific to lull the West while adventurism  run s free.

I am inclined to agree th at  the failure to ratify  an agreement negotiated over 
seven years by three  Administ rations would have  a disrup tive impact on East-West 
relationships, creating a crisis atmosphere for which we may have little public or 
allied support. This is undoub tedly one of  the tellin g argu men ts in favor of ratifica­
tion. But the Senate will also wish to consider th at  to deal with SALT in isolation 
runs the  risk of seriously mislead ing the Soviet Union. Moscow cannot have it both 
ways: the slogan of dete nte and the  reality of the  system atic undermining of the 
geopolitical equilibrium. We should use the SALT debate to force a decision. The 
Sena te will want to make cle ar th at  Soviet expansionism threatens  the peace and 
th at  coexistence depends above all on restrained inte rna tion al conduct, for which 
the  Senate should define some criter ia.

In the  long ru n this is also in the Soviet intere st, for cu rre nt trends will make a 
confrontation inevitable sooner or later. Our country will not be defeated withou t 
noticing it and when it does tak e notice, it will resist. The course of inadequate 
defense preparat ion, grad ual reduction of mil itary  capacity, and partial accommoda­
tion to Soviet expansionism must be reversed—on a bipa rtisa n basis and by coopera­
tion between the Adm inist ration and the Congress.

B. The concern o f allies
All our allies have expressed suppor t for ratification  of the  Vienna Treaty. But 

the ir endorsemen t resul ts from a complex of factors of which approval of the 
provisions of the Treat y is by far  the  least significant. Each has been urged, if not 
pressed, by the Adm inist ration to express support. In some cases the Soviets have 
added thei r entreaties. Refusal to comply would thus  risk relations with both 
superpowers over an issue th at  is of high technical complexity and has been under 
negotiation for seven years. If the  Treaty  failed as a resu lt of t hei r opposition, our 
allies might find themselve s in the  uncomfortable position of taking  on both super­
powers. Some governments ar e loath to expose themselves  to domestic criticism as 
an “obstacle to detente ”—especially over a Trea ty which the  United State s has 
alrea dy declared compatible with  Western security. Some allies want to keep open 
the ir own individual options for detente and increased East-West trade. Some are 
afrai d lest thei r objection endange r thei r essentia l defense cooperation with the 
Unite d States (even while worried about the  non-circumvention clauses of the 
Treaty ). Some sense the  chang ing militar y balance but, uns ure  of our direction and
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unwillin g to demand domestic sacrifice, seek to mitig ate their  perils by accommoda­

tion with the Soviet Union , staying one step ahead of us on the  road to Moscow. All 

are  relu ctan t to contribute to a furt her  weakenin g of American executive auth orit y, 

reasoning correctly th at  wha teve r thei r views on par ticu lars  the ir ultim ate secur ity 

depends on the  self-assurance and credibility of the  American President . There  is no 

doubt that  failure to rati fy the  Treaty will shake  Europe an confidence in an Ameri­

can government th at  for seven years assured them th at  it knew what it was doing.

At the same time, allied endorsement should be seen in the  context of a pervasive 

ambivalence. Our allies, especially  in NATO, fear an exacerbation  of ten sions—but 

they  are also deeply worried about the milit ary imbalance on the European conti­

nent which the ratific ation  of the present strategic relat ionsh ip brings to the fore­

fron t of concern. The thou ghtfu l leaders among them know that  the basis of the ir 

secur ity is eroding as our strate gic super iority ebbs—but  they fear there is not 

enough domestic suppo rt for a really significa nt defense effort, especially when 

American attitu des on th at  score are so ambiguous. They do not want to be per­

ceived as an obstacle to SALT II, but they are  highly unea sy about the inevita ble 

SALT III, in which some limi tation of theater-based  nuclear  weapons has alrea dy 

been placed on t he agenda.
The United States thus stan ds in danger of being blamed by ou r allies at one and 

the  same time for risking detente and for paying inade quate atten tion  to security, 

for provoking the Soviet colossus and for jeopardizing the  defense of the  free world. 

It has ever been thus in the postwar period. The ulti mate test  of our leadership 

cannot be a poll of our  a llies, which will always reflect a mixt ure of incommensura­

ble motives. The test  of our  leadership is American willingness to give a clear cut 

signal of what we und erst and  by Western secur ity and how we intend to maintai n 

it. No oth er country  or group  of countries, however closely associated, can take this 

burde n from our  shoulders. None of our a llies will forgive us if we fail.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We thus retu rn to our original problem. The Senat e is in the  anomalous position 

of being asked to ratify a tre aty which is essentially peri phe ral to our basic security  

and geopolitical concerns bu t whose eith er simple ratif icati on or simple rejection 

would have a profound and dangerous  symbolic impact. Fai lure  to ratify  an agree­

men t negotiated over seven years would compromise intern atio nal  confidence in our 

abili ty to perceive our own inter ests or to harmonize the  various branche s of our 

government. But it is equal ly tru e th at  if the  custodian of free world security  

neglects its task, sooner or lat er  panic will become inevitable. The Senate in consid­

ering  ratification needs urg entl y to address our dange rs in a comprehensive way:

First,  how the Senate  can take  concrete steps to begin redressing  the military 

balance;
Second, how to  deal with  the  specific problems in the  Tre aty and Protocol; and

Third, how the Senate  can put the Soviet Union on notice that  continued at­

temp ts to upset t he global equilibrium will n ot be to lerate d.
Some, whose analys is I respect,  have urged amen dmen ts to the Treaty  to accom­

plish these goals. These amen dmen ts are of two kinds. The first  category would not 

require any renegotiation with  the Soviet Union. They would either express the 

Senate’s inte rpre tatio n of the  meaning of ambiguous clauses of the  Treat y, or 

ins truct our negotia tor on crit eria to be applied in any follow-on negotiations, or 

reas sure  uneasy allies about our intentions in applying  SALT provisions, for exam­

ple, on non-circumvention. The second category of am endm ents would seek changes 

in the text. These ame ndments would require reneg otiatio n of the Vienna agree­

ment and they again fall into two categories: One type would alter the strate gic 

balanc e during the term  of the  Treaty, for example, by forcing a reduction of Soviet 

throw-weight or heavy missiles. The second type would repr esen t a claim of equal 

“ent itlement”—-such as an American right  to possess 308 heavy missiles—which 

canno t be exercised during the  life of the Trea ty and would therefo re represen t an 

asser tion of principle ra th er  t han a contribution to the stra tegi c balance.

The only amendments  th at  would make any immediate difference are the  kind 

which go to the heart  of the  problem: they would remove the  Soviet counterforce 

capabil ity against  our ICBMs (by mandating a drast ic reduction of throw-weight, for 

example). Such amen dmen ts are almost certa in to be rejected by the Soviets; they 

would be accepted, if at  all, only after  an actua l build-up of our forces, which in 

tu rn  might well be delayed by the very fact th at  renegotiat ions were underway. If 

we mainta ined cur ren t limi ts while negotiating, the result  would be a contin uation  

of the existing dete riora tion  of the strategic balance. We might thus  wind up 

without either SALT or a  stren gthe ned defense.
After  much reflection I have  concluded th at  I can supp ort ratifica tion only with 

the  following conditions:

48-2 50 0 - 7 9 - 1 2
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Firs t, if it is coupled with a defense program representing an obligatory under­
stand ing between the Congress and the President which overcomes on an urgent 
basis the grave peril posed by the  c urrent  m ilitary  balance.

Second, if it is accompanied by amendments—not requi ring renegotiation—clear­
ing up  ambiguities in the Treaty, defining the status of the Protocol, the meaning of 
non-circumvention, and setting guidelines for follow-on negotiations.

And third , if it is accompanied by a vigorous expression of the  Sena te’s view of 
the linkage  between SALT and Soviet geopolitical conduct.

This approach would avoid the negative  consequences of a collapse of SALT. But 
ratifi cation must not become an end in itself. In my view i t can only be justified if 
the Administration is prepared to unite our country by demonstra ting its determi­
nation to restore our military strength  and the geopolitical equilibrium. This seems 
to me the  sense of what Sena tor Nunn among oth ers has proposed, and it points th e 
way to a bipartisan resolution of th e issue.
A. To redress the military  balance

With respect to the milit ary programs, I respectfully recommend tha t the Senate  
give its advice and consent to ratific ation  of the  Vienna Treaty only afte r the  
Administration has submitted, and  the  Congress has author ized and begun appro­
priating, a supplementa l defense budget and a revised five-year defense program 
that  will begin rectifying some of the shortcomings I have identified. The Congres­
sional recess provides an opportunity to prepare such a program, on which work 
should already  be far advanced as pa rt of the norma l budgetary  process. If the 
Administra tion is unable to put forward such a program to this session of Congress, 
I recommend that  the Senate  delay its advice and consent unt il a new military 
program has been submitted  to and authorized by the  next session of Congress. I 
would be open-minded about oth er methods to achieve this end, provided they are  
unambiguous, and represent an obligatory commitment by both branches  of our 
government.

Assurances t ha t the Executive Branch intends to proceed with individual weapons 
systems like the MX are not enough, either for the  real ity of our danger or to 
reverse the political and psychological tre nds which will make the  immediate future 
a period of great peril. Nor have the  percentage figures of projected increases—such 
as the  three-percent increase agreed  with NATO—proved effective, because of ambi­
guities about the baseline and how to compute rates of inf lation. I am worried that  
if the  consideration of defense programs takes place afte r SALT is ratified, the  
debate over the proposed defense programs may stifle remedial actions or delay 
them  beyond all relevance—all the more so as the Administration  seems to have a 
far from settled view about the need for a strengthened defense. Witness the 
cancel lation of the B-l , the nuc lear  carrier, and the  neutron bomb; the  closing down 
of the Minuteman III production  line; and the  stretch-out of th e MX, Trident, and 
cruise missile programs. After ratifica tion, Soviet propaganda pressures can be 
expected to multiply, par ticu larly against an MX basing system that  ensures sur­
vivability. Allied doubts about the  security situation —especially with respect to 
thea ter  forces—will grow.

It is not a question of balancing the insistence of conservatives for higher defense 
with the considerations of liberals for a reduction in our mil itary spending. The 
issue is what  our country needs for its long-term security. The President and the  
Congress must choose. After fifteen  years of giving inadequate  prior ity to defense, it 
is time  for a serious long-term effort  to prevent  a menacing imbalance against us. 
The program must include accelerated development of a counterforce capability 
through the  MX and Trident II, ai r defense against Backfire, immediate steps to 
resto re the theater nuclear balance, and urgent measures to beef up our capacity 
for regional defense including accelerated modernizat ion and  expansion of our 
Navy. O ur current five-year program is deficient in all these categories. My support 
for ratification is entire ly conditional on the development  of a new program and 
doctrine given some binding form by the Congress.

The Joint Chiefs have testified that  the rapid improvements required cannot be 
achieved at expenditures represen ting  less than a five percent real increase over 
curre nt programs, for at least  the  next  five years. The burden of proof to the  
contrary should rest with the  Administration.
B. Clarifying  the treaty and protocol

In addition to these mil itary  programs, I recommend that  the  Senate add the 
following amendments to its advice-and-consent resolution. None of them requires 
renego tiation  with the Soviet Union:

Firs t, as far as cruise missiles are concerned, that  the  Protocol may not be 
extended after  1981. The Sena te should stipulate that  its partic ula r limitations can 
be submitted to the Congress again only as par t of an equitable arrangem ent for
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thea ter  nuclea r forces. Specifically, no limita tions may be negotiated for American 
the ate r weapons—such as cruise  missiles—which are  not matched by sim ilar lim ita­
tions on Soviet weapons performing comparable  missions. This will bring cruise 
missiles into some equi libriu m with the Backfire and the  SS-20.

Second, the Senate  should specify tha t as part of SALT III, the United States be 
enti tled to any weapons system permitte d to the  Soviets in the  new agreemen t 
unless the Soviets agree to some compensation by giving up a weapons system of 
equivalent characteristics allowed to us. This should tak e care  of the heavy missile 
inequity within the  only framew ork—that  of SALT III—which will give us a real 
option to produce it.

Third, that  the non-circumvention clause be inte rpre ted by the Senate  as not 
inte rruptin g cooperative relatio nship s with allies with respect to technology needed 
to modernize the ir forces. No technology availab le to us should be barred for 
transfer .

I also suggest th at  the  Senate reexamine the SALT Agreeme nt every two years, 
specifically to determ ine its verifiability.

C. To address the geopolitical problem
Finally, I respectfully urge  the  Senate to use the ratificatio n process to put  the 

Soviet Union on notice th at  this  country is prepared, nay eager, for peaceful 
coexistence tha t reflects tru e stability and equali ty in arms,  and also political 
res trai nt. We are ready to purs ue the control and reduction  of arms with dedication. 
But we will brook no subterfuge, nor can we contin ue a conciliatory policy if 
Moscow chooses to exploit th at  policy as a convenie nt opening to Soviet predomi­
nance. The Senate should att ach to its inst rum ent of advice and consent an expres­
sion of the following principles:

Th at the absence of political res tra int  will seriously jeopardize continu ation of the  
SALT process.

That the Senate und erst and s this to include Soviet supply  or encouragement of 
interv ention  by proxy mil itary forces; the use of Soviet forces on the terr itor y of its  
allies  such as Cuba to free Cuban forces to fight in Africa; the  support, financing, or 
encouragement  by any member of the  Warsaw Pact of groups and activities seeking 
to undermine governments friendly to the  United  States; or the exacerbation of 
regional conflicts.

That the Administration be required to submit an ann ual  repor t to the Senat e on 
the  degree to which the  Soviet Union is living up to th ese crite ria.

That the Senate vote every two years its ju dgm ent whe ther  the Soviet Union  has 
lived up to these criteria. If the  ju dgment is negative, the  Senat e should then  vote 
whe ther  whatever SALT negot iation are taki ng place sh ould be continued.

Finally, if we thus  reassess our strategic  position, we m ust also take another  look 
at  the  SALT process. Though the  strateg ic conditions I have described result largely 
from unila teral  American decisions, they have been reflected in the SALT process 
which was essentially  a confirm ation of them. The fact th at  I have partic ipated  in 
the  process—and must sha re some of the responsibility—entit les me to warn against 
continuing it by rote. I urge th at  its long-term implicat ions be carefully considered. 
Never in the postwar period has there  been more disagreement and intellectual 
confusion about the requ irem ents  of stategic stability  and the  implications of a rms 
control. A thorough reassessment and the fullest  consultatio n with our allies are 
crucial  before we launch  ourselves  into SALT III, which will directly affect our 
allies and hence may jeopar dize our alliances.

CONCLUSION

I recommend the approach outlined here because it gives th is country an opportu­
nity  to address its dangers  with out abandoning an imp orta nt negotiation th at  has 
alrea dy extended over seven years. And it gives us an opportunity to proceed as a 
unite d people. If the Adm inist ratio n rejects this  approach, the  Senate will have no 
alte rnative  except to go the  rout e of farther-rea ching  amendments , either holding 
the  Treaty  in abeyance or forcing a renegotiation. The result will almost certa inly 
be a diplomatic stalemate  until  the  Soviets are convinced t ha t we are determined to 
resto re the strategic balance; it would be an indirect—and in my view less produc­
tive—route which, even if successful, would lead to the  same resu lt of a major new 
effort to meet out imperative  secur ity needs.

To be sure, the course I propose will make SALT II far from the turn  in the arm s 
race many of us hoped for when the negotiations were inaug urated. But too much 
time  has been lost, too many  weapons systems have been unilater ally  abandoned, 
too many milita ry adventu res have been encouraged by the  Soviet Union, the 
geopolitical balance has been too severely stra ined  by Soviet pressures, for SALT to 
be much more than a base from which, one can hope, a new and serious effort at
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equitable arms reduction can be made. Concrete steps to rectify the global ba lance 
are  urgent ly required. In thi s context a ratified SALT II Trea ty can play a useful 
role as a signpost to cont inuing negotiations, as a beacon illuminating the path  to 
genuine coexistence and detente,  and as a means to conta in current tensions. But 
SALT must contribute to  th e world’s security, not insecuri ty.

At this moment our major  obligation is to restore the  confidence of all those who 
depend on us; to redress the  military balance; to reestablish some effective link 
between arms control and rest rained international conduct. All Americans—of 
eith er party—should share these goals.

There are deeply concerned people who want SALT but  doubt the need for 
augmented defense. Others see in SALT an obstacle to augmented defense. Let 
the re be serious effort to reconcile these points of view before we tu rn to domestic 
confronta tion. I am prepared to do my best in th is effort.

Rarely is an oppor tunity  so clearly presented to a legislative body to determine 
the  course of national policy in a direction vital  to the  future  of th e democracies. 
After  the 1919 Versailles  Trea ty, misjudgments by the Senate and the  Administ ra­
tion led to a debacle which undermined inte rnational secur ity and doomed the 
world to another  bloody holocaust. At this moment, the  Sena te and the Administ ra­
tion can point us in a differen t direction—toward a resto ration of our national 
unity, toward the strengthen ing  of the security of th is nation and of its allies, and 
toward a more constructive relationship with our principal adversaries. This is 
America’s responsibility, if we are to remain  true to our tru st and to the hopes of 
mankind.

DARK  VISTAS OF LOOM ING U.S . INFERIORITY

The Chairman. Thank  you very much, Dr. Kissinger, for your  
stat eme nt, which gives us much room for th ought.

The committee  will operate  under the  10-minute rule, as usual , 
one with which you are familiar.

Dr. Kissinger, in Mar ch 1976, jus t over 3 years ago, you said, and 
I quote your sta tem ent

But we must be clear  what main taining the balance means. We must not mesmer­
ize ourselves with fictitious gaps. Our forces were designed according to different 
crit eria than  those of the Soviet Union. Their adequacy must be judged by our 
strategic  needs, not theirs.

You then went  on to say—
Those who paint  dark vista s of a looming U.S. inferiority  in strategic  weapons 

ignore these facts, and the rea l choices facing modern leaders.
What  has changed in the  last  3*/2 years which  you could not 

foresee when you made  this  sta tem ent  in 1976, and which has led 
you now to p aint dark vista s of a  looming U.S. inferio rity?

Secre tary Kissinger. What has changed since  1976 is the  follow­
ing: When I made thi s stateme nt, it was in the  context of a mili­
tar y program th at  included the B- l, which was to become oper­
ational 2 or 3 years later;  the  M-X missile, which was supposed to 
become operational in 1983; and a Triden t development which has 
since slipped by some 3 or 4 years. It was also made before our 
intelligence indicated th at  our missiles would become vulnerable  to  
the  accelerated Soviet technological development about 4 years 
before previous estimates. And finally, it was made before the  
geopolitical offensive th at  I have described. But  if we confine it to 
the  mili tary  equa tion,  I will put  it in rela tion ship  to the mil itary 
program as was the n being  contemplated.

DELA Y IN  U. S.  STRATEGIC PROGRAMS

The Chairman. Looking at that  mil itary program, you have 
mentioned weapons systems which were delayed, which you a ntici-
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pated would move a head on schedule. Now, t he re  have been some 
very  importa nt prog rams that  have continued on schedule. The 
harden ing  of the  missile silos for the  Minutem an, the  accuracy 
improvement for the  Minutem an, the  subs titu tion  of a much larger  
MIRVed warhead for the Minuteman, all of which have improved 
our counterforce potent ial and all of which  have  cont ribute d to the  
survivabi lity of the  Minutem an, those programs  have continued 
without delay and on schedule. Would you agree  to  that?

Secretary Kissinger. Yes. I agree to tha t. I do not think  they  
changed the basic s ituation that  I have described.

The Chairman. Right.
Now, with respect to the  Trident and the  cruise missile, this  

committee is informed th at  delays th at  have extended that  sched­
ule have been caused at  leas t in major  pa rt by techn ical problems 
th at  had to be resolved, the  di fficulty of bui lding  the  submarine, as 
we had  hoped, and tech nica l problems in connec tion with the  mis­
sile, while, as for the  M-X, we have, as you know, been atte mpting  
to determin e a basing mode that  would work bes t for us and would 
not constitute a serious impediment to the  cont inuing SALT proc­
ess in that  we want  i t to be verif iable.

We decided aga inst  the B-l bomber aft er coming to the  conclu­
sion, which I think  is based on good milita ry grounds, th at  the  
cruise missile was preferab le, mainly because the B-l could be shot 
down by the Russians by 1982, and  the  cruise missile  not only had 
gre at accuracy but  g reate r pen etra ting  power. Therefore, the  cruise 
missile was substituted  in favor of the  B- l, each  one of which 
would have cost over $100 million a copy.

So, my question to you is, given these technica l problems that  
have  arisen , given the decision to sub stit ute  a superior missile 
system  for the  B- l, would any pru den t pla nner have proceeded 
more rapidly w ith these programs in your judgm ent?

Secretary Kissinger. My basic purpose here is not to assess 
blame, but to describe a condition. With respect to the  B- l, I have 
personally  never  accep ted the  proposition  th at  our  choice was be­
tween  the B- l and the  c ruise missile, because the  o riginal planning  
was th at  we would have both, given the  d anger to the  survivability 
of the  over-aged B-52’s. The theory on which we were operating 
was that  both systems would be maintain ed; therefore I thin k th at  
the  choice between the  cruise  missile and  B-l was not the  only 
choice t ha t was before us.

It is undoubtedly tru e th at  Trident had technica l problems and 
th at  this  was not a del iberate  decision based on stra tegic  doctrine. 
The fact neverthele ss remains that  in the  1980’s we will face a 
grave situa tion  in which we will be either even or behind  in every 
signi fican t stra tegic and  mili tary  category. And th at  in the  past  
has always had geopolitical consequences.

This is the  problem th at  I am trying to addre ss without assigning 
the  blame to any one decision.

PAST POLITICAL CON SEQ UEN CES

The Chairman. What are  those past  political consequences to 
which you refer? In the ear lier  postwar period, when, according to 
your statement, the  United  State s enjoyed pred ominant mil itar y 
adva ntag e in the  strategic  field and in the  conventional field as
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well, we had such aggressive and adventuresom e thr eats from the  
Soviet Union as the  Ber lin crisis and as the  Cuban missile crisis. 
Apparently the  obvious preponderance  of mi lita ry strength in the  
stra tegi c field was not a det err ent to Soviet adventu rism  in th at  
period.

Secretary  Kissinger. They were not a de ter ren t to the  adven­
ture s, but  they were a d eter rent  to their  success.

The danger t ha t is foreseeab le is threefold. One is tha t in a world 
in turmoil, crises affec ting vita l inte res ts can ari se—not deliberate ­
ly sought by e ither of th e major powers—in which then the capac­
ity for intervention as we have seen can play  a decisive role.

Second, there can be delibera te encoura gem ent of these crises, 
and in the extreme, there can be direct pressures of t he kind we 
have  not yet seen.

CAUTIOUS BEH AVIOR DURING NUCLEAR EQUIV ALENCE

The Chairman. I und ers tand the  doctrine , but the question I p ut 
to you is this, that  if, during a period when we had  preponde rant 
milita ry superiori ty over the  Soviet Union, the y were willing to 
tak e the  risk of very aggressive moves, wh at makes you think th at  
in a period when we have at  least  an equivalence of nuclear power, 
the y would not be more caut ious  in tak ing  such gambles?

Secretary  K issinger. Well, I would say two things. One is that  if 
the y were willing to run  risks during a period of American  prepon­
derance, it would seem to follow th at  they  may be prepa red to take  
grea ter  risks when t he re is no American preponderance.

Second, the defini tion of nuc lear  equivalence is usual ly derived 
from the  capacity  to dest roy civilian popula tion. I believe that  a 
country  that puts itse lf into the  position where its only mili tary  
option  is to init iate  the  mass killing  of civilians has wri tten  for 
itself  a prescription for paralysis, because th at  is a recourse to 
which  we should not condemn ourselves, and which  is out of pro­
portion to almost any  objective that  one can foresee.

The Chairman. If you r assessment of the  Amer ican mili tary  
balance and the tren ds is correct,  and it echoes an  assessm ent we 
have heard from the Chiefs of Staff  and othe rs-----

Secretary  Kissinger. I have  the impression th at  Harold  Brown 
agrees with it too, substan tial ly.

The Chairman. Yes; if t ha t is a correct a ssessment , the  trend  has 
not  been brought about eit he r by the  SALT I Treaty or the SALT 
II Trea ty. Wouldn’t you agree?  And I thi nk  you have stated that  
ne ith er of these treati es is a t fau lt with respect to whatever d anger 
the  present  trend may pre sen t to the  Uni ted States, and wha t the  
answer  is is to do the  things that  are  neces sary to redress  the  
balance  in  th e coming years.

Secretary Kissinger. I have indica ted my specific concerns with 
respect to the  SALT II Tre aty  and the  methods for dealing with 
them . As a general proposit ion, the present  stra tegi c balance has 
come about by our un ila ter al decisions extending over a fairly 
leng thy period of time, and  can be importantly  remedied by our 
un ila teral decisions.

The Chairman. I wa nt to commend you for your  support of 
SALT as you have condit ioned it and for the  specific proposals you
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have  made for the  considera tion of the  comm ittee  in connec tion 
with the  inst rum ent  of ratifi cation.

I am sure, as you know, Dr. Kissinger, they will be given very 
serious consideration.

Secretary Kissinger. Thank  you.
The Chairman. Sen ato r Javits .
Senator J avits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Kissinger, I join  in thanking you for your testim ony, which I 

will say lives up to expectations in its und ers tanding of th e issues 
and its sophistication. I am very glad you said one thing, th at  you 
are  not here  to assess blame. You are  here to establish a condition 
and to present your approach to how to deal with it. I am glad to 
see t ha t you confess bla me yourself.

In your stat eme nt, you say that  in  1974:
I gave an answer to a  question  at a press conference which I have come to regret.  

“Wha t in the name of God is ‘strategic superiority,’ ” I asked. “What is the sipii fi- 
cance of it * * * at  these  levels of numbers? What do you do with it?’ My 
stat ement  reflected fatigue and exaspera tion, not analysis, et cetera.

I thin k that  is the  r ight  spiri t for SALT.
Secretary Kissinger. It also makes for a  historical occasion.
[General laughter.]

ABILITY TO RESTORE CO NFIDEN CE

Senator J avits. Yes; very much. Well, we wish to estab lish histo ­
ry, and  you are helping us with your testim ony. I am a pragmatis t 
in th at  ultim ately we have to do some thing  and  write something, 
and  you are helping us.

I find one basic ques tion in your test imony which  I think is the  
key to your ability to help us. You say about the SALT Treaty in 
you r statement, “The Sen ate  is in the  anom alous  position of being 
asked  to ratify a tre aty  which is e ssen tially per iphera l * * *” You 
repeat  the  same thing  furth er on. None theless, notw ithstand ing 
th at  it is peripheral, you seek to build a str uc ture of commitmen t 
in your  statement. You ask  us at  the  end of you r sta tem ent  not 
only to resolve to do certa in things about stre ngthenin g our de­
fenses and our mil itar y establish ment, but  to defer unti l the  next 
session of Congress the  fina l action on this tre aty . What is even 
more important , and wh at to me is the  reverse of w hat you asked 
us to do, you imply th at  we do not  have  tru st  in ourselves; you say 
th at  you want an obligatory  comm itment by both  branches  of o ur 
Government to this very  major program of rearma ment. Nor do 
you tru st  th e adm inis trat ion.

You say you wan t an obligato ry commitm ent from the adminis­
tra tion. You want it in binding form. Now, wheth er that  can be 
done or not I do no t know. It seems to me tha t, if th e United Stat es 
is going to take  the position that  it does not tru st  itse lf to go ahead 
with  this  business, if the  pledge is any good—with Congress appro­
pri ating  every year—I wonder how you come to the  conclusion at  
the  end of your  sta tem ent : “At this moment, our  major  obligation  
is to restore the confidence of all those who depend on us. How 
are  we going to restore thei r confidence, if we have no confidence 
in ourselves?

Secretary  Kissinger. Well, I believe th at  a SALT agreemen t th at  
is perceived as simply perpetuat ing  exist ing trends , even if it is
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received with tem porary  relief, will sooner or lat er lead to massive  
global insecurity when the  na ture of what I have described will 
become appa rent . I therefore think  it is in our  natio nal int ere st 
th at  we make both comm itmen ts simultaneously, to a program of 
arms control and  to a program of fixing the  shortcomings in our  
national  defense.

I remember aft er SALT I th ere  were a num ber  of in tent ions  w ith 
respect  to  defense programs which the n turned  o ut to be extremely 
difficult to fulf ill in la te r budgetary  cycles.

Second, I believe th at  as the  facts th at  I have  described sink in 
on the rest of the world, we will face a crisis in the conduct of ou r 
foreign policy, and I believe this  has  to be rectified quickly. It is 
not a question of not  having confidence in ourselves. It is a ques­
tion, on the contrary, of having enough  confidence in ourselves to 
do what  is necessary  simultaneously and not defer it to some 
inde term inate future  in an election yea r when  then  we will be 
und er strong  pressure aft er ratif ication from the  Soviet Union th at  
what we are doing is incompatible with  the  spi rit of our rela tion­
ship.

I thin k we should pu t it all on the  table  simul taneously, so th at  
everybody und ers tands the  framework with in which we are opera t­
ing.

M EANIN G OF OBLIGATORY COMM ITM ENT

Senator J avits. Dr. Kissinger , I am all for put ting  it all on the  
table simultaneously, but  having  been Secreta ry of State, will you 
explain to me how you can get an obligatory commitment either 
from the Congress o r from the  Pres iden t in view of the  fact th at  in 
1981 neither  we nor  the  Pres iden t may be here?  In short , isn’t 
what you are  suggesting  jus t a brake on action and a brake on 
express ing our confidence in ourselves. By sayin g that  we will go 
ahea d with SALT II, perhaps with  many of the  precau tions you 
propose—I like many of them  very much—and by saying we are  
going ahead with a rea rmam ent  program, we will not be s ittin g on 
our  hands  unt il such time as we legisla te these things. It may not 
mean anything because it can be undone by the  next Congress.

Secre tary Kissinger. Yes, but it is one thing for the  next Con­
gress to undo somethin g that  was solemnly decided in connection 
with  an agreement.  It is ano ther to have to st ar t the whole process 
from the beginning.

Sena tor J avits. The process can be star ted.  I am still trying to 
get what you mean by an obligatory commitment.  What is an 
obligatory commitment?

Secre tary Kissinger. I have suggested one way of doing it which 
would be for the  adm inis trat ion  to submit a supp lementa ry budget 
and  a 5-year program th at  the Congress could look at . Of course, it 
could be undone by a future  President and a future  Congress, but 
at  least  we would the n know w hat we a re talkin g about and others 
would know w hat we are  talk ing abou t in terms  of wha t is consid­
ered essential for our nat ional defense.

Also, you fla tte r me, of course, when you say th at  as Secretary  o f 
Sta te I should know how the Congress can conduct its business. I 
seem to remember  th at  is not wha t it was usually  said I would go 
down in history for. [Genera l laughter.]
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I am sure that  the  Sen ate  and the gentlemen here could find 
other methods by which to record a solemn und ers tanding between 
the  Congress and the  Presiden t which would be found to weigh 
heavi ly with  whoever is in office in 1981.

Senator J avits. There I am with  you, but  I do not believe that  it 
would serve  our purposes or the  national or int ern ational intere st 
of the United States to simply lay this over while we fight around 
about a new arm aments program. I believe th at  we can by a 
suitable  resolution pledge ourselves to bring our arm am ent up to 
proper equivalency and th at  th at  would serve the  purpose which 
you and  all the  proponents of th e tranqui lize r theo ry have  in  mind. 
That is the  only thing I am proposing.

Sec reta ry Kissinger. I would have to see wha t th at  method is 
and  what the  resolution is before I could pass a judgment  on it.

Senator J avits. I unde rstand  that .
Secreta ry Kissinger. If it is kept  in general  terms, it would not 

meet my purposes. I do n ot wa nt to prescribe precisely how to do it, 
but I am sure  that  between the  Senate and the  Pre sident  there 
mus t be some way th at  can be found that  is substantially  binding 
and at leas t during the period of this  Congress.

RUN  THE RISKS IF WE REJECT SALT

Sen ator J avits. Dr. Kiss inger , before my time  is up, I wanted to 
ask you one other question. I do not think  you testi fied clearly  
enough to the  fact th at  we a re  bet ter  off withou t the SALT Treaty  
than  we are  with it, if we do not  fulfill your conditions. In othe r 
words, we have to vote yea or nay. Suppose all of your conditions 
cann ot be fulfilled; in your  judgmen t, should we rejec t it and run 
wha teve r the  risks?

Secreta ry Kissinger. Th at is such an inconceivable idea to me 
th at  I have  no t addressed it. [General laughter.]

I would have very g rave doub ts about voting the  SALT Trea ty up 
or down without the  major pa rt  of at  leas t the  spi rit of th e propos­
als th at  I have made here. Un der those conditions, I would be very  
reluc tan t to go along with  t he  t rea ty.

Senator J avits. Thank you.
Senator Biden. What was the answer, yes or no? I am not sure I 

understood that .
The Chairman. He would be reluctan t.
Secreta ry Kissinger. If t he  issue were simply up or down, which 

I thi nk  should not happen, the n I would recommend that  the 
Sena te hold it over unt il it can  find a position that  can encompass 
my concerns.

Senator Biden. But if it does not, then you would vote no?
Secreta ry Kissinger. Then I would vote no, yes.
Sen ator Biden. Thank you.
The Chairman. Senator  Pell is next.
Sen ator Pell. T hank you, Mr. Chairman.

THREE CAVEATS TO SUPPORT SALT RATIFICATION

Mr. Secretary , as I und ers tan d your testimony, and it was a very 
strongly erud ite stat eme nt, you would supp ort rati fica tion  with 
three caveats: that  the re be an increase in our milita ry budget,
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cer tain  reservations,  to the trea ty, and a degree  of linkage to 
Soviet behavior around the  world. In this  regard, I would l ike to go 
down each one of these three points.

In connection with the  mi litary  program or enla rgem ent,  I thin k 
you a re dealing here with  a political  process, and there are  some of 
us, maybe a minority,  who feel th at  i f the  price to secure SALT is a 
vastly  enlarged arsenal, wi th all the  expense th at  goes w ith it, we 
would prefer not to see SALT come along, because  equally impor­
ta nt  as our mili tary  s tre ng th is, it  would seem to me, our economic 
stre ngth, upon which you have  not touched in your testimony. I 
was wondering what your own view was as to whether you tru ly 
believe that  we can engage in a program, as you have suggested 
and as some of our colleagues have suggested, withou t doing tre ­
mendous damage to our somew hat imperfect economic machine 
now which is suffering.

Secretary Kissinger. What  we mus t try  to brin g about is a 
situ atio n of substa ntia l reduction of arm aments on both sides. I do 
not believe that  th is will occur as long as  t he Soviet analys is of the  
milita ry balance rough ly coincides with  the  one th at  I have de­
scribed. I therefore sha re your objective of lowered mili tary  ex­
pend iture s, and on the  oth er hand, I believe th at  the  consequences 
of the strategic  imbalance  th at  I have analyzed will be so serious 
for us over the  period of a  decade th at  its costs would be infinitely 
less t ha n the costs th at  I have described.

Second, I look ahead over a 10-year period. I see every possibility 
of th e pressures on the  Soviet system leading to a be tte r definition  
of coexistence than to my gre at regret has proved possible. I had 
hoped very much in 1972 a t the  init iation of th at  period of detente, 
th at  i t would lead to res tra ine d political conduct a nd to a  reduction  
in arm aments which I believe must be the ult imate  objective.

This not having  tak en place, we mus t now face the  facts. And 
compared to the dangers th at  have resu lted from the  geopolitical 
offensive, the rapid Soviet buildup, and the  lack in our efforts, I 
th ink we now must  mee t th at  danger,  but with  the  att itude th at  
we will move then to new negot iations t ha t wi ll seek to bring about 
the  objectives that  were originally  envisaged.

Senator Pell. If the  price  of doing this  in economic terms is 
moving from where we are now, which is pract ically, I believe, a 
12- or 13-percent rat e of infla tion to a 20-percent rat e of in flation,  
and  the  continuation of the  energy problems  we have, I would 
quest ion whether the  price would be worth  it. Do you think it 
would?

Secretary Kissinger. Sena tor, I am not in a position to say 
wheth er it would lead to a 20-percent rat e of infla tion and wha t 
sacrifices have to be made. But we have seen th at  upheavals, not 
prim arily caused by the  Soviet Union, say, in Iran, can produce a 
change in the economic environment.

If we suddenly find ourse lves in a world which  is substan tially 
hostil e and which is pursuin g policies over  which we have lost any  
degree  of influence, I th ink the  economic price to us would be 
potential ly greater  tha n any thin g th at  migh t have  to be undertak­
en und er what  I am proposing.

Senator  Pell. Still, on the  question of milita ry weapons; I am 
wondering, looking back at  SALT I and the  e arly  days when we al l
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agreed that  weapons in subm arines were probably less destabi lizing  
than  weapons asho re—and  you will recall,  I am sure, that  old 
trip let.

Let’s pu t the  weapons out  to sea 
Where the  real estate is free; and 
Far  away from you and me.

Why was there not more  of an effort made in those  e arly  days to 
try  to res tric t the  increase in weaponry to nuc lear submarines?

Secretary Kissinger. As a gene ral proposi tion, we, of course, 
moved a much gre ate r proportion of our weapons to sea tha n has 
the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union, for a var iety  of reasons, kept 
most of its effective throw-weight on land; par tly,  one has to 
assume, because this is a more effective way of achieving a firs t 
str ike  capability , partly because its submar ine technology is prob­
ably behind ours. So, in the  long-term evolut ion I would think  th at  
increasing the invulnerabil ity  of both  sides’ s trat egic forces will be 
in the  interest  of bo th sides.

However, one has to add this  proviso to it, as far  as the  United 
Sta tes  is concerned. For  the  United State s, for bet ter  or worse, a 
much  greater emphasis for our secu rity depended on our cou nter­
force capabi lity throughout all of the  postwar period. We were 
always inferior in forces for regional defense. As this counterforce 
capability is lost, eit he r as a resu lt of un ila ter al decisions by the  
Uni ted States or as the  inevitable res ult  of technology and the re­
fore through no fau lt of ours, a tota lly new security problem arises 
for our allies and for the  composition of our  mil itary forces, a 
problem to which none of us  paid adequate att en tion in the  period 
th at  arms  control theory  was being developed. I confess th at  I 
myse lf did not adequa tely  analyze the  crucial role that  our st ra te­
gic super iority  p layed in defending  p erip heral area s, so th at  even if 
equivalence is achieved, even if we lose our  p res ent  relative vulner ­
ability, tha t, too, will constitute  a fundam ental change in the  st ra ­
tegic relat ionship which we should address, and  we do no t need to 
discuss whose fault th at  is.

That may be an inhe rent  fact of life, to which I am trying to call 
attention and which will dominate the  1980’s, even if we make the  
proper efforts in the  s trat egic area.

SOVIET DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR SUBMARINES

Senator  Pell. Re turnin g for a moment to subm arines, isn’t it a 
fact that  now the Soviets are  p utting more of th ei r emphasis on the 
development of nu clear weapons and submar ines  than on the other 
elements of the ir mi litary  forces?

Secretary  Kissinger. I think  you can get a be tte r judgmen t on 
Soviet strategic preg rams from the  intel ligence community than  
from me. My impression is that  the  Soviet Union is approaching 
the  completion of the buildup of its MIRVed missiles, and th at  t his  
buildup is sufficient to give them a coun terforce capability aga inst  
our  ICBM’s and still  leave  them with a very large residual force, so 
they can put more into  submarines . I thi nk  one cannot draw any 
conclusions.

I would be convinced th at  they  are  shif ting  into submarines  if 
they began dism antl ing some of the ir land  based forces an d put ting
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them to sea. That would represe nt an important change in the  
stra tegic equation and  a very positive one.

JU DGIN G DECISION MA DE ON MIRVING

Sena tor Pell. Speaking  of MIRVed weapons, I remember some 
year s ago some sim ilar  discussions. I was in the minority th at  said 
we should really not go for MIRVing because it was just a question 
of time before the  Soviets would follow us in that  pursuit. In 
retrospect, do you th ink we were correct in moving ahead  then in 
MIRVing?

Secre tary Kissinger. Of course, it depends  on your judg men t of 
whether our failu re to MIRV would have brough t about a Soviet 
decision not to MIRV. A t t he time when proposals on limita tions of 
MIRVing were made, what the  Soviet Union counterproposed was 
a limita tion on deployment of MIRV’s but no limi tatio n on tes ting  
of MIRV’s, which led us to the  thought  t ha t the y wanted to use the  
mora torium to catch up on our technology.

Second, our predecessors  made the  decision in the  sixties to stop 
the  buildup of th e num bers of missi les—we essentia lly stopped our  
numerica l buildup in 1966 and 1967—and we substitu ted for th at  
an increase  in the  n umber  of warheads.

Whether that  was the  righ t decision, wh eth er we should have  
continued to build more  missiles with  s ingle warheads,  whether we 
could have achieved from the Soviets an agreem ent  not to tes t 
MIRV’s a t an ear lier  stage,  must  remain conjectura l. In retrospect, 
I think, if one could have avoided the development of MIRV’s, 
which means also the test ing of MIRV’s by the Soviets, we would 
both  be b ette r off.

Senator  Pell. Thank  you. I see th at  my time has expired.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank  you, Senator  Pell.
Sena tor Percy?
Sena tor Percy. Thank you, Mr. Ch airman.

recommend senate delay advice and consent

Dr. Kissinger, I am inte rest ed in pursuing Senator  Jav its ques­
tion in regard  to  the sta tem ent you made:

If the Administration is unable to put forward such a program to this session of 
Congress, I would recommend the  Senate delay its advice and consent unti l a new 
military program has been submit ted to and authorized by the next session of 
Congress.

I am afraid that  mig ht be used by those who will do an ything to 
delay consideration of th is treaty  in  a n att em pt  to  wreck it.

Could you clarify  wh eth er you feel the re is any  sense of urgency  
in regards to considering this  trea ty?  We have  to stay  here  un til 
the  end of t he year , dealing simultaneously with the problems of 
energy, inflat ion and  the weakened dolla r and  all of the problems 
th at  we face in lagging productivity. Should we also keep our feet 
to the  fire on this  issue and try  to finish it, vote up or down, on it 
this year? Wouldn’t th at  be a goal th at  we should  establish?

Secre tary Kissinger. If the  conditions  th at  I have outlined here 
can be met this  year, I would prefer th at  to delay. I would prefer 
an  up or down vote within  the  framework th at  I have outlined this
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year . I do not see why it should be impossible for the adm inistra ­
tion  to put before the  Congress a program on which they  mus t 
alre ady  be working as pa rt of the  budge tary  process anyway, which 
from my recollection of t he  process must be well advanced  by now, 
or why, if the re is a serious intention on both sides to deal with  
this , one could not advance this  d uring September and October and 
comple te it by the end of th is year.

Senator Percy. I, for one, would join  you in urging the  adminis­
tra tion to put forward such plans for our consideration, to develop 
them in the  month of August for our consideration in September. 
It is essen tial th at  we be assured th at  we will ma intain  our str ate­
gic balance in future  years . I think  th at  is a fine contribution .

I would like to read  from your testimony before this  committee 
on t he  P anama Canal  T rea ty-----

Ambiguity is, of course, the  essence of diplomacy. It often permits  each side to 
maintain its essential internatio nal  interest . I have resorted to it in negotiations on 
several  occasions. I have never considered ambiguit ive language acceptable, howev­
er, if it  masked a t rue  difference of interp retat ion.

Do you still  s tand by this  s tatemen t?
Secretary  Kissinger. Yes. This is why I am trying to remove 

differences of  inte rpr eta tion in the trea ty.
Senator Percy. Did you wan t to expand on t ha t at  all?
Secretary Kissinger. Well, I have grave concerns about  the  pro­

tocol. The protocol is now being advanced with  two contradictory 
propositions. One is th at  the  Soviets would not  have signed the  
agreement without the  protocol, but  we need not worry about  it 
because  it will end in 1981 anyway, and  we could not do w hat we 
might do under  its term s. I there fore  would like to put  the  Sena te 
unambiguously on record  that  the  protocol in its present form 
cannot  be continued af ter 1981, and th at  its partic ula r restr ictions 
can only be negot iated in the  futu re as pa rt of a the ate r nuc lear  
balance which includes the  Backfire and SS-20 on the  Soviet side, 
the  cruise  missiles and  correlat ive systems on our  side. Then one’s 
concerns about the  protocol’s am biguit ies would disappear, as one 
example.

NEED TO ADOPT CLEAR-CUT UNDERSTANDING ON PROTOCOL 
EXTENSION

Senator  Percy. Even though Preside nt Ca rte r has assured us 
th at  he would not uni latera lly  extend  the  protocol, we have had 
strong evidence from Gen eral  Rowny and othe rs th at  the  Soviets 
would atte mpt to in terp re t its possible extension as a part of SALT 
III. They would apply grea t pressure to extend it. Don’t you feel it 
would be a good idea for us to adopt a clea rcut  underst and ing th at  
no President could uni latera lly  extend the  protocol without the  
advice and consent  of tw o-thirds of the Senate?

Secretary  Kissinger. Senator Percy, I actual ly go fur the r than  
tha t. I am opposed to the  c ontinuat ion of the  protocol in its present 
form because in its pre sen t form it limits unila terally an Amer ican 
system, and the only just ification for it is, under present term s, 
th at  we are told we could not do these systems in the  period of the 
protocol. Also it  sets a preceden t where  for the  first time we have 
limited the ate r systems with out  reciproci ty. We should  make clea r
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th at  any future nego tiation mus t involve comparable systems on 
the  Soviet side.

If one leaves it vague, the negotiation is bound to sta rt with the  
protocol, and the reservatio n th at  th e protocol mu st be approved by 
the  Sena te does not chan ge the  fact th at  one will then have a 
completed document, and the reservat ion in fact implies t ha t under 
some conditions the  exist ing protocol might be continued .

I would recommend an  inst ruct ion th at  makes it clear that  
future  negotiations would lump comparable systems , so t ha t if we 
res trict systems that  are  releva nt to the  thea ter nuclear balance,  
the  Soviets will be forced to res tric t systems rela tive  to the  the ate r 
nuc lear balance. On th at  basis, the re can be no ambiguity or mis­
understand ing abo ut the  follow-on negotiations o r abou t the signifi­
cance of the protocol.

AM BIG UIT Y WITH REGARD TO TECHNOLO GY TR AN SF ER  TO NATO 

ALLIES

Senator  Percy. I met earlier this  morning with Jack McCloy, 
who will be testifying before  us on Thur sday  and  who is uniquely 
qualified to talk  about the reaction of our NATO Allies. I think he 
will indicate some lack of enthus iasm  on the ir par t.

During the  course of the nego tiating process, I understand the  
Soviets demanded a non transf er provision in the  trea ty. We re ject­
ed th at  demand because we want  to transfer  any thin g that  is 
necessary to our NATO Allies, but  we did agre e to artic le XII in 
the treaty  which proh ibits  circumvention through thir d partie s.

I have offered for considera tion of t he Senate an unde rstanding  
of the  treaty  sta ting th at  this  article does not prohibit continued 
defense  cooperation with  o ur allies.

As I inte rpret your  testimony, you would concur part icularly 
with respect to tra nsfer  of cruise  missile technology. However, an 
adm inis trat ion official told me privately th at  the  Soviets would 
object to this underst anding,  if it specifically mentions  cruise  mis­
sile technology.

Now, if  they would object to such an underst anding,  it stands to 
reason that  they believe the  treaty  does affect  our  collaboration 
with  the allies. This, in my view, is an issue which we should set 
stra ight. We cann ot afford  to have any  ambigu ity, it would seem to 
me, on that  p art icu lar  point.

Do you think tha t, if we left it ambiguous, it might crea te some 
problem later?  Should we adopt an understanding,  even though the  
adm inis trat ion objects to it, clearly  sta ting th at  we have the  righ t, 
with out any equivocation, to transf er technology to our NATO 
Allies involving cruise missiles or any  other systems involved in 
our  m utua l defense?

Secre tary Kissinger. I am not in a position to judge whe ther  the  
Soviet Union would object to it or not. It seems to me that  either 
the  adm inis tration is prep ared  to sha re cruise missile technology 
with our allies, in which  case it should welcome such an expression  
from the Senate , or it does not, in which case it would have 
massive difficulty with  our allies, and we had better know it now. 
But if th ere is an inte ntion to shar e cruise  missile technology with  
our  allies, it is in everybody’s intere st—ours, our allies ’, and the
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Soviet Union’s—tha t th is be made clea r and th at  the  tre aty  not be 

ambiguo us on t his point.
Senator  Percy. I would feel stron gly enoug h abou t it th at  I do 

not see how I could vote for ratif icat ion withou t an absolutely 

clear -cut und ers tand ing  on the tra nsfer  of technology to our allies. 

I thi nk  the  testimony before us is evidence th at  we do inte nd to 

conti nue shar ing technology with our NATO Allies, but  I thi nk  we 

ough t to put it clea rly on record as pa rt of th e tre aty  process itself.

You mention ed in you r testim ony the  geopolitical consequences 

of the  trea ty. In reread ing  an interview you had  with The Econo­

mist,  I know th at  you are  par ticu larl y concerned about this. Some 

of us have concen trat ed a good deal of our  time  on tryi ng to 

dete rmi ne wha t effect thi s tre aty  has on our  allies. I think  it is 

ext rao rdin aril y im porta nt th at  we fu lly und ers tan d NATO views of 

not  only the  politica l leadership,  but  also the  mil itar y leadership.

In my view, the  str en gth  of our allia nce is a major facto r in 

dete rmining  the  str en gth  of our own nat ion al defense. Could you 

give us y our views on the impac t defeat of th is tre aty  in the  Sena te 

would have on our  NATO Allies? How would it be interp reted?  

The re is s upport shown by the political  lead ersh ip and ministe rs of 

defense, but do you see some degree of skept icism by the  NATO 

mil itar y? Do you see skepticism th at  could not  be answe red by 

understandi ngs or rese rvat ions ?
Secretary  Kissinger. I have not had an opp ortu nity  to tal k to 

the defense minister s of o ur Europ ean Allies, and  therefore I thi nk  

Gen eral Haig, when he testif ies here, will be in a bet ter  position to 

give you a conclusive jud gm ent  on tha t. I believe th at  wha t I have 

outl ined  here would me et the  concerns of our allies. I think  the re 

is a pervasive ambivalence among our allies. If  th e tre aty  is rejec t­

ed, they  will conclude th at  a negot iation  th at  wen t on for 7 years , 

on which they were briefed for 7 years , the n failed at  the  very las t 

stage,  and it would reinforce doubts about the American politica l 

process, since they  approved every stage  of t his,  and since some of 

the fine points will be e lusive  to them.
On the  other hand , if the  tre aty  rati fies  a situatio n in which 

thei r mili tary  secu rity will be seen to be jeopardized  in anoth er 

year or two, tha t, too, is going to have  the  profoun dest conse­

quences  on us, even if not immed iately. There fore, I thi nk  the  

necessity of s tate sm ans hip  is to find a solutio n as far  as our allies  

are  concerned th at  avoids both of these dangers, one th at  avoids 

the  sense of growing impotence,  and th at  avoids the  reflections 

abo ut whe ther  t he United  States knows where it is going.
This has been wh at I have  atte mpted to pre sen t to this  commit­

tee  and on which, of co urse, others may have modifying views, b ut 

thi s is my best judgm ent  of wh at I thi nk  is needed for b oth of these 

requirem ents.
Senator Percy. Than k you.
Tha nk you, Mr. Cha irman.
The Chairman. Sen ato r McGovern?
Senator  McGovern. Th ank you, Mr. Chairma n.
Dr. Kissinger, than k you for y our testimony.
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FORM ULA NOT FOR AR MS LIMITAT ION BUT AR MS  ESCALATIO N

Dr. Kissinger, aft er listening  to the  term s th at  you have laid 
down as a condition of your support for SALT II, I have serious 
doubts that  this tre aty is worth  the price, because I th ink  what you 
have  offered, and  not  you alone, but  many  oth ers  who have tes ti­
fied here, is a  form ula not  for arms limitat ion bu t for a rms escala- 

) tion. Indeed, having sa t at  this tab le for the  las t month  and lis­
tened to a parad e of witnesses my doubts are  more serious than  
ever about the whole SALT process. I think  it may very well have 
come a cropper in ter ms  of any limi tatio ns or reduct ions of a rm a­
ments .

I am slowly coming to the  conclusion th at  with or without my 
vote SALT II will probably be ra tified by the Sena te, but  I fear  i t is 
going to be ra tified at the price of a more costly arms race. I f ear  i t 
will not live up to wh at we had expected to get from any thin g 
called strategic arm s limitation, and because of the  influence of 
you and other dist ingu ished Americans who are  demanding the  
price for this  t reaty  in  the form of more and more  weapons, we will 
lose an ything we might have  gained by the  whole process.

It seems to me the trouble with the  SALT process is th at  it 
moves so slowly, and  no one knows th at  more painfully tha n you. 
The military technology always races ahead of the  negotiat ions. 
You never catch up. You, yourself, have pointed out this morn ing 
th at  the Soviets had 3,200 warheads when we signed SALT I, and  
now they have 6,000, and  you tell us they  will have 12,000 by the  
end of SALT II. We have  been producing those weapons, as you 
know, at about the  same rat e of four or five a day all these  years , 
so we will probably end  up with 12,000 or 13,000, too, by the  end of 
1985.

I can see some advantages of this  tre aty  in prese rving  deten te or 
what is left of it and  avoiding a shock to our  allies  which would 
res ult  from rejection , but it does seem to me that  the  greate st 
possible advantage  of the  treaty  is th at  it mig ht set the stage  for 
SALT III and genu ine reductions. I am as interested  as you are  in 
tryi ng to arriv e at  some formula th at  would achieve natio nal uni ty 
on this question of nat ional securi ty. I do not  like this  debate 
between hawks and doves. I do not even like the  words. I never 
have. I have always hoped that  we could somehow find a basis on 
which Americans could agree wha t our secu rity  posture  ough t to 
be.

Now, you have laid out your term s for supporting the  treaty . 
Ju st  give me a minute to lay out mine, and then  I wish you would 
respond to it.

RESO LUTION IN  SALT II FOR SALT III NEG OTIATION

I would like to see a resolution accompany thi s treaty  tha t would 
clear ly ins truc t our nego tiato rs on SALT III to begin working the  
day afte r rati fica tion  of SALT II on real  reduc tions  in SALT III. 
Perhaps we could begin  with a freeze, a mu tua l freeze, by both the  
Soviet Union and  the United States on all nuc lear  weapons sys­
tems  and accompany th at  with a serious  effort to get a 10-percent 
reduct ion in all the  catego ries—their big SS-18 ’s, the  whole range 
of nu clea r weapons th at  a re covered by this  treaty . Then, work out
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an  arrangement, a serio us effort to reduce  nuc lear arms at  the  
rate, let us say, of 10-percent a year  on both sides.

It seems to me, hav ing  listened to a lot of people who were 
described as hawks, th at  that  is w hat  they want. They wan t gen u­
ine  reductions on both  sides. You have  talk ed abou t the growing 
vulnera bility of our  land-based system, presumably because the  
Soviets are  building so many  warheads, but wouldn’t it appeal to 
those who are  ext rem ely  conscious of our security position if we 
could negot iate th at  kind of ar ran gem ent  in SALT III to get genu­
ine  reductions on both  sides? Would it not also provide a basis for 
unity  on the  pa rt of those most closely ident ified  w ith arms  control 
and  those who are on t he  other  side of th at  equation.

Secretary  Kissinger. Before I deal with  your proposal, Sena tor, 
let  me make two comments on your  pre lim inary observations. Fir st 
of all, I do not think the Senate should pay any  price for gett ing 
the treaty  ratified. I do not think it is a desi rable way of p utt ing  
the issue, because it implies that  some thing  is paid that  one really 
should not do. I thin k wh at the tre aty  provides is a n opportuni ty to 
address problems th at  have  to be solved anyway.

Supposing th at  the  opponents of increased spend ing in mil itar y 
efforts defeat this tre aty on the ir groun ds th at  it is not adeq uate  
arm s control. We would be righ t back at  the stra tegic situ atio n 
th at  I have described , and  we would still  have to make, in my 
judgmen t, the efforts th at  I have outlined.

I am not asking a price  for SALT. I have  tried to indicate a 
serious situa tion  th at  has  developed over an extended period of 
time which in my view has  to be remedied with or without SALT.

Senator  McGovern. Mr. Secretary, if I could in ter rupt  you there, 
I thi nk  one point on which you and I agree  is th at  t he central  issue 
her e all along has not  been so much the  terms  of SALT II as the  
fut ure of American foreign policy.

Secretary  Kissinger. Th at is righ t.
Senator  McGovern. Th at is wha t comes across in your sta te­

men t, and I agree  with tha t. I think  th at  is why this  ratif ication 
process is equal ly important,  maybe more important tha n the  exact 
terms  of the treaty , becau se it is what we do her e in the  next  few 
weeks in the Senate and the  Congress th at  may determin e what 
happ ens in term s of American foreign policy a nd American nat ion ­
al security policy.

So, it is not so much what is in SALT II to which I object. It is 
the whole process of ratif ication  in which I see you as a threate n­
ing par t. [General laug hter .]

And I say th at  with the  greatest respect. [General  laughter.]
Secretary Kissinger. I am trying to outl ine the  circumstances 

th at  have to be addressed  w heth er SALT is r atif ied  or  rejected. The 
partic ula r imbalances th at  have been developing over an extended 
period of time, and  th at  have largely been the result of many 
un ila teral decisions by us, in my view m ust be remedied.

I also agree th at  SALT III should deal with  reductions as its pre ­
eminent objective. I would welcome an ins tructio n to the  negotia­
tors  that  that  should be the ir princ ipal goal, bu t reductions ought 
to operate from a rela tive ly equal base, and th at  is a concurrent 
concern of mine, to bring about  a stra tegi c situation in the  overal l

4 8 -2 5 0  0 - 7 9 - 1 3



190

balance less th rea ten ing  to our overall inte res ts than  the  one I now 
foresee.

Senator McGovern. Dr. Kissinger, don’t you th ink we are  at 
rough equivalence now? Th at  has been the  test imony of th e Joint 
Chiefs.

Secreta ry Kissinger. Senator , I think th at  rough equivalence  is 
one of t he slogans which in itse lf does not mean anything . We are 
at rough  equivalence in the capac ity to destroy  civilians. I am of 
the  view that  this is the  most demoraliz ing, indeed, the most im­
moral  s trategy tha t we can adopt.

Second, I believe th at  rough equivalence in th at  sense, even 
assum ing that we were willing to execute  such a strat egy, which I 
would hope we would not be, the n raises in much more  acute form 
the  issue of regional balances , as I have described, which has been 
neglected by us and by our  allies over an extended period of time. 
It is t ha t to which I want  to  ca ll attention.

In the  long run,  if adequa te efforts are  made, it should be possi­
ble to demo nstra te th at  superio rity  in the  stra tegi c field is bound 
to be ephemera l, and th at  would be the  basis for signi ficant reduc­
tions. Unfortuna tely,  t ha t situ atio n does not fully exis t today.

Senator McGovern. I am anxious to get back to tha t, but  I see 
that  my time is up. Tha nk you, Secretary  Kissinger.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. T hank you, Senator  McGovern.
Senator Baker?
Senator Baker. Mr. C hairman , t hank  you very much.

AGREEMENT WITH POINTS MADE BY DR. KISSINGER

Dr. Kissinger, I think  we owe you a debt of g rat itude  for a well 
though t out and comprehens ive sta tem ent  on a high ly complex and 
difficu lt subject. I th ink  i t was ext raordin arily well done. There are  
some parts  of it with which I disagree and will discuss if tim e will 
permit  in a moment, but the re are  many  par ts with which I do 
agree.

I agree  part icularly  with the thrust of your sta tem ent which, as 
Senator  McGovern pointed  out, seems to be a rec itat ion of the  fact 
th at  strategic  arms limitat ion  negot iations cannot  exist in a 
vacuum; whether it is SALT I, th e inte rim a gree men ts at Vladivos­
tok, SALT II or SALT III—these  trea ties , these underta kings must  
be considered  in the  rea l world as it exists. You have to take  
account of the real  world situation, and the  fact of the  ma tter is, 
we do live in a hostile world or a world t ha t is a t leas t threaten ing.  
We must , therefore, consider this tre aty  in the  context of recen t 
Russian foreign policy and  world conditions elsewhere.

Some of us for a while referred to th at  as linkage. I noticed that  
in y our  s tatement you used the  t erm  “linkage,” so I was p art icu lar­
ly pleased  to see t ha t you suggested the  committee and the  Senate  
should  consider this  tre aty in the  context of th e rea l world circum­
stanc es that  exist. I reca ll th at  when I was in Russia  in Jan uary, I 
had the privilege of mee ting  with  President Brezhnev. I spoke of 
linkage. I spoke of Cubans in Africa and Russians in Cuba, and on 
the  s itua tion  worldwide.

I was lectured at some leng th by Pres iden t Brezhnev about the  
inapprop riate ness  of linkage. He admonished me th at  the  treaty
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should be considered , as he put it, with in the four corne rs of the 
document. You have to read the  language. It must stand on its own 
meri ts. He rejected the idea of linkage , the idea that  you consider 
thi s treaty  in the  context  of Russian foreign  policy or mi litary  
adventure.

I was appalled then  to find th at  the  Ca rte r adm inis trat ion also 
suggested that  we mu st not consider linkage. I have not hea rd the  
adm inis trat ion suggest th at  lately, but th at  was its early position. I 
th ink the  adminis tra tion was wrong then, and  I think  you are  
right now. We must tak e account of it. That perm its me to lead 
into  your specific recommenda tions,  which I would like to discuss 
with  you.

I take it th at  the  recom mendations  are  made  to take into ac­
coun t the world s ituation as we find it.

Secretary  K issinger. That is correct.
Sena tor Baker. And that  you find the  world situatio n to be 

threat eni ng or  potentially  so.
Secretary  K issinger. Th at is correct.
Senator  Baker. And th at  we mus t tak e certa in clear ly defined, 

easily  unders tood step s in this  country  to improve the  milita ry 
relat ionship between the United Sta tes  an d the Soviet Union.

Secre tary Kissinger. Yes; also to make clear th at  constan t pres ­
sure s on the geopol itical balance are  bound to create  a crisis situa­
tion threatening the  peace  of the world, and  th at  we have to move 
simultaneously  on controll ing arms and  res tra ining  political  con­
duct.

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS FOR SALT II

Senator  Baker. Dr. Kissinger, I agree with  that . As you know, I 
supported SALT I, the Vladivostok accords, and  I would like to 
support this tre aty  i f th at is possible in this  context.

So, I would like to examine your proposals , but before I do, let 
me suggest that  I have  some concern about wh eth er we can afford 
to postpone unt il SALT III changes in or impro vements of SALT II. 
I underst and  th at  to be the  burden of your rem arks as well—tha t 
ra ther  than amend thi s trea ty, we ought to resolve  t ha t in the  next 
tre aty and we will do cer tain  things in addi tion to the  un ila teral 
action we can tak e in the  Congress to improve our mil itar y 
stre ngth.

Secretary Kissinger. I suggested two improvem ents  in the  pres ­
en t trea ty, one with resp ect to th e protocol, the  second with respect 
to the  noncircumvention clause. The issue of heavy missiles, which 
has  a long his tory, and  which in any  e vent c ann ot be solved during 
the  term  of th is tre aty , I would recommend postponing to SALT III, 
not because we nece ssar ily wan t to build a heavy missile, but  
because  I think we oug ht now to make  it a princ iple of SALT to 
have  equivalent  positions so th at  t he psychological impac t on oth er 
coun tries  is taken into account.

Senator  Baker. What  about  the  Backfire bomber? Would you 
consider that  now in the context  of this  tre aty , or would you 
postpone that  co nsiderat ion to a future  possible SALT III?

Secretary Kissinger. My recom mendation with respec t to the  
Backfire  bomber is to han dle  it in the  follow-on negot iations to the  
protocol, that  is to say, to bring  its limitat ions into  rela tionship  to
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limi tatio ns on cruise missiles or overseas deployed missiles by the 
United Sta tes  and airp lanes and  to seek equivalence in thea ter-  
based str iking forces in th at  m ann er.

Senator Baker. Let us assu me for the  sake of a rgu me nt that  we 
can do this.  Would you agre e with me th at  if we can obtain some 
changes in this trea ty, if no t by amendment, the n at  least by 
mutua l understanding betw een the  United States and  the  Soviet 
Union with respect  to heavy missiles, the  Backfire bomber,  noncir­
cumvention, or verification—if we can do it now, wouldn’t it be 
be tter to do it now tha n to do i t later?

Secretary Kissinger. Wh at has  to be judged at th at  point, cer­
tainly, is whe ther  we can achieve it now; one would have  to judge 
that  on the  m erits of each of the se proposals.

My p art icu lar  proposal on Backfire, the  rela tion ship of Backfire 
and cruise missiles, would hav e to begin in the rea l world to be 
implemen ted almost immedia tely  if we were to negotia te it. If my 
proposal were accepted, we would have to begin nego tiating it 
almos t immediately if it  were  to become effective by the  end of 
1981.

Senator Baker. So it rea lly  is a value judgment, the n, on wheth­
er or not  we would m ake a serio us effort to amend or change  this 
trea ty, or to reserve on the  tre aty  with a mu tua l understand ing 
between our countries, which would be th e func tional equivalent of 
the  same thin g-----

Secreta ry Kissinger. That is correct.
Senator Baker [continuing]. Or to postpone th at  un til  the  next  

negotia tions. You recom mend th at  i t is more likely to succeed if we 
reserve th at  for negot iations in SALT III, but only if we go ahead 
with the weapons development program now tha t will help redress  
the  mi lita ry imbalance th at  has  occurred in the  las t few years.

Secreta ry Kissinger. Absolutely; that  is the  abso lute  condition.
Sen ator Baker. Dr. Kiss inger , those are  ext rao rdinar ily  impor­

tant  ideas. They are  ideas th at  I would like to consider fully in the  
course of the  next few days and weeks.

I would  like to conclude th is round, Mr. Chairma n, by expressing 
to Dr. Kissinger again my appreciation for a well tho ugh t out and 
highly imp ortant  s tate me nt of these considerations.

The Chairman. Senator  Biden?
Sen ator Biden. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Good morning, Mr. Secre tary .
As usua l, your sta tem ent s are  thorough and provocative. I am 

not sure th at  I completely und ers tand what I see to be some of the 
inconsistencies, which I would like to explore , if I could.

If your  assessm ent of the rela tive  postu re of the  U.S. mili tary  
capability is correct, and  the reasons for this  shif t rela tive  to the  
Soviet Union are  correct,  then  Vietnam did a grea t deal more 
damage to our national security and future  tha n even I thou ght it 
did, and  I have been consistently  opposed to th at  policy as a stu ­
dent and  as a  Senator.

In listening  to you today discuss predic tions of cataclysm, it 
seems to me the  cataclysmic  predictions we hear from witnesses 
somehow increase  aft er a political cataclysm has occurred regard­
ing th at  witness. In other words, the  political catac lysm is, you are
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out  of office, and the  predic tions of catac lysm have seemed to 
escala te.

You have said th at  you would oppose SALT, tha t is, vote aga inst 
it unless the  condi tions you suggested are  met. If you were a 
Sena tor, and I know you have never en ter tained th at  thought, but 
th at  is, if you were-----

[General laughter.]

CONDITIONS FOR RATIFYING SALT II

Senator Biden. Now, t he  conditions you have sta ted  seem to fall 
into  two categories. The fir st concerns a num ber  of clarify ing meas­
ures rela ting  to provisions of the  trea ty: Our in tent  to car ry out 
mi lita ry cooperation with our allies, the  nonc ircumvention clause,  
and  the  term ination  of the protocol. Quite  fran kly , I do not find 
these a very signi ficant a spec t of your testimony.

The reason I say th at  is, I am already confident th at  the  Senate 
is going to adopt all of these. As a matt er  of fact, on the second day 
of the hearing, I for one and  many others intro duced reservat ions  
or amendments, whatever  you would like to call them , th at  specifi­
cally take that  into effect. I think  the  adm inistra tion is tota lly 
unreal istic if it thinks the re is any prospect of passage of this  
tre aty without those rese rvat ions  or a versio n of them  being 
adopted.

The second category of concern which you have  expressed  is your 
condition that  a special augm ented  program be launched to im­
prove our stra tegic  arsena l. Now, this  is going to be a signif icant  
gesture,  symbolic and  practical, but  I am not sure exactly wha t you 
want.

You mention  the  B-l bomber  repea tedly , but the  B-l bomber in 
any  of the  mil itary test imony I have hea rd will not in any way 
alla y our ICBM vul nerabi lity  problem, nor  g iven our  ability to put 
ALCM’s on B-52 and  oth er ALCM carrier s, will the  B- l improve 
our  counterforce capab ility.

What else do you wan t? You have indicated the M-X. We are  
alre ady  moving ahead with the  M-X, with  the  Mark 12A warhead 
for the Minu teman missile, with the  cruise missile, and with the  
Trid ent.  The fact is, we are moving rapidly to render  the  Soviet 
ars enal in the  mid-to-la te eighties much more vuln erable  to a firs t 
str ike  tha n our arsena l would be because  ours is more diversified, 
if you will. Our Tr ident is deployed in a way th at  makes us less 
vulnera ble by th e mid-to-late eighties than  the  Soviets will be with  
70 percent of th eir  force in the ir land-based ICBM’s.

So, I think you would probably  be able to vote with  confidence 
knowing now wha t I have just told you for the SALT agre ement 
because I thin k all of those things th at  you have  spoken of are 
clea rly in motion. If you ta lk  about  this binding commitment with  
respect to our defense budget, as you well know, the  way the 
operation  works here,  c ert ain  things are  a lrea dy in the  mix.

First  of a ll, the  1979 supp lementa l has  alread y been completed. 
Second, the  Sena te has completed action on the  1980 autho rization  
bill, and it is a lmost  identic al to the  $135 billion which the  a dmin­
istr ation requested. The House Armed Services Committee has  re­
porte d the  bill and in the process has added abo ut $2 billion. The 
House Appropriations Comm ittee is c urr ently  m ark ing  up  the  1980 
defense  appropriations, and so on and so on.
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So, the mechanism by which we would get the  binding commit­
ment that  has been sugges ted is well underway, if no t completed. It 
would be an extraord ina ry procedure—and I do not understand 
how it would work—to be able to do what  I th ink is f air to say we 
have already done. We have  done a ll of the  things that  you suggest 
are  important.  T here  is one caveat.

I sit on the Budget Committee, and it was the Congress and not 
the Pres iden t which reduced this  defense budget.  The Pres iden t 
wanted 3 percent real  growth. Some may argue th at  it is 4 or 5. 
The President  came forward with a 3-percent real-growth reques t. 
The Congress said, no, we are  not going to do that,  so we can in 
fact tu rn  around our own actions, it seems to me.

ABILITY TO NEGO TIA TE TREATY BAS ED ON  U.S . SUPER IORITY

Specifically, I am confused by your comments about rough equiv­
alence. I th ink  I will at  least paraph rase if not quote  you. You said 
rough  equivalence  is a stra tegy  th at  we should  not follow. Now, 
how can we have a con tractual agreement, if th at  is wha t the  
SALT agreement is, with a par ty when ahead of time we say we 
want an agreement th at  will clearly insu re th at  you are  infer ior to 
us, th at  we are  stra tegi cally superio r, but ye t we want you to 
agree? Isn’t that  inco nsis tent  with the  concept of SALT which you 
so art iculately a rgued and formulated?

CO NCERNS ABO UT PROTOCOL EXTENSION

Secretary  Kissinger. Sena tor, firs t with  resp ect to your view 
about the  amendments  or reservatio ns th at  I pu t forward, I do not 
consider  they are  disqual ified by th e fact th at  you agree with them , 
and  have even though t of some of them  ahead of time. I have 
atte mpted to p hras e the rela tionship  o f the protocol’s continuation, 
I think,  in a more specific way tha n the  amendm ents  that  I have 
seen before the comm ittee  which requ ire th at  the  protocol cannot 
be extended except by the  agreement w ith the  Senate .

I am saying th at  the  protocol in its presen t form should not be 
extended,  and th at  the cruise  missile limi tations  should be ab­
sorbed in a negotiation on thea ter  nuc lear  balances, which is a 
somewhat more precise  definition of it.

Sena tor Biden. Th at is precisely what the  adm inis trat ion has 
said publicly, isn’t it? Maybe we shouldn’t tak e them at  th eir  word, 
bu t the  adm inis trat ion publicly has said, th at  the  United States 
will not discuss the ater  systems such as the  cruise  missile except in 
the  context of reciprocal thea ter  reduct ions and  will not extend the  
protocol except with  the concur rence of t he  Sen ate  and our allies  
and  in the contex t of TNF.

Secretary  Kissinger. But our allies  could again be in the  same 
position that they are  now, where  they  are  confronted with  a 
negotiation in which, for example, one has traded the  cruise mis­
siles for some additional reduc tion in Soviet stra tegic forces, and 
thereby  we magnify the distinction between our  allies and our­
selves.

My concern here is not  to attem pt to dem onst rate  who has 
though t of wh at first.

Sena tor Biden. I did not  mean to suggest th at  i t was.
Secretary  Kissinger. My concern is to indicate  wha t I think  is 

required. If it is as easy  as you suggest, the n we will be in be tte r 
shape tha n I th ink  we are.
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MEANING OF ROUGH EQUIVALENCE

Now, since I see the  yellow light, I would like to make a point 
about rough equivalence. I did not say we cannot  accept rough 
equivalence. I am sayin g the  rough equiva lence to which the  ad­
min istratio n witnesses referred is a rough  equivalence  in  the  capac­
ity of destroying ind ust ria l targ ets  and  civilian populations. It is 
not a rough equivalence in the  capacity to destroy mil itary targe ts.

Sen ator Biden. Oh, sure, it is. The ir ICBM is more vulnerab le 
with  the  Mark  12A’s coming  on in 1983, the  cruise missile, the  
ALCM, the  SLCM, the  GLCM’s, the  whole works, the  Soviets are  
going to be considerably more  vulnerable.

Secreta ry Kissinger. Senator , pardon me. ALCM is not useful as 
a counterforce weapon.

Sen ator Biden. But it has  the capability of hard targ etin g kill.
Secretary Kissinger. Well, it has the  theore tica l capabil ity, but  

it tak es 12 hours to get there.
Sen ator Biden. The Mark 12A doesn’t, and  th at  can knock them  

out rig ht now.
Secreat ry Kissinger. The re will be, at  best, 1,500 of  those on the  

500 Minutemen,  which makes it about one for each  Soviet missile, 
which  most people will tel l you is not adequate.

Senator Biden. 820.
Secretary Kissinger. B ut you also have to count the  single war ­

head missiles. T here are  820 MIRVed missiles , but 1,460 is the tota l 
num ber  of land-based missiles.

All I am saying is, roug h equivalence is calculate d by the  doc­
tri ne  of assu red dest ruct ion,  which in tu rn  is based on the  destruc­
tion of civilian populations, and tha t, I think,  is a stra tegy  th at  
should  not be pursued. And when both sides have  reached th at  
point, then I think  they should not execute th at  stra tegy  but 
should  rely on oth er balances; namely, thea ter and  conventional 
balances.

It is that  which I meant , and not th at  we mus t be superior and 
they mus t be inferior as a resu lt of SALT. No negotiator  can 
nego tiate  one into a position of superior ity th at  is not voluntar ily 
accepted by the  other  side.

Senator Biden. T hank you, Dr. Kissinger. My tim e is up.
Thank  you, Mr. C hairman.
The Chairman. Senator Helms?
Senator Helms. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairm an.
Dr. Kissinger, I welcome you to the committee and  tha nk you for 

your testimony. It is very scholarly, and is very thou ghtfully  done.
I wa nt to read it again, because my firs t impression of it  is such 

th at  it reminds me of the man who was struggling to find some­
thing nice to sav abou t the next  door neighbor, and  he said for a 
fat lady she don t sweat  much. [General laughter. ]

SALT II SENT BACK FOR MEANINGFUL REDUCTIONS

Senator Helms. I believe th at  is your impression of the SALT II 
Trea ty. You are  exactly rig ht  about  nonci rcumvention. I was in 
London ear lier  this  mon th, and they  are  exceedingly concerned. If 
we do not do anything else right , we h ad cer tain ly be tte r spell out 
what we mean about  th is.

I also  apprecia te your  comments about rough equivalency. I hope 
the  American people will und erst and  exact ly what you are  saying.
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Now, you indica ted th at wha t we need to do is to build stra tegic 
equa lity to prevent the absolutely unacceptable  condition in the  
1980’s wherein our  land-based missiles are  in jeopardy. It appears  
th at  the re is anoth er way, and th at  is to have a tre aty  where 
meaningful  reductions are  made, where ne ither side can put  the  
oth er’s strategic forces in jeopardy.

Of course, if this is done, this  Nation could avoid the massive 
outlay of funds th at  w ill be required to build the strategic equality 
abou t which we talk.

Mr. Secretary , my ques tion is this. Do you feel really that  the re 
would be any sign ificant loss to our secu rity if the  Senate  s ent  t his  
tre aty  back and asked forcefully  for meaningful reductions? What 
would be the  hazards  of reject ing this tre aty  and  saying to the  
world that we mus t st ar t reducing nuc lear  capability and stop the  
arms race?

Secre tary Kissinger. First, on the  stra tegic side, the re are  two 
dangers . One is the  dan ger  to our land-based missiles. I do not 
believe that  the  Soviets will exercise th at  capability against  our 
land-based missiles, excep t t ha t it will give the m gre ate r confidence 
in the  handling of regio nal crises, some soug ht by them, some 
developing out of revolut iona ry situa tions .

So, even if a stra tegi c equivalence were achieved, we would still  
have  the serious problem of how to remedy  the  various regiona l 
balances around the  world that  have a risen.

Second, I believe th at  und er current circumstances it will not be 
possible to negotiate reduction s unless we are  seen to be building.  
The danger that  I see in the  course you propose is t ha t it will lead 
to a protracted  nego tiation during which cu rre nt  SALT lim its will 
be observed, and at  the end of which, if it fails, we will be right 
back to where we are today, under perh aps even more adverse 
circumstances.

UNITE D STAT ES -U.S.S.R . ECONOMIES STR AIN  UN DE R MASSIVE  
MILIT ARY BU ILDU P

Senator Helms. The economies of both  the  United  S tates and the  
Soviet Union are  in ra th er  despe rate circumstances  in term s of 
infla tion and other aspects of a weakened economy. Is th at  not 
correct? Nei ther  side, Dr. Kissinger , real ly can afford in the  
norm al set of circumstances  a great th ru st  in  a rms building.

Is tha t not essentia lly correct?
Secre tary Kissinger. Well, I think  we can afford it bet ter  than  

they can.
Sena tor Helms. True . This would make  more valid our saying to 

the  world that  this Nation  is ready to star t arm s reduction . Now, 
you were quite effective in explaining to the  world various ma tte rs 
of foreign policy. Is this  not the  time, Mr. Secretary , for the United 
Stat es to take  the  lead and  say, let ’s s top this  insanity  and we will 
go first , hand in han d with the  Soviet Union? How could we lose on 
a proposition like tha t?

Secre tary Kissinger. Because I think  as a practical  ma tte r it 
would be impossible to explain to the  Amer ican people t ha t we a re 
turnin g this down in orde r to get arm s reduc tion, while at  the  
same time—wha t would be our mil itary program that  goes with  it, 
if I might  ask?
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Sena tor Helms. Oh, I would have  the  same condition th at  you 
stat ed so eloquently in your stat ement . The re are  all sorts  of ways 
to send that  signal, as you know.

Secretary  Kissinger . Under the  mi lita ry conditions th at  I have 
outlined, I believe we can negot iate arm s reduction s und er SALT II 
conditions. I cer tainly  agree th at  the  Sen ate  should att ach the 
stronges t recom mendatio n to the  adm inistra tion th at  the  purpose 
of SALT should be reduction.

Now, the  question th at  you and I are  discuss ing is w hether  th at  
is best accomplished by sending SALT II back  or whe ther  it is b est 
accomplished by rati fying SALT II with  the various  condit ions 
attached and the n insi sting that  the  pre eminent objective of SALT 
III must  be th at  the reduct ions to mi lita ry programs th at  we are 
recommending would be, as I u nde rsta nd it, sub stan tial ly identical.

Under those conditions, I would lean  toward ratif ication.
Sena tor Helms. With those conditions?
Secre tary Kissinger. Yes, with  my conditions. I have alread y 

indica ted that  I would not lean toward it in the absence of a major 
defense program by the  United Sta tes  plus all of the  clar ifying 
amendments th at  I have proposed.

Sena tor Helms. Bu t without your  conditions, you hold your posi­
tion stated ear lie r t his morning of  no ratif icat ion?

Secre tary Kissinger . Tha t is correct.
Sena tor Helms. Mr. Secre tary, again, I commend you for your 

statement, and I w ant to tha nk you publicly for your gre at help ful­
ness in connection with the Rhodes ian problem.  You have been 
immensely helpful . I know it took courage for you to take some of 
the  positions th at  you have take n, and  I wa nt to tha nk  you for 
tha t.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank you, Senato r Helms.
Sena tor Glenn?
Sena tor Glenn . T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.

NE ED  FOR MILITARY BU ILDU P STRESSED

Mr. Secre tary, these buildups th at  you have talke d about th at  
the  Soviets are  mak ing have been going on for a very long time.  
They did not just occur  in the  las t 2% yea rs since you have been 
out of office. Why were  you not stressing the need for these  build­
ups as stren uous ly prior to your departu re from office as you are  
today? What  has changed in this interim period?

Secretary  Kissinger. I think when the  int ern al records of the 
adm inis trat ions  in which  I served become public, as seems to be 
the  des tiny of all classified documents these days-----

[General laughter .]
Senator  Glenn . Inte ntio nal ly or unintentio nal ly, too.
Secretary  Kissinger [continuing]. It will be clea r that  I consist­

ent ly from 1969 on warned  against the  dan ger  th at  would a rise  for 
the  United  Stat es under the  doctr ine of assu red dest ruct ion and  
und er the  doctrine in which strat egic  equivalence is defined by the 
rela tive  capability  of destroy ing civilian populations and ind ust ria l 
targets.

We suffered severe inhibitions partly  as a res ult  of the mi lita ry 
program we inherit ed,  par tly as the  res ult  of the  divisions caused
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by the  Vietnam war in which our mil itar y budget proposals were 
slashed by some $35 billion over a 4-year period. So, I believe th at  
it is fair  to say t ha t my theo retical position at  least was consistent.

Now, in addition, I have been profoundly disturbe d by th e Soviet 
geopolitical offensive as  it has developed since 1975, in othe r words, 
preceding the current adm inis trat ion. I was hoping in 1972 th at  
when we coupled SALT I with  a declaration of principles of con­
duct, both of these documents might serve as a ch ar ter  for the  n ext 
period, and lead to a slowing down of the  arm s buildup on both 
sides and above all, lead  to res trained  conduct in inte rna tion al 
affairs .

As late as 1974, at Vladivostok, our intel ligence estim ates were 
th at  the  Soviets would not develop a counterforce capability 
aga inst the United  Sta tes  unt il about  1985, 1986. That turn ed out 
to be overoptimistic. But  sta rting  in 1975, we have  been confronted 
with a more rapid  pace of Soviet technology, a major geopolitical 
offensive by the  Sovie t Union, plus the  a bandonmen t of some of the  
programs that  were going on, plus the  ma tur ing  of trends th at  
preceded this  adm inis trat ion , th at  took a long time to reach their  
pre sen t s tate.

So, it would be wrong to blame any one a dminist ration.  

soviets’ continued building of strategic forces

Senator  Glenn. You previously expressed yoursel f, I believe, that  
you felt there was a lim it above which it did not pay to build more 
stra tegi c nuclear weapons , and felt th at  the  Soviets probably would 
limit themselves to such a self-imposed limitat ion  also, I suppose, 
ju st  on cost-effectiveness. When did it become clear to you th at  at 
leas t the  Soviets did not  share this theo ry and  they  would keep 
right on bui lding the ir stra teg ic forces?

Was there any one incident or a ny one time  t ha t led you to see a  
change in thei r view?

Secretary  Kissinger. Until 1974, they rea lly did not have any 
MIRV’s. When they  continued to push the  development  of the SS- 
17’s, 18’s, and 19’s, and  kept working  on the  accuracy of the ir 
missiles and on the thro w weight, and when they pushed against  a t 
leas t the  sp irit of wh at we had in mind in the  1972 ag reement with 
respect to the conversion of “light” to “heavy” missiles, one really 
could interp ret  th at  only  in terms of an inte ntion to achieve a 
counterforce capability aga inst the  United States. I think this  
began  to dawn on me in 1975.

TREATY BASED ON LAUNCHERS RATHER THAN DELIVERABLE WARHEADS

Senator  Glenn. Why did we make the  tre aty  based on launchers 
ra ther  than  on deliverable nuc lear  warheads?

Secretary  Kissinger. Because when SALT I was negotiated, we 
were dealing init ially  w ith  s ingle warh ead systems.

Senator  Glenn. But we had MIRV’s under development and 
knew that  they did, too, at  tha t time.

Secretary  Kissinger. That is right.  I suppose th at  this is one of 
the  legacies of a per iod in which technology ou tran us.

Senator  Glenn. You mentioned in your sta tem ent a changed 
direc tion a littl e bit. Let me say that  I hope in any  futu re SALT—
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SALT III, IV, V, or VI—that  they do deal specifica lly with  deliver­
able nuc lear  warheads. What we are  faced with now is a ra ther  
preposterous situ atio n th at  under a stra tegi c arm s limitat ion 
tre aty we would be permitted  to build 50 percent beyond wha t we 
have  now theoretical ly; they can trip le their  str ength  and stil l be 
within  the  trea ty, so it does become a  litt le incongruous here  th at  
we a re calling this  stra tegic arms  limi tation, and  th at  is all it is. I t 
is final ly putt ing a cap where the re was no cap before, but  it is 
tremendo usly  above any thing  th at  we h ad hoped for.

Secretary Kissinger. I think  delive rable  warheads is a much 
be tte r c riter ion than  launchers.

Senator  Glenn. Yes. You mentioned th at  t he  adm inis trat ion had 
perh aps  pressu red our allie s some. That portion of your sta tem ent , 
as I read it, inferred th at  perhaps our allies  rea lly did not want 
this tre aty  as much as we had been led to believe and th at  their  
public stateme nts had indicated. Would you follow up on tha t?

Secretary Kissinger. I thi nk  our allies  are  extremely ambivalent 
about the  treaty . They do not want the  t reaty  to fail.

Senator  Glenn. Now, their  leadersh ip’s sta tem ent s have not 
been par ticu larly amb ivalent.

ALLIES AR E AM BIV ALENT ABO UT TREATY

Secretary Kissinger. I can only give you my impression, which 
may be incorrect, and my impression is th at  there is considerable 
ambivalence, th at  they  do not wan t the  tre aty  to fail. It would 
create  a real crisis of confidence if the  tre aty  failed. I completely  
agree with that  s tatement . On the  o the r hand , the y are  also deeply 
worried about the  mi lita ry balance. They are  puttin g these  two 
thin gs into two differen t baskets, and  it is quite possible th at  a 
year from now they will blame us for condi tions of the  mil itary 
balance even when we have  carried out thei r recomm endations 
with  respect to the  t rea ty.

All I am suggesting is th at  the  rela tion ship  with  our allies is 
more complicated. But withou t doubt, nonrati fica tion  of the tre aty  
would have a negative impact  on our allies. And I am proposing a 
means by which we can avoid both the  nega tive  impact of an 
unfavorable mil itary balance  and the  unfavorable impac t of non­
ratif ication.

SOVIETS TO AB IDE BY SALT IF WE  CA N MON ITOR

Senator Glenn. I know we a re put ting a tremendous effort these 
days into recouping, get ting back some of the  infor mation sources 
rega rding monitor ing, has  caused much of the  verification  problem. 
You mentioned  that  ju st  in a couple of sentences in your  s tatement  
but the n you put more emphasis on it by following up and saying 
th at  every 2 years the  Senate should reassess whether they  are  
complying with the  tre aty or not and revote on it again,  which 
would be a very drastic  change in how we have  ever operated 
und er any treaty  before.

Evidently, you do not tru st  them very much  to live up to this  
unless we can monitor it, and I hope with  some of the  develop­
men ts going on now we can monitor this also. Would you care to 
elaborate on th at?

Secretary Kissinger. There  are two separa te things. I think  the  
Senate ought to view at  reg ula r intervals , as the Intelligence  Com­
mit tee  would do anyway, the  verification problem with  respec t to
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SALT. I, myself, am not  an expe rt on the  verification issue, and 
while I have had a brie fing  on it, I real ly do not feel confident  to 
pass a judgment.

I think the  judg ment should be made by the  Intelligence Com­
mit tee  and by w hat oth er committees review our  verification capa­
bilities . What  I would like  the  Sena te to review every 2 years are  
the  principles of int ern ational conduct which I think  need to be 
spelled out, and which would be an att em pt to go back to what  we 
agreed to in  1972, to mak e sure  t ha t political restr aint  and mil itary 
restr aint  go hand in hand .

CONCENTRATING ON MILITARY TARGETS RATHER THAN POPULATION 

CENTERS

Senator  Glenn. I see th at  my time is a lmos t up, but  I would like 
to comment on your view regarding concen trat ing on mili tary  ta r­
gets and keeping away  from popula tion centers.  War is not very 
pleasant , as everybody knows. When you go to the  Soviet Union 
these days, the firs t th ing they  tell you when you get there, and 
you still hea r it when you leave in speech aft er speech afte r 
speech, is how the y lost 20 million people in World War II.

They talk  abou t the  buffer stat es and the  Eastern European 
states, and a lot of th ei r policy regarding Europe app aren tly stems 
from the ir paranoia  about never h aving a Napoleon or Hit ler come 
into  the  Soviet Union. I th ink they are  most concerned about  t ha t. 
I would submit th at  our possible inaccu racies , as you described 
them , with our submar ine weapons, with  the  SLBM’s and all, is 
not a disadvantage. I th ink if the Soviets know th at  if they are  so 
stup id as to make any  att ack on this  count ry, th at  they can fully 
expect  to lose not 20 million people but  perh aps  150 million people 
or more out of th eir  population,  that  may be our biggest deter ren t 
to them ever making s uch  a  crazy move.

Secretary  Kissinger. My concern is also for an atta ck on the  
United States. But I do not believe they  would att ack the  ter ritory  
of the  United Stat es withou t feeling th at  the y are  running an 
unacceptable risk. My concern  is the gradua l undermining of secu­
rity on a global basis. I would hat e to see the  American Pres iden t 
in a position where he has  to decide to ini tia te wha t amounts to 
the mutual mass exterm ina tion  of civilians as the  only means of 
protecting overseas comm itments of th e United States . Tha t is my 
concern.

Senator  Glenn. I would agree with  tha t, bu t I think  the  Soviets 
should  be well advised by any U.S. President th at  if they are  crazy 
enough to take  the  Nitze  scenar io and make the firs t strik e on this  
country, that  the  ret ali ati on  is going to be mam mouth and horren­
dous and across the  bo ard on th e Soviet Union.

Secretary  Kissinger. Th at is clear, but  a first strike against the  
United States I would pu t very low in the  category of dangers, 
except  insofar as the  consciousness of the  capability gives them  
greater  confidence in the managem ent of local crises.

Sena tor Glenn. Thank  you, Mr. Secretary .
Thank you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. Senator Hayakawa?
Senator  Hayakawa. Th ank  you, Mr. Chairm an.
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Dr. Kissinger, let me than k you, firs t of all, for your pre sen ta­
tion. I always enjoy the  tex tur e of your  thought,  the sta tely  proces­
sion of your sentences and paragraphs, and the  way it all weaves 
toge ther , its logic. I must say, I enjoy it very much.

NO AM EN DM EN TS  OR CH AN GE S IN  SALT  TREATY

Let me star t out by asking a broad and elementary kind of 
question. Why is it th at  t he  Soviets and  our Pre sident  a re so uni ted 
in insis ting that  the re can  be no ame ndm ents  or changes in the  
SALT Treaty? I m ust say I am puzzled by this ei ther  or proposition  
th at  says, in effect, th at  we either  rat ify  t his  t reaty as wri tten  and 
thereby proceed toward SALT III and peace, or rejec t it at  the  risk  
of increased hosti lities  a nd  war.

Are these  indeed the  only alte rna tives before us?
Secretary Kissinger. Of course, any  group  of national leade rs 

who have negot iated over  an extended period of time, and who 
know all the  agonies through which they went to achieve the  
balance of compromises which constitutes any  m ajor  document, are  
going to be massively  relu cta nt  to alt er it.

Obviously, they  believe, or they  would not have signed it, th at  
this balance of compromises represents the  best  th at  is atta inab le, 
and  indeed I found myself in  t ha t position. Second, I suppose i t also 
involves a question of prestige , whether once one has  gone thro ugh  
this whole question of negotiation, it should be reopened.

On the  othe r hand , I have  indica ted cer tain  are as which do not 
require  reneg otiat ion bu t which do r equ ire some changes un ila ter ­
ally on our side, which  I believe are  necessary.

SKEPTICISM OF EFFECTIVE NESS OF TREATY NEGOTIA TORS

Senator  Hayakawa. Well, Foy Kohler, who is the  former Ambas­
sador to the  U.S.S.R., has  been very crit ical  of the  negotiating 
process. He says th at  Americans tend  to look in negotiations for a 
common ground, whereas  the  Soviet negotia tor is not inte rested in 
a common ground, but  simply in get ting  his way, and he gives 
away only as much as is necessary , so th at  we approach negot ia­
tion with  different assum ptions, differen t ideas in our heads, and 
General Rowny has also testified as to his skepticism about the  
effectiveness of American negotiators i n thi s treaty .

Do you have reason from your past  diplomatic  experience, Dr. 
Kissinger, to have sim ilar  doubts?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I think  th at  American  negotiators 
tend  to come from an  envi ronm ent in which the re are  no 
irreconcilab le differences domestically, and  therefo re they  find it 
very difficult as a na tional  phenomenon to deal  with  dedicated 
revolutionaries  who pre fer  success to compromise. American nego­
tia tor s have a tendency to believe th at  they have  an obligation to 
break every deadlock with a new idea. This has the  strange  conse­
quence  of put ting  a prem ium on intransigence , because it tempts 
the  other side to wait  to see what  our impatience will produce in 
the  way of new ideas as t he  negotia tion continues.

Our  negotiators have  a tendency to believe th at  if two par ties  
disagree, the  tru th  is found somewhere in the  middle, which has  
the  paradoxical consequence of really  rewarding extr eme  positions
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in orde r to make the compromise proposal come as close to the  
middle position. All of th is one can say real ly is a national charac­
teri stic , which one could trace through  negotiations over an ex­
tend ed period of time. I would say th at  the  major Soviet nego tiat­
ing asse t in my experience is not diabolical  cleverness,  which is 
often  presented, but  persi stence. They adopt an idea and they  keep 
stick ing to it, and they  are not embarrassed to rep eat  it year  after 
year after year, unt il we ju st  get tired of it, and  we are  told, at  
home: “Come on, now, chan ge your position a lit tle  bit,” and the n 
we a re on th e road th at  you  have described.

LINKAG E BETWEEN SALT AND SOVIET GEOPOLITICAL CONDUCT

Sen ator H ayakawa. Thank you very much.
With  Senator Baker, I am very grat eful to you for bringing up 

this  whole linkage  quest ion. As you point  out in your  statement, 
the  Cubans have been romp ing all over Angola, Ethiopia, and 
around  Africa. They have  gone into Afghani stan , South Yemen, 
and  so on, and you enum era te numerous instances of the continu­
ation of the  cold war.

You say that  recent polit ical conduct of th e Soviet Union and its 
allies, whe ther  cold wa r o r opportunism,  must be ended if the re are 
to be any  prospects for East-West coexistence  or cooperation. I 
would like to ask you, Dr. Kissinger, how can we pu t muscle into 
th at  demand  i f such conduct mus t be ended?

In your statement, you propose a vigorous expression regarding 
linkage, a vigorous expression of the  sense of linkage between 
SALT a nd the  Soviet geopolitical conduct. What do you mean then 
by vigorous expression? How vigorous can it real ly be to guarantee 
any kind  of Soviet compliance?

Secretary Kissinger. You cannot be vigorous in guaranteeing 
Soviet compliance but you can be vigorous in expre ssing your view 
as to what const itutes  acceptable conduct and assessing some pen­
altie s for noncompliance. Who would have tho ugh t it possible 10 
years ago that  in policy discussions it would be said that  we must 
do thi s or that  in Africa les t Cuban troops inte rven e? Whatever 
other arguments might hav e been used. The idea that  a small 
Caribbean country would send expeditionary forces all over the  
world, supplied, trained , equipped, and financed by the Soviet 
Union, th at  Soviet airpla nes  are  in Cuba flying ai r defense mis­
sions so th at  Cuban airpla nes  can be in Africa, not to speak of East  
German mili tary  and police inst ructors  all over the  Middle East  
and Africa, is a  distu rban ce and  a challenge to any  sense of in ter ­
nat ional conduct and any  concept  of de tente.  And it cannot be even 
in the  long-term Soviet in ter es t that  this  be continued,  because 
sooner or late r somebody is going to resist,  and the n the  danger of 
a confrontation is increased.

This is w hat I mean by l inkage. Linkage is not an invent ion of a 
partic ula r administ ration, of a par ticu lar  individual. It either re­
flects rea lity  or it does not. I do not see how we can speak only of 
restr aint  in arms  and not about res tra int  in intern ational conduct. 
Soviet conduct has been in my view, a t leas t since 1975, unaccep ta­
ble. Every  war since 1971 has been sta rted by Soviet arms, encour­
aged by Soviet friendship treaties,  protec ted by Soviet vetoes, or
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been fought by Soviet proxies. Some end must be put  to thi s 
process.

Senator  H ayakawa. So at the  same time,  as Senator  Bake r said, 
we are  asked by Brezhnev to look at  the  tre aty around the  four  
corners of the piece of p aper on which it is wr itte n and to think of 
noth ing else. Dr. Kissinger, this  seems to me to require of us a 
level of schizophren ia of which I am hardly  capable, to thin k of th e 
Soviets in one resp ect total ly inde pendently of thinking of the 
Soviets in the oth er respect .

Dr. Kissinger, th an k you very  much.
Mr. Chairman, than k you.
The Chairman. Thank you, Senato r H ayakawa.

TENDENCIE S OF U.S . NEGO TIATORS TO MOV E TO MIDDLE GR OU ND

Dr. Kissinger, I was fascina ted with  your analysis  of the  n atio nal  
cha rac ter  and the  tendency of our negotia tors  to  exhibit  im patie nce 
and  to move toward the  middle ground . Were  these  tendencies 
which afflicted our  negotiations with  the  Soviet Union while you 
were presiding over them ?

Secre tary Kissinger . I think it is fair  to say that  the  pressures 
on any Secretary  of S tate in th at  direc tion are very grea t, and  the  
temptat ions  of a ny Sec reta ry of Sta te in th at  d irection mus t a lways  
be guarded again st. This  is the  conventional advice one tend s to 
receive. And it does not  reflect  t he worst qua litie s in the  American 
character,  eith er. I tri ed  to guard aga inst them, but  I would not 
exclude that  I, too, fe lt subject to them  from tim e to time.

The Chairman. And you feel every Sec reta ry of State is con­
fronted with th at  problem?

Secretary  K issinger. I th ink  i t is a nat ional characteristic .
The Chairman. Sen ato r Stone?
Sena tor Stone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MAJOR SOVIET GEOPOLITICAL OF FE NSIVE SINCE 1975

Dr. Kissinger, in these hearings the  issue of the  Soviets’ refusal 
to consider reduction s in this SALT II process has been raised . It 
looks unyielding. The issue of our own increase  in arms strength  in 
orde r to reduce our vulnerabi lity  and redress the  balance  has been 
raised , and the  issue of verification has been raised here by Sena­
tor  Glenn and others.

As for me, I have  pursued one of the  thrusts  of your main  
testim ony here  today. That has to do with  Soviet conduct in the  
world and our response to it. Wha t good is verification if we find 
the  Soviets pushing, probing, and going over the  line and we do 
littl e, if anything , abo ut it? What good is having valid mil itar y 
offsetting s trength if th ey push and we yield?

I want  to discuss th is in general, and the n I wan t to discuss thi s 
in par ticu lar  with  reg ard  to the  Soviets in Cuba and the  Cuban 
situa tion, partic ula rly  in the  light  of the  negotiation you had  in 
1970 regarding the  subm arin e servicing.

In genera l, you have  described today th at  since 1975, you have  
seen the Soviets conduct a major geopolitical offensive, mainly 
thro ugh  Soviet weapons and proxies in regional theater s, and  to a 
very great ext ent  t hro ugh the  use of Cuban forces as those proxies.
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You stated in your  presen tation that  no democracy can cour t con­
flict, and I could not agree with you more. Then you said th at  a ll of 
the  conflicts and issues  th at  have been th ru st  upon the world in 
rece nt years have been  at the  initiativ e of the  Soviets in connect ion 
with  this geopolitical offensive. Wha t response is pract ical to th at  
kind of a major geopol itical offensive, ap ar t from or in addit ion to 
our redressing the  mi litary  balance by our  own increase  in invest­
ments?

Secre tary Kissinger . Without an adequa te mili tary  balance 
the re is no possibili ty of doing anyth ing. Second, the  use of proxy 
forces must be made  too costly, both  to the proxies and to the  
instigator, by at tac hin g clear penal ties to such conduct and increas­
ing the risks for the  proxy in the  are a where he is operating. It is 
very hard to make  abstr ac t statements,  bu t I find the  proposit ion 
har d to accept tha t C uban  forces should be invincible.

Sena tor Stone. If t hey are  not opposed, the n they  are  invincible .
Secre tary Kissinger. If they  are  not opposed, but  if they are  

opposed, you cann ot require a huge amo unt  of opposition to res ist 
them.

SOVIET CONSTRUCTION OF NAV AL BASE IN CUBA

Sena tor Stone. Mr. Secre tary, in rega rd to the Soviet presence  in 
Cuba, in a let ter  to m e released publicly Friday  by the  S ecre tary of 
State, he describes an  agreement ente red  into  in communications 
between the two gove rnments in the  fall of 1970 concern ing the  
establish men t of Soviet  naval bases in Cuba, and then says: “We 
have  no evidence th at  the  Soviets are  in viola tion of this  under ­
standing.”

Does that exchange of communications establish a commitment 
by the Soviet Union  th at  the  Soviets will not  const ruct a naval 
base in Cuba suffic ient to service Soviet submar ines  or only Soviet 
nuc lear  powered subm arines, or only Soviet subm arines carr ying 
nuc lear  missiles.

Secre tary Kissinger. I do not have the  tex t of th e documents in 
front of me, so i t is very  difficult for me to answ er what  a tex tua l 
analysis would show. The concern which we felt  in 1970 was th at  
the  Soviets were developing a capab ility from which to service  
submarines carr ying  nuc lear missiles in Cienfuegos. Those subm a­
rines as a prac tical  matt er  happened to be all nuclear powered, 
with  a few exceptions. But wha t concerned  us was the capability of 
nuc lear  missile-carry ing submarines , and the understanding which 
we sought and in my belie f achieved was the  preven tion of se rvic­
ing submarines  c arryin g n uclear missiles.

What the exact  phraseology is, I do not know. I ju st do not have  
the  te xt before me.

Sena tor Stone. Mr. Secre tary, would an occasional port call of a  
Soviet subm arine  which  is carrying  nuc lear missiles violate  th at  
understanding?

Secre tary Kissinger. As in every agreem ent  with the  Soviet 
Union, as soon as  you make  it, you find th at  it is constantly  being 
tested . Tha t und ers tanding or exchange was reached in the  fall of 
1970. From the fall of 1970, then, unt il abou t May 1971 the  Soviets 
trie d jus t about every  combination th at  t he huma n mind can imag-
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ine except the  crucial combination  of a submar ine tender  and a 
nuc lea r missile-carrying submarine.

We violently prote sted every  encroachment on t he  u nderstanding 
even when there was no such combination. The concern  was th at  
the  subm arine tenders would service the  missile-carry ing subma­
rines. And they would try out  various  combinations . We protested 
stron gly the individual arr iva l of these ships even when not in 
combina tion, and then , to the  best of my recollection, afte r May 
1971 the re was no fu rth er  attem pt to tes t the  limi ts of th at  und er­
standing during the  term of my incumbency. I do not remem ber 
th at  we had any other occasion to pro test  it, bu t I don’t have all 
the  evidence in front of me. Tha t is my recollection of it.

Sen ator Stone. I und ers tand. I will read  now again from Secre­
tary  Vance’s let ter  to me of Fr iday. The essentia l underst anding is 
th at  “the  Soviets agreed in 1962 that  offensive weapons could not 
again be introduced into Cuba? In 1970, it  was made  clear  t ha t this  
understand ing included  sea-based systems.” Would you agree with  
tha t?

Secretary Kissinger. Yes.
Senator Stone. There fore, does it make  a ny difference if a Soviet 

submar ine carry ing nuclear missiles claims th at  it is on port call 
and stays for several weeks or claims th at  it is not  being serviced 
and  s tays  for severa l months?

Secreta ry Kissinger. Well, we had a tendency  to protest such 
actions as maybe with in the verbal  limits of th e und erst and ing b ut 
aga ins t its spirit.  But I have  no independent knowledge whe ther  
thi s is taking place.

Secretary Stone. Dr. Kissinger, is the re an increasing  risk of 
Cuban export of revolution to Cent ral Amer ica and  countr ies out­
side of it, in addit ion to Nicaragua , and does th at  pose a secur ity 
th reat  to  th e United Sta tes  and its a llies and  f riends?

Secretary Kissinger. I am not sure  th at  Nic arag ua should be 
conceived as  a direct export of the  Cuban-----

Sec retary Stone. No; outside of N icaragua. I do not mean from 
Nicaragua .

Secretary Kissinger. I t hink  th ere  is a danger  t hat  as the  r adica l 
elem ents  in Central Ame rica gain ascendency, they will tend  to 
look toward Cuba for tra ining , political leadership, mil itary leader­
ship, and that  in thi s sense  the  combination of cer tain  events in 
the  Caribbean, events in Nicaragua , raise dis turb ing prospects for 
the  stab ility  of Cen tral  America and indeed the  nor the rn rim of 
Lat in America.

Sen ator Stone. Tha nk you, Dr. Kissinger.
Thank  you, Mr. Ch airm an.
The Chairman. Cer tain ly, Sena tor Stone.
Senator Lugar, please.
Sen ator Lugar. T han k you, Mr. Ch airman.

likelihood of congressional approval for military 
MO DERNIZA TIO N PROGRAM

Dr. Kissinger, ear lier  in the  conversation this morning, you took 
issue with what we have been doing in  our own ball park , and said 
an obligatory commitm ent was required th at  would make cer tain  
we proceeded with our needed defense plans and  modernization.

48-2 50  0 - 7 9 - 1 4
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Senator  Jav its in the  ques tioning picked th at  up and  asked, why 
should we have a debate  among ourselves or with  ourselves on th is 
situa tion? You have pointed out  we could have been doing these 
things all along, and your  comment does imply a  degree of mis trus t 
or u nease about our will rea lly  to  proceed in doing so.

Now, in addition to that , we have had  quest ions this morning  
that  tended to rati fy th at  sense  of unease. My colleagues Senator 
Pell and  Senator McGovern, a s I understood them , pointed out that 
the  price that  you were suggesting was too high, and  you protested 
it was not a price, that  this was a  policy, th ings th at  we ought to be 
doing. They are interp ret ing  it as a price, suggest ing, as I recall 
Senator Pel l’s comments, th at we might have  20-percent inflation  
as a price to pay for this tre aty , for example , or furth er  energy 
crisis in the  country.

Is it not  a fact th at  as you witness this  hear ing,  as you take  a 
look a t debate in America today, that  the re is in fact  a real  debate 
in thi s committee,  the re is a  c ertain  lack of trust,  real ly, within our 
group as to whe ther  we would proceed with the  defense moderniza­
tion if we had a quick signing or ratif icat ion of t he  SALT Treaty, 
and is it not a fact th at  right here  in the  hearing or in the  
ratif ication  process we must dete rmin e wha t our political will will 
be?

In essence, what  is your  pe rcept ion righ t now as to the  likelihood 
th at  the administ ration, or as Senator  Biden has pointed out, even 
if the  adm inis tration sugges ts the  3-percent increase, th at  the Con­
gress would proceed w ith the modern ization  you have suggested, if 
this  is not battened down before the  SALT is ratified?

Secreta ry Kissinger. I be lieve that  i f present stra tegi c conditions 
continue, the  U nited Stat es faces a very grave  d anger in the  1980’s. 
The problem in many pa rts  of the  world, including, for example, 
the  Middle East, is doubt on the  pa rt of those who have  heretofore 
relied on us in our abil ity to protect them  against  t he  da ngers  t ha t 
they  are  facing. Since man y of t he ir energy  decisions really are  a 
price they pay for their  protection , for example , in countries like 
Saudi Arabia , the re is a grea ter danger of an energy crisis as a 
result of perceived American  impotence than as a res ult  of build ing 
up our stren gth.

My suggestions arise from my conviction th at  we mus t move to 
remedy these  dangers , however they  arose, as rapidly as possible, 
and th at  we must give a clear signal to the  world as rapidly  as 
possible, and t ha t this provides t he opportuni ty to do it.

I fear if we do not do it in conjunction with  thi s trea ty, this  
opportunity  will be lost.

Senator Lugar. Dr. Kissinger, I agree with  your analys is, but the  
fact of life as I perceive thi s debate is t ha t many people do not. In 
other words, you are  presen ting a clear  w arning to the  c ountry  but 
if your analys is were unanimously agreed to by t his  committee, by 
the  Sena te, by the Pre sident  of the  United States, indeed, by the  
count ry, people would a lready  be moving.

The point  I am t rying to rais e in this question is th at  I perceive a  
lot of people do not believe  you. They are  saying  your analys is is 
very interest ing,  but  all things considered, let ’s get  on and ratify 
this treaty , and do a litt le be tte r if we can with  SALT III and let ’s 
modernize here and the re as we are  doing. In fact, the  sequence
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you are  suggesting is r adic ally  d ifferen t, and  in fact, if I heard you 
correctly, you are  saying that  you have  such a mis trust real ly of 
whe re we are headed  rig ht  now tha t those of us who are  seriously 
concerned as you are  had bet ter  get this  thing  signed and signed 
among ourselves. In re tu rn  for our support  we are  going to have 
modernization,  th at  tha t is th e quid pro quo for wil ly-nilly going on 
with the  trea ty, which  might otherw ise be almost irrelevant. Is 
th at  not so?

Secretary  Kissinger. Th at is correct.  Fir st of all, I am not ta lk ­
ing about modernization  of strat egic  forces. I am talk ing real ly 
about a combina tion of stra tegic doctr ine and  an  overall str ength ­
enin g of o ur mil itar y forces beyond those th at  are  covered by the  
SALT Treaty.

Senator Lugar. Could you describe th at  a lit tle  more explicitly?
Secretary Kissinger. As I have alre ady  pointed out, I believe 

th at  even if we fix some of the  imbalances  th at  now exist in the  
stra tegi c equation, thi s will still not restore  the  situa tion  as it 
existed in the  1950’s and  1960’s, because  the  num bers  of s trategic 
weapons that  have grown on both sides are  so larg e t ha t the  r isk of 
regional conflict, and of the  sort of pressure th at  we have been 
witnessing in the  las t few years, is bound to mul tiply over the  nex t 
few years, and may in not too long a time even reach tradit ional 
allies in Europe. Therefore , we mus t be prepared to deal with the  
thea ter balances side by s ide w ith the  s trategic  balance .

If I am righ t and  we do not do any thing, we a re running a grave 
risk to our nat ional security.  If I am wrong, I do not think th at  we 
are running a nything like  t ha t risk in following my course.

Senator  Lugar. Are you suggesting  now th at  in this  5-year plan  
the adm inis trat ion mig ht present to the  Senate in the  next mon th 
or in the  next  2 months that  these  thea ter weapons, the thea ter  
buildup, the  overall  aspe ct of defense could be presented in a 
comprehensive form so th at  we had in essence a debate  and an 
agre ement th at  this is our  5-year plan  before we get on to the  
ratif icat ion of SALT?

Secretary  Kissinger. I believe th at  the  adm inis trat ion  is in any 
event already working on a 5-year program. Secretary Vance yes­
terday  indicated th at  he wants a 3-percen t increase. The difficulty 
with the  previous formula, the 3-percen t increase, has been th at  
there has been no a greement  as to the  baseline . There has been no 
agreement as to how you compute infla tion rate s. There has been 
dispute about the  allowances you make  for productivity and so 
forth.  So in fact it has amounted to less tha n a 1-percent increase, 
and  in  some categor ies even, a reduct ion of forces.

So, I think it ought to be possible for the  adm inis trat ion to put  
before the Senate in a conceptual way what it is atte mpting  to do 
in the  world stra tegically, what kind of forces it thin ks it needs, 
and  to transl ate  those into  a  5-year program.

In that  way, one would understand what the 3 percent means, or 
whether it should be 4 percent or 2.5 percent. This I am in no 
position to judge. But major shortcomings  now exist which will 
produce a serious dan ger  in the  eighties, and  have already pro­
duced enormous instabil ities .

The fact that  every natio n, every ally is act ing  like an ostrich 
and  atte mpting  to avoid the  problem only will make  the  eventual



208

crisis  t ha t much more serio us when it hit s us. This is th e obligation 
of the  Senate, I believe. This is the  urgency, and  not jus t the  
personal  dis trus t of members of this  committee for each other.

Senator Lugar. Isn ’t it a fact, however, th at  the  Pres iden t is 
going to have very considerab le political problems with this? For 
example, Ambassador Young to the  United Nat ions  suggested th at  
the  increased spending is j us t not in the  cards  as he sees it, given 
the domestic difficulties and  promises of the  Pres iden t. The Presi­
dent is coming into a 1980 campaign, thin king about all the  types 
of spending.

Does this not make  it  all the  more critic al, given the ir political 
problems , problems even within  that  pa rtic ula r par ty, that  things 
be buttoned down with regard  to  t he 5-year plan  thi s year? If I can 
ask  your advice in terms  of negotia tions, would it not be wise of 
some of us who are  pur suing the  course you have  suggested to be 
pat ien t, to be pers isten t, to say in essence th at  SALT does not have 
to occur next  mon th or the  month aft er or even 3 months from 
now, but that  cer tain  things must  occur before two-thirds  of the  
Sen ate  will rati fy this  t rea ty?

Secretary  Kissinger. As I have already indicated,  I would insis t 
on a stateme nt by the  adm inis trat ion both conceptually and in 
deta il of how it perceives  the  defense needs of the United States . 
The debate between the  Preside nt and Ambassador Young can only 
be resolved in term s of what do we actu ally  need. What is our 
defense  plan? If we have  cert ain requ irem ents , the n Ambassador 
Young’s considerations have  to be subordinated. If these  requ ire­
ments  are excessive, then  of course nobody wants to spend exces­
sively for defense.

It  is for this reason th at  I support those who have insisted  on 
seeing the  5-year plan  and  some transl ation of it into concrete 
terms  before ratif icat ion proceeds.

Senator  Lugar. T hank you.
The Chairman. T han k you, Sena tor Lugar.
Senator  Sarbanes is next.
Senator  Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

IS TR EA TY IN U.S. INTERESTS

If  the  clarifications  th at you referred to in your stat ement  are  
included, do you consider the  t rea ty in our inte rest s?

Secretary  Kissinger. If it is coupled with  the  mili tary  program 
th at  I have indicated.

Senator  Sarbanes. I a m not asking w hether  we should ratify it. I 
want to know wh ether the trea ty, coupled with  those clarificat ions, 
is in our interests.

Secretary Kissinger. The th rust of my sta tem ent is that  you 
cannot  sepa rate  the  tre aty from the stra tegic environment, and 
therefore I would suggest th at  both are  required,  that  we change  
the strategic  env ironmen t. And in th at  context I would think the  
tre aty would be in our interest.

Senator  Sarbanes. We could change our  stra tegic environm ent 
withou t approving the  t rea ty.

Secretary K issinger. Th at is also true.
Senator  Sarbanes. Is the treaty  alone in our  inte rests, with the  

clarifications?



209

Secre tary Kissinger. The tre aty  alone with the  clar ifica tions I 
would be very uneasy  about, if it were not  also coupled with a 
change in the  s trat egic balance.

Sena tor Sarbanes. I underst and  tha t, but I w ant to know wh eth ­
er you see the  tre aty itsel f with the  clari ficat ions as being disad­
vantageous to us. You discussed tha t in your statement.

Secre tary Kissinger . I have made it very  clea r in my sta tem ent 
th at  I agree with  Senator Nun n and  others who have indicated 
th at  they wan t to see the  5-year program before they  can make a 
final judgmen t on the trea ty. I am in the  same position. I have  
indicated th at  w ith the appropr iate  s trat egic program and with the 
par ticu lar  clar ifica tions that I have indicated, I would s upport the  
trea ty. I th ink  th at  makes my position clear . I cannot sep ara te it.

Senator Sarbanes. In your sta tem ent you discuss some of the  
beneficial aspects  of the  SALT II agre ement. Then you sta te th at  
“a good case can be made  for the  propos ition th at  in the  absence  of 
a trea ty, the  r ela tive numbers would be even worse.”

Secre tary Kissinger . Yes.

LIMITATIONS IMPOSED BY TREATY

Senator Sarbanes. Now, does the  tre aty  impose limi tatio ns th at  
are  beneficial to us or does it impose limitat ions that  you see as 
being harm ful to us?

Secre tary Kissinger . I thin k if the  tre aty is perceived as rat ify ­
ing the existing s tra teg ic envi ronment, the n I believe it would have  
a harm ful effect. I believe if the  tre aty  as it  now stands , with  the 
clarifications  th at  I have  recommended, if we were placed into a 
diffe rent stra tegic env iron ment—then  I would support it. I think, 
as I have pointed  out in my sta tem ent , these achievements of the  
tre aty  are  esse ntia lly irre levant  to the  dan ger  we face, and there­
fore do not al te r the need for changing  the  stra tegic environm ent. 
They do no t change the  thr ea t to our stra tegic forces. They do not  
change the th re at  to the  regional balances. Probably no ne gotiation  
can achieve what un ila ter al efforts have not  created the  pred icate 
for.

WOULD KISSINGER HAVE SIGNED SALT II

Senator Sarbanes. Would you have closed on this  trea ty? Would 
you have signed off on it?

Secre tary Kissinger . This is a very  difficu lt question  to answer. I 
have continuously expressed my rese rvation s about the protocol, 
for example, in all of my discussions with  adm inis trat ion officials, 
who, incidentally , kept me generally briefed  abou t the  discussions.
I am not here  to critic ize the signing  of the  treaty . I am addressing 
the  question of th e context  in which rati fica tion  should take place.

Sena tor Sarbanes. I underst and  tha t, but  assum ing those clarifi ­
cations you men tioned had been negot iated,  would you have signed 
the  treaty  and presented it to the  Senate for our considerat ion?

Secre tary Kissinger . Well, you see, in any  adm inis trat ion in 
which I served, I would have opposed th e un ila ter al changes in our  
defense program th at  took place since 1976, and  therefore I would 
expect that  the  tre aty would have come up under conditions  of th e 
mil itary environ men t diffe rent from the  ones th at  now exist. So i t 
is very hard  for me to answer the  question in the  abst rac t of what I 
would have done if I would have signed this.  I am not objecting to 
the signing of it.
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Senator Sarbanes. Would you have signed it under  the  circum­
stances?

Secretary Kissinger. If  I had been in office and  had had an 
influence over the mil itar y program, we would have  had a d ifferen t 
mi lita ry program, and  wi th th at  differen t milita ry program-----

Senator Sarbanes. I und ers tand that  hypo thetical. If you had 
had the  clarifications  th at  deal with the  protocol and the noncir­
cumvention  provision, would you have now signed the  treaty  and 
presented it to the Senate?

Secretary Kissinger. Yes, probably, but probab ly I would have 
the n simultaneously asked for the  changes  in the  mil itary environ­
ment as an adm inis trat ion request. I t hin k we have a real problem 
th at  is incumbent upon us.

STRATEGIC CH AN GE S OVER LAST SEVERA L YEARS

Senator Sarbanes. I und ers tand tha t. I am not dealing with that  
issue at the  moment. Wh at I wan t to try  to und ers tand is w heth er 
you perceive weaknesses in the  te rms  of the tre aty  itse lf th at  make 
those  te rms  in  and o f themselves  h armful to our interests .

Secretary Kissinger. I th ink the tre aty  has to be seen in the  
context of the  Soviet geopolitical offensive th at  has  taken place, 
and of the  mili tary  crisis  th at  we are  facing. I am attempting  to 
deal with  all three issues simul taneously. It is th erefore  impossible 
for me to separate these  issues.

Senator Sarbanes. At the  time of signing of SALT I, should 
there have been this  agreed sta tem ent  on our force stat us that  you 
are  asser ting  we should have now?

Secretary Kissinger. At the  time of the  signing of SALT I, the re 
was a total ly diffe rent situatio n. First,  at  that  time, we s till had a 
considerable  strat egic  superiori ty. Second, the re had  not been the  
massive geopolitical ass ault about  which I am talkin g. Third, I 
would have welcomed a t th at  time such an agreed sta tem ent —our 
difficu lty then was to get  any defense appropr iations  out of the  
Congress—but I would have welcomed that.

Indeed, we committed ourselves uni latera lly  to do c erta in things,  
acce lerat ing certain programs as part of SALT I, which we the n 
had  g rea t difficulty fund ing in subsequent  years.

Senator Sarbanes. In 1976, if you had worked out the  cruise  
missile  Backfire questions, would you have  gone ahead to sign the  
tre aty if you had not had  the  problems of an election year  and a 
partis an issue?

Secretary Kissinger. In 1976, I was in favor of the  formula  that  
we were negotiating in Ja nu ary which linked ship-launched cruise  
missiles  to the Backfire, left ground-launched cruise missiles un­
const rained, and therefo re went  beyond wha t I am proposing here  
as a solution. At th at  time , we st ill had the  B- l, the M-X, and the  
Triden t I and Trid ent II on a much more acce lerated schedule. 
Under  al l of those c ircumstances, I would have proceeded.

Senator  Sarbanes. Despite the Soviet adventu rism  in Angola?
Secretary  Kissinger. Well, it was a very margin al case. I began 

to feel very dubious in Janu ary 1976 about wheth er I should go 
into  th at  negotiation. I went. It might have been a mista ke to have 
gone. This was the  firs t Soviet adve nture of t his  kind. Since that  
time, we have had Ethiopia , Zaire, Afghanis tan, South Yemen, 
Cambodia, and a whole collection of these  moves.

So, we now face a much graver situ atio n than  we did then .
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Senator  Sarbanes. Mr. Secre tary, I jus t wa nt to go back to my 
opening question. I do not think you can totally inte rtwine the  
quest ion of the mer its of the  treaty  with  these other two consider­
ations you have raised and  I will just unde rscore this  by leaving 
you with this though t before we all  go to vote. Suppose the Soviets 
foreswore adventu rism , and suppose we car ried  out the  mil itar y 
program you are  suggest ing. You still  might vote against the  
tre aty-----

Secretary Kissinger. No.
Senator  Sarbanes [continuing.] Whose terms  were not accep t­

able?
Secretary  Kissinger. Oh, yes.
Senator  Sarbanes. Therefore  you would have  to make a judg­

ment about the  term s of th e trea ty.
Secretary Kissinger. But my whole point, Sena tor, is, t he term s 

of the treaty  cannot be isolated, but  have to be analyzed in term s 
of the strategic situatio n.

Senator  Sarbanes. You would not recommend a treaty  to us 
whose terms you perceived as negat ive on the  basis that  th at  was 
balanced off and outwe ighed by a  falling off in Soviet adventu rism  
and  an increase in the  A merican arsenal , would you?

Secretary Kissinger. The prac tical effect of any  SALT Trea ty, 
however cleverly nego tiated , is to rat ify  the  exis ting  balance.  If, 
therefore, I am uneasy about the  exist ing balance, I am bound to 
be uneasy  about  the  treaty , even if I otherwise agree with  its 
terms.

Senator  Pell [presiding]. The committee will recess for about 5 
minu tes, and the n Sen ato r Church will be  back to preside.

[A recess was taken .]
The Chairman. The hearing  will please come back to order.
Senator  Zorinsky is o ur next  a nd las t Senator for the  f irst  round  

of questioning.
Dr. Kissinger, Sen ators may wish a second roun d of quest ioning, 

and  t ha t questioning period  should be limited  to 5 minu tes, depend­
ing upon how many Senators wish to ask questions. Otherwise, 
they would have  the  r egula r 10-minute period.

I would like to asc ertain  your own desires. Would you prefer to 
cont inue  and complete  your testimony or to bre ak and come back 
thi s afternoon?

Secretary  Kissinger. Whichever is more convenien t for the  com­
mittee.

The Chairman. The committee has two conferences with  the  
House of Representatives this  afternoon, one of  which is to begin at  
2 o’clock.

Secretary Kissinger. Then you would p robably prefer to f inish it.
The Chairman. Yes; we would prefer  to finish  it.
Secretary  Kissinger. Then I would be happy  to oblige.
The Chairman. Thank  you very much. Sen ator Zorinsky.
Senator Zorinsky. Thank  you, Mr. Chairm an.
Welcome, Dr. K issinger, to the committee.

STEPS RECOMMENDED TO HALT SOVIET ADVENTURISM

Dr. Kissinger, you ref er to Soviet adv enturis m in the  world re­
markin g that  it is not an  acceptable sta te of a ffai rs and cannot be
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continued. You date th at  unacceptab le sta te of aff airs  from 1975, 2 
yea rs before you left the Sta te Department. Wh at steps did you 
recommend in those 2 yea rs to encourage a  h alt  to  Soviet adv entu r­
ism?

Secretary Kissinger. I, of course, sought to res ist the  Cuban 
efforts  in Angola. We were  prevented  from doing so by various  
congress ional actions. We wanted to support  forces that  were re­
sisting . I thou ght th at  was a wate rshed decision in the  postwar 
period. The Cuban forces did not show up in Angola  unt il the  fall 
of 1975, so in fact we did not  have 2 years to deal with it; we only  
had  1 year, in effect, before the  election, aft er which  we were lame 
ducks  and could not do any thing  anyway.

In th at  1-year period, we then grad ually froze all negotia tions 
with  the  Soviet Union on other issues. But the  majo r debacle was 
the  inability  to resi st the Cubans in Angola, in my perception. 

SPECIFICS OF REQUIRED PROGRAMS

Senator Zorinsky. Dr. Kissinger, I am interested in your propos­
al th at  we should spell ou t wha t programs are  needed to mainta in 
stra tegi c equivalence and  express  our determ ina tion  to carry out 
such programs. Indeed, I have  recommended th at  we do ju st th at  
since the  fi rst day of th ese  hearings.

How specific do you th ink the  Sena te should  be in terms of 
listi ng the  programs required and what items  specifically would 
you include in that  list as being essential for equiva lence with the  
Soviet Union?

Secretary Kissinger. I of course am not a technica l mili tary  
expert, and this is no t a  mat ter on which I should comment lightly. 
Fir st, in terms of specificity, I thin k we need a 5-year program that  
indicates the kind of st rategy  that  t he adm inistra tion envisions for 
the  United States and some theoretical concept which addresses 
specifically the question of wha t happens und er conditions  of the  
rela tion ship  of s trategic forces that  are  foreseeable for the  1980’s, 
and  w hat happens even if rough par ity is achieved.

Senator  Zorinsky. Mr. Secre tary, you are  aware of an imbalance 
between this Nation and  the  Soviet Union, so therefore you mus t 
have a perception of what is needed.

Secretary  Kissinger. Senator , we need two things. We need a 
concept of w hat we are  try ing  to do. Then  we need some specific 
forces to try  to meet  th at  concept. I want to avoid jus t throwing 
weapons systems around. I think  that  for stra tegi c forces we have 
one of two requ irements . Either  we need an equivalent coun ter­
force capabi lity against  t he  Soviet Union, or they have  to get rid of 
thei r counterforce c apabili ty against the  U nited  State s.

Since I do not see the  la tte r happening, I would there fore urge 
an  accelerated deployment of M-X.

Senator Zorinsky. Being fully cognizant  th at  no adm inis tration 
can bind a futu re adm inistra tion and no Con fe ss  can bind a 
future  Congress, how do you perceive our abili ty in the  U.S. Sena te 
to lock in some of these  suggestions t ha t you have  made?

Secretary Kissinger. Of course, the re is no safeg uard  against a 
Pre sident  and Congress dete rmin ed to act  aga inst  wha t I consider 
the national  inte rest , in thei r perception of the  national interest . 
But  let me put it more positively, I would think  th at  the  Congress,



213

having careful ly considered the  mil itar y position of the  United 
Sta tes  in rela tionship  to the  SALT Trea ty, together with the  ad­
min istra tion , could art icu lat e a program. This would be something  
th at  a futu re adm inistra tion and a future  Congress would tak e 
seriously . If they  are  dete rmin ed to undo it, they will probably 
undo it. But th at  would certainly weigh heavily on the  scale, and 
those members of t he  Congress who are  of a  differen t view would 
the n be able  to appeal to that  prior dete rmin ation.

To continue to answer your question, I th ink we need to do 
something  on thea ter nuc lear  balances.  I th ink we need to do 
something  on the  capa city of o ur conventional forces for regional 
defense. And I thi nk  in this our allies  must mak e a larg er effort  o r 
thi s whole enterpr ise is not going to be successful. But that  p art , of 
course, you cannot  legis late here.

Senator Zorinsky. Mr. Secre tary, unfortu nate ly, both you and I 
know that  given the  choice between nat ional health insurance  and  
doing some of these things  we a re speak ing about doing now, t ha t 
nat ional hea lth  i nsu rance could ru n a very strong first.

Secretary  Kissinger. It could the n happen th at  by 1982, 1983, 
our  national secu rity would run a very strong second, and we will 
pay the  sort of price th at  was paid in the  th irti es.

Senator  Zorinsky. I fear you may be r ight .

SURVIVA BIL ITY  OF NAT O SHO ULD  SALT BE REJECTED

Secretary  Kissinger. My duty is to indicate  wha t is needed. I 
recognize your problems with  various consti tuencies.

Senator  Zorinsky. Mr. Secre tary, let me ask you this  question. 
The current Secretary of State was unable to give me a definitive 
answer, and replied  “I don’t know,” but th at  being as it may, I 
though t maybe from you r perspective you might tell me if NATO 
would be able to survive the  nonra tification of SALT II?

Secretary  Kissinger. Yes, I think  NATO would survive  the  non­
ratif icat ion of SALT II because our allies  in NATO are  tied to us 
by their  self-interest in having Amer ican protection  in case of 
aggression. On the oth er hand, I agree  with  the Secretary of Sta te, 
for whom I have a very high regard, th at  nonratif icat ion would 
have  an unf ortuna te impact in many European countr ies, and  
would raise serious questions  about the  stab ility  of our  governmen­
tal  processes. But so would a perceived milita ry imbalance.  That is 
our  problem.

Senator Zorinsky. From  your contact with  the  nations of the  
NATO alliance , is it you r assessment th at  they are  supportive of 
the  ratifi cation of SALT II?

Secretary  K issinger. They a re in the  same position I was in with  
Sen ator Sarbanes. If you press them to rati fy or not ratify , sep ara t­
ed from all contexts,  the y will say they  are  in favor of ra tification , 
bu t they  would also be deeply worried in my judgmen t about 
changes in the stra tegic balance. And they  should not have th at  
choice put  to them. But the re is no question in my mind th at  the  
European  leaders would prefer ratif icat ion to nonratification.

Senator  Zorinsky. Were  you aware th at  thi s Nation could not 
get the  acceptance of the  NATO nations  to deploy the  neu tron  
bomb?

Secretary Kissinger. Was I aw are of tha t?
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Senator  Zorinsky. Yes.
Secretary Kissinger. Well, you see, Senator, this  is one of those 

situations in which we a re perceived to be doing and what we a re 
perceived to wan t has a major  impact. As th e custodian of nuclea r 
weapons for the  alliance, we are put ting our allies  into  a very 
difficult position if we ask them whether we should or should  not 
deploy a weapon and leave it up to them  without indicatin g a 
preference  of our own.

Therefore, the ir reaction is a pt  to be a reflect ion of th ei r percep­
tion of how firm we are  in our  dete rmination. If we had  said we 
intend to deploy this  unless you object, I doubt seriously that  we 
would have had an objection, a t lea st not from Germany.

Senator Zorinsky. Do you feel, then , th at  this Nat ion should 
take it upon itse lf to mandate whe re we do deploy these types of 
arm aments?

Secreta ry Kissinger. No, bu t I think  with  respect to nuclear 
weapons, in which we have almost a monopoly of experience, that  
we have a  special reponsibility of leadership . I th ink we a re putt ing 
a heavy  burden  on allies, espec ially on the  Germans, of asking 
them  to  ta ke  a  positive step before  we make a decision.

Senator  Zorinsky. I migh t point out  th at  we cannot even find a 
State in thi s country that  will accept the  bur ial of nucl ear  wastes, 
let alone the  deployment of something like the  neutron  bomb.

Secreta ry Kissinger. There is no question  t ha t every co untry has 
major domestic  problems. Wh at we face is how long thi s can con­
tinu e withou t somebody hav ing to pay a price for it. It is not free.

Senator  Zorinsky. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Mr. Chairman , t hank you.
Senator J avits. Mr. Chairman , as we st ar t the  second round, and 

to accommodate Dr. Kissinger and  all of o ur time, may I suggest 
th at  th e second round be 5 m inu tes  for  each member?

The Chairman. Is there  objection?
[No response.]
The Chairman. Without objection, each Senator  will have  5 min­

utes.
Secretary Kissinger. I don’t know whe ther  I can give an answer 

in 5 minu tes. [General laughter .]
The Chairman. As you have said, you do not get to the  verb 

unt il then . [General laughter.]

FEASIBILITY OF OBLIGATORY COMMITM ENT ON FUTURE CONGRESSES

Dr. Kissinger, you have talked  about an obligatory commitment. 
We do not quite  understand how an obligatory  c omm itme nt can be 
made, because all of us app rec iate  that  one Congress cann ot bind 
another.  We canno t put a han dle  on the  futu re, but  you have not 
been very precise about wha t we should commit ourselves to.

As I und ers tand  it, the  adm inistra tion is committed to the build­
ing of the  Trident, a very big, new weapons program. We are 
committed to cruise missiles which will have a far  be tte r penet rat ­
ing capac ity tha n the B-l and  we are  well ahead of the  Soviets in 
th at  field. We are committed now to the  M-X, which does have the 
capac ity to strike and destroy the  most hard ened Soviet mili tary  
weapons, and  thus  is a kind of counterforce strike . Wh at more do 
you think  we should commit ourse lves to?
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When you answ er th at  question, will you also be precise  in 
numbers? Suppose th at the  adm inis trat ion  does keep its comm it­
ment for a 3-percen t increase in real  term s in the  mili tary  budget. 
Is th at  sufficient, or do you wan t 4 pe rcen t or 5 percent? Wha t is i t 
you are  a sking us to do?

Secretary  K issinger. Senator, I can  answ er be tte r the  category of 
weapons in which I th in k we need improvement, ra ther  than give a  
precise budgetary  est imate  which requ ires  a kind of technica l 
knowledge and sta ff which  I do not have. I believe, however, th at  
between the  Sec retary  of Defense, the  Jo int Chiefs of Staff, the  
Armed  Services Committees, and the  knowledge of th is committee, 
it ought to  be possible to work out an agreed framework.

As I have said, in the  strategic  field I would like to see an 
accelerated schedule for the  M-X and  a clear -cut  basing  system— 
which still does not exist.  In the  field of thea ter nuclear forces, I 
would like to see a precise program and not a theo retic al program 
for cruise missiles, and some thea ter  missiles  to offset the  SS-20 
and  the Backfire.

Third , I would like to see a program for stre ngthen ing  conven­
tion al forces and our  capabilities for rapid overseas deployment. 
What percen tage increase  this requi res, I am not  in a position to 
say. The J oin t Chiefs o f Sta ff have indicated 5 percent.  I said  in my 
sta tem ent  that  the  bur den  of proof th at  thi s is too high ough t to 
res t on the adm inis trat ion , given the  milita ry expertise of the  Joint  
Chiefs of Staff. But I th ink we need a rapid and  visible effor t in 
these categories.

Some of it  may alread y be coming on. I am not saying everything  
is new t ha t I am proposing.

SALT II DISTINCT IMPROVEMENT OVER SALT I

The Chairman. Would you agree  th at  the  SALT II Treaty is a 
dist inct  improvement over the SALT I Treaty  and  the  Vladivostok 
agre ement from o ur standpoint?

Secretary Kissinger. It is a  much more complex treaty  than  the  
SALT I Treaty , and  it  is there fore almo st impossible to compare 
these two, because the y occurred in differen t circumstances. With 
respect to Vladivostok,  it is a n impro vement in the  lower numbers  
and in the  ceilings on the  numbers of warheads . It is less good, I 
would think, in the  ambiguities with respect to cruise  missiles, but 
I am not criticizing it for being less good th an  Vladivostok. I think  
it has some improvements over Vladivostok.  In some respec ts I 
would say i t is sligh tly-----

The Chairman. On balance, it reduces  the  overa ll numbers  to 
2,250, since for the  fir st time it does establish limits on warheads. 
Since it also crea tes a subl imit  on MIRVed inte rcontinen tal ball is­
tic missiles and thin gs th at  they do, on balance, wouldn’t you have  
to say that  i t was bet ter?

Secretary Kissinger. I would list all of those as positive achieve­
ments .

The Chairman. Those are  positive achievements.
Secretary Kissinger. Definitely.
The Chairman. Ju st  to sum up your testimony, if the suggestions 

you have made on rese rvat ions  and clar ifica tions of c erta in ambi-
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guities with respect to the tre aty  and a commitm ent to strengthen
our  own defense posture  is also  made-----

Secretary Kissinger. And the  geopolitical linkage which I indi­
cated.

The Chairman. I do not know what th at  means, really. I would 
have to get into that  in more time than  I have, and  my time is up. 
I thi nk  that  this whole discussion overemphasizes the  impor tance  
of the  nuclear balance of ter ror  as it affects politica l activi ties of 
the Soviet Union. I ju st  th ink that  is a  revolut iona ry country,  it is 
not  going to change, it will not change  its stripes. It is not going to  
withdraw  from Africa or from other places where it seeks to in­
crease its influence, wh eth er or not we en ter  into the  SALT II 
agreement.

I see no basis in pas t experience to expect th at  they  will. If they  
would build a wall in Berl in, if they would tu rn  Cuba into a Soviet 
mil itar y base, when we had a preponderance of nuclea r superior ity, 
the n it does not str ike  me as very persuasive  th at  the y will be 
more inhibited if we bu ild the  M-X.

Secretary Kissinger. I think  they may be less inhib ited if we do 
not  build  it.

The Chairman. Sen ato r Javits?
Senator  J avits. Thank  you, Mr. Ch airman.

ABSENCE OF COOPERA TION  IF SALT II IS HEL D HOSTAGE

Dr. Kissinger, I am concerned abou t the  sense  of t iming here. If 
you agree that the re would be a serious blow of confidence to at 
leas t some European tem peramen ts, and if two of the thre e defense 
programs which you wish the  Congress and the  Pres iden t to a rtic u­
late  precisely heavily depend upon our allies—to wit, the ate r nucle ­
ar  balance, and the  capa city of conventional forces for regional 
defense, the  other being the  accelerated M-X—won’t we have a 
very tough time get ting  th at  kind of cooperation if the  SALT II 
Treaty  is held hostage to the  obliga tory comm itment you wan t 
from Congress and the Executive? It is likely to tea r apart  the  
McGoverns and the  Helms in term s of what it ought to be and how 
precise it ought to be, and  could ju st tie this thing  up for months?

Secretary  Kissinger. If the  McGoverns and  the Helms are  torn  
ap ar t now, why would t hey  not be torn apart  n ext  year?

Senator  J avits. I und erst and , sir. I only say th at  this will repre­
sen t a struggle  over a fini te thin g which we have  to decide even 
before the SALT II Treaty.  Won’t this underm ine our hopes for 
get ting  that  kind of confidence and that  kind of unity  which we 
need for more effective defense?

I ask the question be cause  i t is a thesis.
Secretary  Kissinger. Before I interrupted  the  chai rman , I 

though t he was head ing in the direction of a skin g me whether if 
all these things could be  achieved, I would the n support the treaty .
I w ant  to make clear t hat I would.

I say  th at, Senator  Ja vit s, before I answer y our  question.
The Chairman. You would? I see. I wish when I had put  the  

final  question to you, wh at I had meant  to say, and I do no t know 
whether I said it properly,  was that  I fail to see the connection 
between the  gre at emphasis that  is placed on the  connection be­
tween the balance  of our  nuclear  det errent , however imp ortant
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th at  mig ht be for the avoidance of a nuc lear  war  between our two 
countries.  Tha t is qu ite a sep ara te question, but  I do not see in the  
history of the  relat ions  between the United Stat es and  the  Soviet 
Union since the  Second World War much evidence to support the  
propos ition that  that  nuclear balance,  if ma inta ined as you would 
ma intain  it, will have any  grea t effect upon Soviet behavior in 
other pa rts  of th e world.

I th ink they  are  a revolut iona ry country, and  will continue to 
supp ort revolutions. I do n ot thi nk  that  they will regard  the  nucle­
ar  de ter rent  as credible, as a weapon th at  would actual ly be em­
ployed because it involves the self-immolation of both  countries, 
and therefore when they  were  willing to tak e big risks , when they  
were ter rib ly inferior to us, it seems har d for me to understand 
why the y should not be equally  willing to take big risks when they  
have  th e equiv alent  of ou r power.

Secreta ry Kissinger. They were  willing to take fini te risks when 
they were  inferio r to us, from which I would draw  the  conclusion 
th at  when  they are  superio r to us in stra tegi c effectiveness or in 
the  mi lita ry use of stra tegic weapons—or equal, if you  do i t on the 
basis of population damage and  destruct ion—then the y are  bound 
to run  bigger risks. Therefore  I would thin k th at  the  various other 
balances become more and more  important.

This is my concern, and  th is is why I am convinced th at  we will 
face, if present trends continue, dangerous situ atio ns in the  1980’s. 
This is what I am trying to deal with and on which I would like to 
get some sort  of national expression and within a framework that  
does no t unbalance the  percep tions.

I am sorry, Sena tor Jav its.  I felt that I had cut off th e chairm an.

EFFECT OF KISSINGER  PL AN  ON SOVIETS AN D BR EZ HN EV  SUCCESSION

Sen ator J avits. That is all right. We app reci ate  having your 
answers to our questions. I would like to have you answer one 
question, though,  and abandon the other one, because I do not 
wan t to intru de. We have looked at only one side of the  equation, 
to wit, the  United States, how do we react, wha t do we think  is 
necessa ry, and so on. What do you think  would be the  effect of 
your plan on the Soviets, i ncluding  the  Brezhnev succession?

Let ’s look at that side of t he  equation. Would you inform us on 
th at  subject  as you see it?

Secreta ry Kissinger. I think  t ha t successions in communist coun­
trie s are  always very uncerta in matters. I doubt th at  Brezhnev 
knows who his successor is going to be. If you look a t successions in 
other Communist count ries, and  in the  Soviet Union, it almost  
always has  been somebody who had not been predicted by outsid­
ers—partly  because if somebody emerges as a clea r successor, he is 
not always allowed to stay  in his cu rrent position indefinite ly.

With respect to the Soviet Union , we have  two somew hat con tra­
dictory problems. On the  one hand, we have to foreclose opportuni­
ties for expansion ism, for adventu rism , and for escaping the ir very 
serious domestic dilemmas by conspicuous successes abroad. At the 
same time,  we have to  keep open the  possibilities  of g enuine coexis­
tence. But that  always gets us into a massive domestic debate, 
because the re are  some people in our country  who are  willing to
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back only one side, e ither the confronta tion side or the coexistence 
side.

I th ink if we do no t have a balanced approach  we are  not likely 
to be able to succeed in eith er. If we emphasize only confrontation, 
then sooner or later this  is bound to become the  dom inant featu re 
of our relationship, and in the nuc lear  age th at  is extremely dan­
gerous.

If we emphasize only conci liation,  we will become subject to 
nuc lear  blackmail and we will crea te oppo rtunities  for adventu r­
ism. I do not thin k the  Soviets have a master plan  of world con­
quest. I think  the Soviets have a master  plan, if any, of accumulat­
ing power, without a precise  concept  of how they  are going to use 
it. This is why the opportunitie s have to be foreclosed. One canno t 
look a t this buildup at has  b een going on since 1963 uninterrupted ­
ly withou t assessing the  options it opens up for them  in the  
eighties.

So, I think  for the  Soviet succession it is important both that 
they  be discouraged from adv entu rism  but  also th at  they have an 
oppo rtun ity for a rela tion ship of coexistence with the  United  
States . We need both of these .

Senator  J avits. So you feel y our  policy adjust s to both?
Secretary Kissinger. This is w hat  I have in mind.
Senator J avits. T hank you.
I th an k the  Chair for his indulgence.
The Chairman. T hank you, Senator  Jav its.
Senator McGovern?
Senator McGovern. Dr. Kissinger, a mutua l frien d of ours 

though t I was disrespectful to you ear lier  in the  day in suggesting 
th at  you were par t of the  th reat .

Secreta ry Kissinger. Absolutely not.
Senator McGovern. I assu me it goes with out saying that  I was 

not talkin g about you personally. I was talk ing  a bou t the  fact that  
I feel th at  the cause of disarmament and of arm s control is threa t­
ened by the  position th at  you and  many other distinguished wit­
nesses have taken that  we cannot have this  tre aty unless it is 
accompanied by mi litary buildup. Tha t is what  worries  me.

Secreta ry Kissinger. Senator , we have faced each oth er across a 
gulf  of perceptions, always with mutual  respect.

NEED FOR MORATORIUM ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Senator McGovern. We ha ve indeed.
If we could in fact get to a freeze, a morator ium on nuclear 

weapons on both sides, ra th er  quickly, in SALT III, with agreed 
upon percentage  reductions, in your judgment, would that  remove 
most of th e things  you seem to fear, not only abou t the  trea ty, but  
about the ratif ication process? Would it, for example, mean that  
the  ICBM systems on bo th sides would th en be survivable, and that  
the re would be no need for the M-X?

Sec reta ry Kissinger. I would have to see the  cu rre nt  numbers 
before I can make a judgme nt. I know wh at the  t ren ds are. I do not 
know exactly  what the  c ur rent  dep loyments  are .

Sen ator McGovern. As I und ers tand it, you have been concerned 
thro ugh out  your career with the  problem of how to make nuclear 
weapons relevant to foreign  policy. I think  back as early as the
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1950’s you were arguin g that  the  doctr ine of massive retalia tion is 
so horrible that  it would never be used, and  therefore becomes 
irrelevan t to th e conduct of foreign policy.

Secretary Kissinger. That is correct.
Senator McGovern. You seem to be saying the  same thin g now, 

th at  we have to develop a concept of limi ted war, the  so-called 
counte rforce  c apab ility  whereby we could knock out Soviet missiles 
with out  necessarily destroying  Soviet cities. Is that  in fact your 
position? Are you try ing  to develop a scenario under which a 
nuc lear  exchange might  become thinkab le and therefore a possible 
foreign policy tool?

Secretary Kissinger. Any nuc lear  war  would have enormous 
casualties , even a war confined to stri ctly  milita ry targets. The 
situ atio n that  I find unacceptable  is where the Soviet Union can 
destroy our land-based weapons while we c ann ot offer a signif icant  
th re at  to the ir land-based weapons, and  on top of it  are  infer ior in 
thea ter nuclear weapons and in conventional  forces.

I think the cum ulative  impac t of all these imbalances is 
unacceptable. I would therefore recomm end since that  is the  only 
thing  we can do now, t hat we develop a  counte rforce ability aga inst  
thei r weapons which will then either  drive the m to sea or make  
them accept sub stantial limitations th at  would reduce  the  cou nter­
force threat to both sides, which I would welcome.

85 percent of soviet throw-weight in vulnerable targets

Senator  McGovern. Ju st  a short time ago, I think,  in 1974 or 
1975, you said th at  the Soviet Union  has  85 percen t of its throw- 
weight in the  most vulnerable targ ets,  th at  is to say, land-based 
missiles. The United Sta tes  has only about 25 perce nt of its throw- 
weight in vulnerab le targ ets,  and this  is continu ing your quote:

In the  1980’s, the greate r flexibility of our  force and the  greater  vulne rability of 
their  forces is very likely to bring  about a situa tion in which the thr eat  to the ir 
force is likely to be much greater  than the threat  to our tota l force, regardless of 
the  weight of the individual warhead .

Now, that  was only a very short time  ago. What has changed?
Secretary  Kissinger. What has changed is the  abandon ment or 

the stretch-ou t of the  stra tegic programs th at  would have made 
thei r force vulnerable. At that  time, the  M-X was going to be in 
operation  in 1983. Now it will be 1987. At th at  time, we were 
thinki ng of B -l ’s with cruise missiles, and  of a much faste r T rident  
program. I think  th at  the conditions th at  I described may still  
come about, but  the y cannot now come about unt il the  late  
eighties, so that  the re will be a time  period in which the  rela tive  
capabilities are  dangerous ly against us.

At that  time also, in 1974, we though t th at  our  forces would not 
become vulnerable un til  1985, or late r. Afte r 1985, was the  official 
est ima te that  we had at  t ha t time. These are  the  changes th at  have 
occurred.

Senator  McGovern. Mr. Secre tary, I am fru strate d by thi s 5- 
min ute  rule. We never seem to be able to finish any thin g th at  we 
st ar t here. Of course, I am not complaining, Mr. Chairman. Th at is 
the  n atu re of the process.

The Chairman. I und ers tand the  process, and  I have to apologize 
to the  Secre tary for leav ing now. I need to get a cup of soup before
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we get into conference with the  House at 2 o’clock. I am going to 
pass the  chai rmanship on down the  table , if I might . Gentlemen, 
we are  operat ing und er a 5-minute rule, so th at  the  Secre tary can 
get away some tim e this  a ftern oon a t a reasonable hour.

Senator  J avits. Mr. Sec retary, I, too, have to join  the  chai rman 
for the  conference, and  I apologize to you for  leaving.

The Chairman. May I tu rn  the  gavel over to you, Sena tor Pell? I 
believe Senator Percy  is next. Thank you very much, Mr. Secre­
tary, for your testimony. We ar e much indebted to you.

Senator P ell [presiding]. Senator  Percy?
Senator P ercy. Mr. Secretary, I would like to spend 15 seconds to 

also express my appreciation to you for the  immense contr ibution 
th at  you have made to thi s committee and to Members of the  
Sena te. You have analyzed  this  problem in a care ful and thou ght­
ful way and given us the benefi t of your  advice and counsel.

One of the  great privil eges that  I have  had in the  Sena te has 
been working with you intimately  thro ugh  the  years,  and I look 
forward to continuing th at  close relationship.

A former Secretary  of S tate said to me some yea rs ago t ha t the  
foreign policy of this country  can be no be tte r than  the  u nde rstand­
ing of it  by the American people and the  support given to it by the  
American people. I p resume you would agree  w ith tha t.

Ano ther  treaty, the  P anam a Canal Trea ty, car ried  w ith a marg in 
of one vote, and it was implied th at  without adm inis trat ion com­
mitmen ts to public works and  other extraneous things, there would 
have  been no ratif ication. I underst and  the re will be no deals cut 
by thi s adm inist ration on extraneous ma tters to get consent from 
any  Senators,  and I think  tha t is a wise policy.

ALLO WING ME DIA  COVERAGE OF SALT FLOOR DEBATE

Do you thin k th at  to enhance public und erst and ing of this  
treaty , it would be well for the  Sena te to open up the  Chamber to 
allow television, radio, and recordings to be made  under the rules  
of t he  Senate? All of the  proceedings of the  Sen ate  in this debate  
on a  tr ea ty that  involves the  futu re secu rity of the United State s of 
America, the  free world, and  our rela tionship  w ith the  o ther super­
power would be opened to public view.

Secretary  Kissinger. I real ly am reluc tan t to offer advice to the  
Senate on its procedures.

Senator  P ercy. You did not hesi tate  in the  past.
Secretary Kissinger. Oh, but  on its procedures, I have hesita ted. 

Given the eloquence of the  Members of the  Sena te, I thin k wha t 
you suggest might produce a longer delay in ratifi cation tha n 
any thin g that  has here tofore been proposed. [Genera l laughter.]

Senator  Percy. I do n ot think  that  is a factor  th at  has inhibited 
the  House. There is some concern about tha t, bu t the  House has 
adjusted. Do you think  it would be good for the coun try to have a 
be tte r unde rstan ding  of it that  could be provided by shar ing the  
debate?

Secretary Kissinger. What would have to be weighed is the  
adva ntag e to the  country  in sharing  the  debate against wha t it 
would do in the  long term to the  kind of debate that would be 
conducted. I frankly just have  not though t th at  throu gh. If I could 
limit it to that debate itself, it would cert ainl y seem to me benefi-
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cial to the  count ry to see as much of the debate as possible, but I 
have rea lly  no t th ought this one through.

Sen ator Percy. T hank you.

UNDERST ANDING CLARIFYING TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY TO ALLIES 
AND EXPIRATION OF THE PROTOCOL

The adm inis trat ion has  argued  against att ach ing  an  und ers tand ­
ing to the ins trum ents of ratif icat ion,  sta ting th at  we can transfer 
technology to our allies. The reasoning they use is th at  it would 
look as though we were ask ing for Soviet consent.  Certainly  that  
would not be the  intent ion of any of us who would offer such an 
understanding.  It would simply be notification to the Soviets that  
our ratif ication  is conditioned upon our und ers tanding th at  we ar e 
free to transfer  whatever technology is necessary for t he  security of  
our NATO al lies and for our own security.

Do you feel that  the re is sufficient valid ity to the adm inis tra­
tion’s position that  we should  not  consider such an understanding?

Secretary Kissinger. No, I favor such an understanding.
Senator Percy. Do you believe that  the  ambivalence that  you 

have said our allies feel abo ut this  tre aty  can be satisf ied if we 
adopt unde rstan ding s on protocol extension and  noncircumvention? 
I u nde rsta nd the  concerns are main ly mil itary concerns in terms of  
how th is tre aty  could a ffect thei r own security.

Sec reta ry Kissinger. I t hink  the ir concerns  would be s ubs tan tial ­
ly eased.

Senator Percy. Finally, in your sta tem ent  you sta te  th at  limi ta­
tions  on cruise  missiles af ter  the  protocol should be subm itted  to 
Congress only if it is pa rt of a n equitable arr angeme nt for the ate r 
nuc lear  forces. I cert ainly commend your mak ing thi s recommen­
dation to us, and many of us will study it carefully.

The adm inis trat ion has committed itse lf to this position. Do you 
think  an additional sta tem ent by the Senate is necessary  to reas­
sure  our  allies, taking into account that  the  election of 1980 could 
bring  any  kind of re sults and  we should bind any  President  in the 
futur e?

Secreta ry Kissinger. I have not studied the  record  enough to 
say. My understanding is tha t what the  administra tion is wil ling to 
accept is that  the re be no extension of the  protocol without the 
advice and  consent  of the  Sena te. My view is th at  there  should be 
no extens ion of the  protocol, period—tha t any  c ruise  missile limita­
tion should  be done only in the context of an  ent ire ly new negotia­
tion on the  theate r n uclear forces on both sides.

In this respect, I believe my position differs from thei rs, but  I 
have not studied the  record enough. If it agree s with  the  adminis­
trat ion , I am  del ighted.

Senator Percy. We will cer tain ly study it in th at  contex t, and I 
than k you for your suggestion  on it.

Senator Pell. Than k you, Sen ato r Percy.
Mr. Secretary , I was intere sted in your  comm ents about the  

eloquence of Senators and  the effect television might produce. In 
the  House it has had a certa in prolonging of events.  My own view 
is that  probably we should do it with public radio  as we did with 
our debate on the  Pan ama Cana l, and leave open the question of 
television . This is a question th at  will be discussed in the  coming 
weeks.

4 8 -2 5 0  0 - 7 9 - 1 5
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I appreciate your test imony very much indeed. I th ink you have 
a marvelously  diplomat ic way of not being too precise sometimes, 
and I am tryin g to figure  out  in my mind if you are real ly a hawk 
in dove’s feathers, or real ly a dove with haw k’s f eathers.

I thi nk  basically, whichever it is, it is a sensible road, and obvi­
ously has  a very real appeal to all of us, and in thi s regard , I was 
wondering if you r sugges tions for amendm ents—actually , each one 
of those amendments as I studied them  could be equally easily 
cons trued  as reservations or unde rstan dings. The very word 
“am endment” is a word th at  indicates, I thin k, in inte rna tion al 
law, the  necessity for reneg otiat ion.  Isn’t t ha t correct?

Secretary Kissinger. I t hink  wha t I have in mind here is achiev­
able with out renego tiation , bu t should be expressed as a binding 
ins truc tion  by the  Se nate  to  the  ad min istra tion .

Senator Pell. Tha t could be an und erst and ing or a reservation  
just as easily, could it  not?

Secretary Kissinger. Probab ly.
Senator Pell. Thank you.

QUESTIO N OF GEOPOLITICAL LIN KAGE

Now, coming to your  th ird  point, the  question of geopolitical 
linkage, do you really  feel it  is necessa ry th at  we tak e this  trea ty, 
which is concerned with  the  stra tegic balance of th e two superpow­
ers ’ forces, and link it to the various political  problems around the  
world? It seems to me you are put ting  an awful lot of weight on a 
pre tty  frai l back. It reminds  me a litt le bit  in domest ic political 
term s of how we wan t to get  rid of all prejudice and  bigotry by 
having desegregat ion in our  Nation ’s schools, and th at  has been a 
pre tty  heavy load for the  schools to carry.

I am wondering if you try  to link Soviet good behavior to the  
treaty , if that  is not a pre tty  heavy load on the  tre aty , and if by 
the same token they will n ot make counterdemands on us.

Secretary Kissinger. I am not linking Soviet good behavior to 
the ratif icat ion of the  treaty . I would like to use the occasion of 
rati fica tion  of the tre aty  to have  the  Sena te express its view of 
wha t is acceptable  intern ational behavior , and to rela te futu re 
negotiations not to every disp ute that  exists in the  world, but  to an 
overall  pat tern of conduct.

Obviously, competition is going to continue. Obviously, history is 
not going to stop. But proxy forces financed  by the  Soviet Union do 
not have  to march around the world; Soviet planes do not have to 
be in Cuba so that  Cuban plan es can be in Africa; Eas t German 
milita ry personnel do no t have to be a ll over the  world. This is the 
point  th at  I am tryin g to make, in gross term s ra ther  t han linking  
it to any  one individua l situ atio n. All I am suggesting is a  periodic 
review on whether these  cr ite ria  have been met, aft er which a 
decision can still be made on wha t conclusions to draw  from it.

Senator  Pell. If I und ers tand you, your linkage would be more 
like the Helsinki Accords. You would set up a norm  of wha t we 
expect of the  Soviets; is t ha t correct?

Secretary Kissinger. I would not make  the  presen t ratif ication 
condit ional on a  retroactiv e analysis  of what the  Soviets have done 
in the recent past, but  I would use this  rati fica tion  to put  the  
Soviets on notice that  future  negotiations  will be affected, not by 
every litt le dispute we may have, but  by the  overa ll conduct, in 
term s of crite ria  that  could be worked out by this committee or by
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thi s committee togeth er with the  adm inis trat ion. And a periodic 
review would be made  in the form of a report  by the  adminis tra ­
tion to the  Senate, and  then a periodic review by the  Senate  of 
whether these  cr ite ria  have been met, aft er which the  conclusion 
to be drawn would stil l be open to judgme nt, including wheth er 
any  SALT n egotiations then going on should  be continued. But I 
th ink it would pu t the Soviets on notice th at  in our mind political 
conduc t and mi lita ry buildups and milita ry restr aint  are rela ted.

Senator  Pell. Thank you. My tim e is up. I am very glad to have  
been with you. I ask  you to excuse me, too. The gavel will be 
passed to S enator Biden.

Senator  Biden [presiding]. I knew the  day would come, Mr. Sec­
retary , when I would be chairman of som ethin g you were testi fying 
at, if I just waited long enough. [General laug hter .]

Mr. Secre tary, you see, you have  me conditioned to speak in 
conditions.

Dr. Kissinger, I apologize for leaving for about an hour. I do not 
know whe ther  any  of my colleagues have asked this  question. If 
they have, I will leave it on the  record and you need not respond.

Tha t is, do you have any doubts about our  abil ity to verify this  
trea ty?

Secre tary Kissinger. I am not an expert on. verification. I have 
had  one briefing which  I found impressiv^TThere  are  cert ain as­
pects which in the  na ture  of things are  difficult to verify. Foi> 
example, since we do not  have a baseline on the  volume of the  
missiles, we will not be able to tell exactly wh eth er it is a 5-percent  
or 8-percent in cr ea se jl have coricTiKled tha t I dirnot-k now  enoughs 
about the  verific^tkm issue, but  not enoug h doubts have been 
raised in my mind with respect to the  verif ication issue for me to 
rais e it.

IMPACT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Sena tor Biden. With  regard to the  role of nucl ear  arsenals  shap­
ing regional outcomes, I thin k Sen ator Church, as I believe he 
usua lly does, has identified  a very basic issue, and that  is, can 
nuc lear  weapons rea lly influence the  outcome of regional develop­
ments?  My knowledge of the cha irm an’s position is t ha t he is very 
skeptical of th eir  hav ing an influence on regional outcomes as am 
I. You, in contrast , seem to be saying  th at  the  vulnera bili ty of the 
Minutem an at  a min imum has a political valu e or weighs in the  
politica l mix. That is, it seems to indicate th at  if we, the  Soviets 
and  the rest  of the  world perceive th at  Min uteman  is vulnerab le, 
as a consequence of th at  perceived v ulnerabil ity  we in turn  will not 
have the  backbone pote ntia lly to stand up in areas of regional 
conflict. It seems to me the re are  a couple of things to be said 
about tha t, and I would  like you to comment on them.

The first  is t ha t if the ICBM vuln erabili ty ques tion is a problem 
for the United State s, the Soviets a re going to have  an even gre ate r 
problem by the time  the decade of the  1980’s is out. We ar e talk ing 
abou t a window here somewhere between 1983, 1984, 1987, and 
1988. Once our new Trident is on, the  M-X—I misspoke and said 
cruise the last  time, I me ant  to say M-X—the Mark 12A warhead, 
all of these and all the things which you sugges ted are important 
to go forward with  are on line, the n the  vuln erabili ty th at  we are  
going to feel in the  ear ly to mid-1980’s will be cont rasted to the  
vulnera bility of the  Soviets with their  land-based system in the late
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1980’s. The Soviets m ight  have  more to worry about in that  regard 
tha n we, and the lifespan  of t hese  kinds of ag reem ents is a  ma tter 
of 4 or 5 years. That is not significant. We th ink fur the r ahead  
tha n tha t. It takes a long time for these systems to come on.

The second thin g th at  needs to be said is, as Senator Church 
argued, that  these  weapons are simply not th at  impor tan t in shap­
ing regional outcomes. For  example, the re was Hun gary in 1956, 
Czechoslovakia in 1968, and  Vietnam up thro ugh  the  early  1970’s. 
The Soviets have been adv enturi sts  for the  pas t 35 years. They 
view us as having been adv enturi sts  for the  past  35 years, and I do 
not think it is realis tic to assum e th at  the  theore tica l calcula tions 
of the vulnerability of land-based systems is going to fund ame ntal ­
ly curb  this adventurism on the  Soviets’ par t. I wonder if you 
would comment on th at.

Sec retary Kissinger. Le t me clarify my position. I am not saying 
th at  supe riori ty and strategic  striking power by itself  is going to 
solve regional conflict. I am saying th at  in the  1950’s and 1960’s, 
and even in the ear ly 1970’s, we used superio rity  and strategic  
striking powers to affect at  least some local outcomes.

Senator Biden. Where?
Secretary Kissinger. All of the  situatio ns which  you have men­

tioned were those in which it  was very clea r t ha t the United State s 
would not resor t to gen era l nuc lear  war—in Czechoslovakia, in 
Hungary . In those instances in which the  United  States really 
confronted the Soviets, th ey gene rally  pulled back ra ther  quickly— 
over Berlin  in 1961, on Cuba in 1962; durin g my period in office, in  
1970 in the  Jord an crisis, in 1970 in the  Cienfuegos crisis, in 1973 
dur ing  the  Mideast aler t—at  leas t in pa rt because we still had a 
sub stantial nuclear supe riori ty.

Now, I would not want the United Sta tes with  the  pres ent num ­
bers of weapons, no mat ter wha t theo retical superio rity  we could 
achieve,  to rely on stra teg ic nuclear  weapons for the prevention of 
regional conflict. The problem is, the Soviet Union  has  been superi­
or regionally in the  en tire  postw ar period, and th at  super iority,  if 
anything, has grown. No substantial efforts  have  been made to 
redress it.

If we add to t ha t the  vulnerabi lity  o f our  s trat egic forces, so t ha t 
the re is no possibility whatever  tha t in an extr eme  we might  re sor t 
to nuc lear  weapons, the n it  seems to me th at  the willingness to run  
risks  th at  the  Soviets dem ons trat ed—as the  cha irm an correctly 
pointed  out, even during the period of our nuclear superiori ty— 
mus t exponentially  increase. That is the  danger I see. Nor am I 
saying that  we can  solve th is problem by try ing  to reconstru ct the 
situ atio n of the 1950’s and  1960’s. That is beyond our  capabil ity, 
and is undesirable. But at  least we should not add a vulnerab ility  
in the  strategic field to the exist ing vulnerabi lity  in the  the ate r 
field. We should work drastically  to  overcome the  v ulne rabi lities in 
the  regional field, because the n we can be somewhat  more relaxed 
in the  strategic field. This  is the  gene ral concept  I am put ting  
forward.

Senator  Biden. My tim e is up, I am afraid.
Secreta ry Kissinger. If I could m ake one more comment, you a re 

quite righ t, Senator, th at  prospects  for the  late  1980’s are  real ly 
quite favorable, both in terms  of th e mil itary trends and in term s
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of economic and  polit ical trends, provided we can overcome our  
vario us energy crises  and  economic problems , and so on. But for 
th at  very reason, if th er e is a  window of, say, 5 years , in which the  
Soviets are  faced with a problem of wh eth er to change  the ir society 
or first  clean up th ei r inte rna tional  environ men t, the  tem pta tion  
may be very g rea t to try  to clear  up the  int ern ati onal environm ent. 
This is the period th at  I would call our  period of m aximum  dange r. 
If we can get through  tha t, I would say the tren ds in the  longe r 
ter m are  very much  in our favor. I would like to compress th at  
window a s much as possible.

Senator  Biden. I would really  like to pur sue  th at  point, but  my 
time is up. Tha nk you very  much.

Senator  Glenn ?
Senator  Glenn. Th ank  you, Mr. Chairma n.
Although I thi nk  th e balance of nuc lear te rror  idea as proposed 

by Chai rman  Church and  then as followed up somewh at by Sen a­
tor  Biden has not deter red  Soviet behav ior, it cert ainl y may well 
have  dete rred  oth er nati ons  from following the Soviets more close­
ly, and I think th at  is the  imp orta nt point, th at  is, the  perce ption  
of the  othe r nati ons  as to where the  balance  of power lies. I th ink 
if other natio ns percei ve one of these days th at  the  Soviets rea lly  
are  almig hty in the stra tegic  field, the re will be a far grea ter  
likelihood th at  they are going to follow the  Soviets by tol era ting 
local communist par ties , nego tiating more favor able tra de  agree- 
men ts or per mittin g Soviet nava l bases or wha teve r the  issue 
might be at th at  pa rticu lar  time, I thi nk  th at  is the  im por tan t 
thing .

Secretary  Kissinger. I agree completely.

WOULD KISSINGER SIGN SALT II

Senator  Glenn. Let me get back to an othe r subject. With all of 
the  changes th at  you feel have occurred and  the  shor t-term bene­
fits of th is treaty , would you have recom mende d th at  the  Pre side nt 
sign this tre aty  when  he did?

Secretary  Kissinger. I was asked the  same  questio n by Sen ator 
Sarban es.

Senator  Glenn . I am sorry, I was  not here  then .
Secretary  Kissinger. I did not give a clearc ut answer.
Senator  Glenn. OK, then , I will give you ano the r shot at  it.
Secretary  Kissinger. The answer I gave to Sen ator Sarbanes  was 

th at  it is very difficult to sep ara te a tre aty from the  gen eral  
stra tegic environmen t. What I would probably have done is recom­
mend to the  Pre sid ent  to sign the  tre aty  and  the n to come to the 
Congress with the  so rt of program th at  I am proposing, and  I 
would have trie d to incorpora te into the  tre at y the  reservat ions  
th at  I have indicate d here  need to be made. Tha t would have  
probably been my recom mendation.  It is very  har d to know wh at 
you would recommend.

Sena tor Glenn . It has  been said th at  some 80 perc ent of the  
tre aty  was negotia ted by you prio r to your leaving office. What  
would you have negotia ted diffe rently  since you have left office?

Secretary  Kissinger . Primarily  it would be in the  are a of the  
protocol. I thi nk  perhap s a dispr opor tionate effort was made on the  
defini tion of new missiles , considering th at  in effect they  rea lly do 
not limit  anyt hing . But, you know, any  outside r can nitpick any
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agreement when he has  not been in the  conference room and  has 
not been present in the balance of give an d take.

Sena tor Glenn . Mr. Secre tary, I d isagree with you. We were not 
in the  conference room. We were not negotia ting  it, either, yet  we 
are  going to have to vote yes or no. There is not any maybe column 
for us to check. This is why we are  calling on your exper tise.

Secre tary Kissinger. Senator, I have indicated those areas of th e 
tre aty  as it now stands  th at  I would like to see clarified by the 
Senate . With those clarif ications and  with  the mili tary  prog ram 
th at  I have proposed, I would recommend ratif ication.

AMBIGUITIES IN THE TREATY

Sena tor Glenn . But  in addition  to those caveats you have also 
mentioned ambiguities th at  you would like to get  s traighte ned out. 
I have gone thro ugh  those  in your sta tem ent , and I would tru st  
th at  you have seve ral more ambiguities  and  perhaps und ers tand­
ings of un ilat era l sta tem ents th at  you would like to get ironed out. 
Would there  be others  besides the ones you ment ioned here?

Secre tary Kissinger. Those a re the  princ ipal  ones.
Sena tor Glenn . The main  one th at  you mentioned is nonci rcum­

vention.
Secre tary Kissinger. They are  nonci rcumvention, the  protocol, 

and  futu re negotiations on SALT III. Those are  the  three th at  I 
mentioned.

Senator  Glenn . Those are  not exact ly ambiguities. We under­
stand the  protocol situ atio n, and when it run s out.

Secre tary Kissinger. Tha t is right . Noncircumvention  is the  
main  ambiguity.

Senator  Glenn . Are you concerned abou t any  of the  unila teral 
stat ements that  we have made thro ugh  all of th e negot iating  h isto­
ry? I have been very concerned abou t this,  and  I asked the  other 
day for a complete rundown from the Sec reta ry of State for the  
whole history  of t his  as to where we have made  a statement, and  
even though the  Soviets did not reply  we have  taken it that  t ha t is 
accepted because of th ei r nonreply.

I question that  modus operandi.
Secre tary Kissinger. I agree with you, S enator. We resorted  to it 

ourselves to perhaps an excessive degree in 1972, and in speaking 
to a group of Congressmen in the  White House at the  time, I 
mentioned un ila teral sta tem ents that  we had  made as a restr aint  
on Soviet conduct. I th ink experience has  shown that  th e un ila teral 
stateme nts that  we have made are  not a restr aint  on Soviet con­
duct, that  they do not bind the  Soviet Union. And as a general  
proposition I would th ink it unwise to rely on them  unless  we are  
real ly determined to break up the  agreement over noncompliance, 
and in practice  we are not likely to be willing to break up the  
agre ement on noncompliance.

Senator  Glenn . I hope we get a complete  listing on tha t. If you 
could add to any of t hat  for the Secretary of St ate , I am sure  they 
would appreciate you r inte rpre tation.

Secre tary Kissinger. I think  any un ila teral statements th at  we 
made are in writ ing somewhere. I do not believe there are any for 
which ther e is no record.

Sena tor Glenn . I am sure  they  will all be in the  record, and I 
hope to get  a comple te listing of those very shor tly, because I think  
they can be very, very importa nt. The issue of th e Backfire and the
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num ber  to be produced is an example of the  problem.  We have  a 
un ila ter al stateme nt. They  did not reply. Then  when they  came 
down to really push ing app arently to get a firm positive sta tem ent , 
there was all sorts  of foot-dragging and  relu ctan ce on the  pa rt of 
the  Soviets to real ly fina lly come out and  make a firm public 
sta tem ent t ha t yes, this  was the limit.

I would imagine  if i t came to  push and  shove on all the  un ila ter ­
al statements,  we mig ht find the  same  reticence  on the ir par t.

Secretary  Kissinger. Unilatera l sta tem ent s are very difficult  to 
enforce.

Senator Glenn. Thank  you.
Senator Biden. Thank  you, Senator  Glenn.
Senator Stone?
Senator Stone. Thank  you, Mr. Chairm an.

U.S. PROTESTED NUCLEAR MISSILE SUBMARINES IN CUBA

Dr. Kissinger, you test ified in my firs t round th at  the  U.S. Gov­
ern me nt protes ted every  t ime  the U.S.S.R. tes ted us on the visits  of 
all kinds and combinations of Soviet submar ines  to Cuba following 
the  Cienfuegos crisis.

Secretary Kissinger. I think  nuc lear missi le-carrying subm a­
rines .

Senator  Stone. Nuclear missile-carry ing subm arines, and you 
testi fied th at  t he essence of th e und ers tanding th at  you negot iated 
was to not prohibit nuclear-powered sub marine s but  to proh ibit 
Soviet nuclea r-missile-carrying subm arines. Th at is wha t we are  
concerned about. Is t ha t not  r ight?

Secretary Kissinger. Th at is right . But you have  to remember, 
Sena tor, that  I am doing this  from memory,  so if you find th at  
some subm arine  called the re that  we did not protest , I ju st do not 
remember.

Senator Stone. I am in a position to summ arize and  wrap this  up 
in just a minute . I have  jus t one more question. Do you recall, Mr. 
Secretary , whe ther  when you negotiated  the  agreement, you nego­
tia ted  an exception, to wit, that  even if a Soviet subm arine car ry­
ing nuc lear  missiles would be in violation , such a visit to Cuba 
would not be in viola tion even if i t lasted several weeks. If it were 
called  a port  call. Do you recall an exception under the  denomina ­
tion  of port calls?

Secretary Kissinger. I am sure  we did not nego tiate  an excep­
tion. The major concern we had was the  servic ing of nuclear sub­
mar ines from Cuban ports . Now, how you define  servicing—I do 
not think  the issue ever arose where a submarine carrying  nuc lear  
missiles made a port  call, at  least  what our defin ition of nuc lear  
missiles  was, which would be G, H, or Y class subm arines. So, I do 
not  believe we negotia ted the  exception, but those who have the  
records  ought to be able to check a ll of this.

Senator  Stone. Well, something as important as a loophole-----
Secretary Kissinger. But there would be no poin t in nego tiating 

a formal exception.
Senator  Stone. Exact ly. There  would be no point in allowing a 

Soviet missile-carrying subm arine to stay  arou nd in Cienfuegos at 
the base for several weeks carrying  nuclear  missiles and the n when 
you challenge them , to accept  as an excuse, th at  this is just a por t 
call, would it?
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Secretary Kissinger. We would have emphasized the  issue of 
wh eth er they were being  serviced  in Cienfuegos. At th at  time we 
had some crit eria  for servi cing which we in fact even wrote down.

Sen ator Stone. To tak e on provisions? Would th at  be included?
Sec retary Kissinger. Not knowing the  facts to which you are  

refe rring , my tenden cy would be to prot est this  ra th er  strenuo usly.
Sen ator Stone. Tha nk you, Secretary  Kissinger.
I th ink I can  now sum mar ize wha t I have  been af ter  in all of thi s 

submar ine questioning. You have testif ied th at  you protes ted and 
would prote st Soviet missi le-carrying  submar ines  making visits or 
being serviced at Cienfuegos, at  least.

Secretar y Kissinger. There  w ere a num ber  of occasions when the  
Soviet activity was not in legal violation of the agree ment , or 
wher e the  agre ement was sufficiently ambigu ous th at  you could 
have a debate about  it, bu t where we felt th at  it was a needless 
provocation and made ra th er  s har p and pointed comments.

Senator Stone. You did mak e prote sts of some of those visits, did 
you not?

Secretary Kissinger. T ha t is correct.
Senator  Stone. You consider some of them to be violations, did 

you not, and there fore proteste d them ?
Secr etary  Kissinger. We considered  them  incom patibl e with-----
Sen ator  Stone. With the  agreement.
Secr etary  Kissinger. And with  good rela tions betwe en us.
Sen ator Stone. I would like to proceed for at  least one extra  

min ute  afte r the red ligh t goes on in orde r to summarize wha t this  
line of questioning  has been all about.

Sen ator Biden. Th at is all righ t with  me if it is all righ t with 
Senator Zorinsky.

Sen ator Zorinsky. It is f ine with me.
Senator Stone. Tha nk you, Senator  Zorinsky.
The adm inis trati on ass ert s or least  implies th at  the  prohibi tion 

th at  you negotia ted is aga ins t nuclear-powered  subm arines. They 
ass ert  th at  in supplem entin g the  record, as aga ins t the  ear lier  
sta tem ent of my quest ion and the  Chief of Nav al Operations 
answer. I read from the  supplem enta tion of the record recen tly 
received:

It is my unders tanding  that  as a resu lt of an October 13, 1970, exchange between 
the  United States and Soviet representa tives , Pres iden t Nixon subsequently an­
nounced that  servicing of nuclear submar ines eith er in or from Cuba would be a 
violation of the unders tanding . This would apply to servicing of nuclear-powered 
submar ines, both SSBN’s [nuclear-powered ballistic  missile submarine ] and SSN’s 
nuclear-powered attac k subm arine . It would not, however, prohi bit port calls by 
such submarines.

I challe nge that in the  ligh t of th e logic of your testimon y th at  it 
is nuc lear missiles we are  tryi ng to keep out of Cuba, and not 
wh eth er the  platfo rm th at  brings  them  in is eit he r powered by 
diesel or powered by nuc lear . Tha t is point  1. Point  2, I asked the  
Chief of Naval Opera tions,  did the  Golf  s ubm arin es which visited 
Cuba in 1972 and 1974 carry  nucl ear missiles. He denied th at  they  
did. The adm inis trat ion has now suppl emen ted the record, a por­
tion of which is classified, and  my question and  his answer now 
read  as follows:
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If it were the  case that  the  Golf-1- II  submarines had visited Cuba, and there 
were two, and they were as recen t as 1974, actual ly carried SS-N -5 ballistic mis­
siles, would that  be a violation?

Admiral Hayward. As I indicated earl ier, Golf II  diesel submar ines carry  the SS- 
N-5 SLBM’s which is not accountable unde r the SALT I Treaty  or the  provisions of 
SALT II. The SS-N-5 SLBM is assessed to have a nuclear warhead [deleted.] The 
Golf II  subm arines which visited Cuba in [deleted] 1972 and [deleted] 1974. Charac­
teriza tion of those visits as violations, or non-violations, of an understanding  with 
the  U.S.S.R. is more properly within the  purview of th e State Departmen t, to which 
I would defer on the issue.

I have now had a let ter  from Secretary  of Sta te Vance  denying 
th at  any  of the  subm arine occasional port  calls were violations. I 
will read  his answer.

Subsequent ly, in the early  1970’s submar ines did make occasional port calls. 
According to the understand ing with  the  Soviet Union, such port  calls do not 
const itute  violations.

Yet you have testified th at  we did raise  the  quest ion th at  there 
were visits which were in violation.

I am  not quite through,  b ut  i f you have a comment, I will take it.
Secreta ry Kissinger. My comment would be this. I think  the 

Secretary of State is corr ect in pointing out  th at  por t calls not 
involving the  servicing of the  subm arines or missiles  would not be 
a techn ical violation. On a num ber  of occasions, and  I jus t don’t 
remember the  years  now, we protested even thou gh techn ically a 
sha rp lawyer could prove th at  the re were not violations, we felt 
they  were incompatible with  the  spir it of what we were  trying to 
accomplish.

Therefore, we protested  it.
Senator Stone. It troubles  me, Dr. Kissinger, very  much when 

the  adm inis trat ion denies  th at  nuc lear  missiles are  what this  is all  
about, and  when they  imply by the ir answers th at  we never  pro­
tested any thin g because there were no violat ions when in fact we 
did p rote st those visits.

Secretary Kissinger. Again,  I have to say in defense  of the 
adm inis trat ion,  to the  best of my knowledge the  prot esting always 
occurred in White House chann els ’ so it may be th at  the re is no 
formal  record in the  S tate  Depar tme nt abou t whether we protes ted 
or not.

Senator Stone. It troub les me great ly, Dr. Kissinger, th at  when I 
inqu ire using  open, unclassified inform ation  from Jan es  Fight ing 
Ships, th at  the  two Soviet submar ines  which visited Cuba carried 
nuc lear  missiles, that  is denied. Then, late r, by supp lementin g the 
record, it is admitted.

What I am troubled by is our  posture  of requiring compliance 
when we are  pushed by the  Soviet Union even in our  own hemi­
sphere.  Tha nk you, Mr. Cha irman.

Senator Biden. You a re welcome, Senator.
Sen ator Zorinsky?
Senator Zorinsky. T han k you, Mr. Chairman.

REQUIREMENT THAT THE ADMINISTRATION REPORT ON SOVIET BEHAVIOR

Mr. Secre tary, in your sta tem ent with respect to your recommen­
dations concern ing those cri ter ia which should accompany SALT II, 
you precondition ratif icat ion of the  treaty  on the  following: “Tha t 
the  Adm inist ration be require d to submi t an annual report to the 
Sena te on the  degree to which  the  Soviet Union is living up to 
these crit eria , that  the  Sen ate  vote every 2 year s its judgmen t 
whether the  Soviet Union has lived up to these crit eria . If the
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judgmen t is negative, the  Senate should then  vote whether what­
ever SALT negotiations are  tak ing  place should  be continued.”

If these provisions had  been proposed in connect ion with SALT I, 
would you have supp orted these  provisions?

Secre tary Kissinger . Probably not, but  th at  was before the  
Soviet geopoli tical offensive. We tried to act on some principle s like 
this. The idea of linkage was one th at  was hotly debated, and th at  
we affirmed we were carr ying out. So, I would have suppor ted it in 
practice . Whethe r I would have supported  it as a Senatorial  
amendment, I do not know. I think  now, af ter  4 years  of a  geopo­
litica l offensive by the Soviet Union, we face a more difficult situa ­
tion than we did in 1971. Now I think  it is important to put  them 
on notice that  this condu ct is unacceptable, and  indeed dangerous  
for them as well. So I think  unde r the conditions of 1979 t ha t it is 
necessary.

EFFEC T OF AMENDING THE TREATY

Senator Zorinsky. Mr. Secre tary, what would you envision in the  
even t that  the  Senate  approves  a direct amendmen t to the  treaty ? 
Do you feel tha t would put us back to  square one?

Secre tary Kissinger. No. I expect th at  in case of an  ame ndm ent 
by the  Senate, it would probably end any negotiations  until our  
election. I believe th at  the re would be a tremendo us blowup, a 
crisis atmosphere, and  th at  nothing furth er  would happen until 
aft er our elections. In all probabil ity, the  adm inis trat ion would 
follow, as the  Pre sident  has already indicated on a num ber of 
occasions, the  SALT limits. We would not  get  the  higher defense 
program that  I am talkin g about, and the refore  the  process of 
rectification th at  I consider essen tial will be delayed by 2 or 3 
years,  at which poin t probably negot iations would star t again. This 
is why, on balance, I pre fer  to find a way to impleme nt the  remedi­
al measures now.

Sena tor Zorinsky. Let me summ arize  this , because I wan t to 
know your th inking.

Now, you do suppor t the  ratif ication of the SALT II Treaty  by 
the  Senate?

Secre tary Kissinger. Within the  framework that  I have 
indicated.

LINKAGE BETWEEN SALT AND OTHER SOVIET ACTIONS

Sena tor Zorinsky. W ith the  changes in the  determinat ion of th is 
Nation to recognize cer tain deficiencies and to link  and tie Soviet 
actions  elsewhere directly  to this trea ty?

Secre tary Kissinger. I would say Soviet geopolitical conduct else­
where,  and with the  clarifi cations th at  I have  indicated, yes. I 
would support it.

Senator  Zorinsky. Is this  an inseparable linkage that  you are  
presenting to us?

Secretary  K issinger. Yes.
Senator  Zorinsky. Tha nk you, Mr. Secre tary. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman.
Sena tor Biden. Mr. Secre tary, I will just detain  you one more 

moment, if I may. I th ink your clarifi cation of how linkage  relates 
to SALT II is imp ortant , at  least  as I understood  it, and I would 
like to repeat what I thi nk  it is, and have you tell me if I am 
correct or not.
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You a re not saying th at  we are  linking Soviet conduct to passage 
of SALT II, but what we are doing, you are  saying, is th at  at  the  
time passage of SALT II, we are put ting the  Soviets on notice th at  
for SALT III we are  going to consider linkage?

Secretary  K issinger. Correct.
Sena tor Biden. And one other point. I th ink I understand your  

explanation, and it explains  wha t I quite honest ly, quite bluntly  
viewed as an inconsistency based on a political motivation, but  
maybe I was too cyn ical, and I mean this  sincerely.

In SALT I, at  the  very  time we were mining Haiphong Harbor, 
you were arguing, no linkage.

Secre tary Kissinger. I was not argu ing anything .
Senator  Biden. I know well the re were those in the  Senate—I 

was not here  then , bu t if I am not mis taken—who were arguing, 
although  the  word did not take  on the  meaning  to the  full ex ten t 
th at  it has now when we say linkage, th at  SALT I should be 
viewed in the context  of overall United States-Soviet relat ions,  yet 
at  that  time lite ral ly we were in Vietnam  and  literally  mining 
Haiphong Harbor, and  it did not seem to get in the  way of whether 
or not we should have a SALT agreem ent.

Secre tary Kissinger. Fir st of all, liter ally , the  North Vietnamese 
were launching a major offensive with Soviet weapons—

Sena tor Biden. I know. Tha t is th e whole point.
Secretary  Kissinger [continuing]. Which is wha t triggered  the  

whole enterprise. Secondly, when the  decision was made to mine 
Haiphong Harbor, we fully expected th at  the  Soviet Union would 
apply linkage, and  in fact  expected th at  they would. They decided 
for reasons of th eir  own th at  they  had  too many other inte res ts at 
stake, so they  did not  apply it. We have  the  option under what I 
am suggesting  here also not apply it in specific circumstances . I 
believe that  as a  gene ral  proposition the  conditions that  have exis t­
ed in the last 5 years are too dangerous.

Sena tor Biden. Maybe focusing on Haiphon g Harbor was the  
wrong focus. The point was th at  the  Soviets were supplying arm s 
and  were part of the  Vietnamese offensive. They  were supporting 
the North Vietnamese offensive which brou ght us to the  point  of 
deciding to mine Haiphon g Harbor . The whole point  is, we were in 
conflict more directly  with  the  Soviet Union the re tha n we are  
now, and  ye t we wen t forward  with SALT I.

You jus t stat ed th at  the  Soviets had the  option if you will, to 
apply linkage from thei r perspective, and they chose not to, the  
same option th at  we would have in SALT III if we adopted your  
language, but I wonder as a practical  mat ter—you knowing the  
political system as well as any person in this  town—if the language  
which you suggest att en d this treaty  as it relate s to SALT III and  
to linkage  were to be passed, would the re be any option for a 
future  Congress to mak e the  choice of wh at it considers to be 
linkage that  would war rant  us not going forward with a SALT III. 
As a practical ma tte r, once th at  language is in there, I doubt  
whether we would have that  option.

Secre tary Kissinger. Fir st let me deal with  the  point you made, 
th at  this was put  forward for politica l reasons . I have not noticed 
th at  the word “lin kag e” evokes wild public applause  in front of 
audiences or tha t thi s is an issue on which the political benefits are  
self-evident to anybody. I believe th at  we a re facing a very serious 
problem in the  use of proxy forces, in the  assaul t on the  general
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world equilibrium,  and I am groping for some way of finding a 
nat ional consensus to indicate  th at  this  is unacceptable. I will not 
insist on every last  word of th at par ticula r provision as long as  the 
spi rit of i t can be embodied in some method of putt ing  the  Soviets 
on notice  of what  we consider acceptable conduct, and  as long as 
some periodic review of it is made, wha tever conclusions are then  
draw n from it.

Senator Biden. I do not th in k that  is an unreaso nable approach. 
For the  record, to clarify, I did say that  at the  outs et I thou ght it 
was politically motivated , and  I am not at all sure  th at  is the case. 
I th ink  it is not political ly motivated now, but to mak e the  point 
fur the r, it would be polit ically  advantageous—you will get much 
more wild applause from the  public today saying, le t’s get tough 
with the  Russians than to make the  argument  of l et ’s really limit 
arms, le t’s not have a buildup. Further,  j us t as in the Democratic 
Par ty, if someone atte mpted to get the  Democratic nominatio n for 
Pres iden t, let ’s say, so you will  know I am not talkin g about  you 
because you are  constitu tionally  ineligible to be Pres iden t by 
reason of birth, but  if someone were seeking the  nominatio n for 
President  in the Democratic Party , it would be very difficu lt in my 
politica l opinion for them to tak e a very, very har d line  anti-SALT, 
antinegotia tion  posture, and not  run  the  risk of losing the  liberal 
wing of the  Democratic Pa rty , and conversely in the Republican 
Party.

I th ink it would be very difficult for someone to come out four­
square strongly jumpin g in wi th both feet for a pro-SALT position, 
now, a nd not at least  have  to face the elem ent of th e par ty that  is 
represe nted by fine men, and  I mean it sincere ly, like Jesse  Helms 
and others. So the re are  polit ical considerations th at  might  be 
taken into  consideration not by you but  by some of us possibly in 
deciding how we came down on SALT, depending on what are our 
inte res ts and aspirations and  w hat  pol itical par ty we a re  in.

That is a ll I meant. It can have some relevance. It is not pristine .
Senator Stone?
Senator Stone. Dr. Kissinger,  I simply want to than k you for 

put ting this  SALT hea ring  in the  context of the  real  world— 
par ticu lar ly what  you have  been able to enlighte n the  American 
public on today with regard  to the  regional challenges, the  proxy 
challenges, the gnawing a way not directly at  the  United  States but 
at  the  Third World and  in oth er regions, and  ju st  all over the 
world, and  in linking not the wording of t reaty  bu t the  posture  of 
the  Uni ted States to both wh at we do about our own stre ngth and 
wha t we do about the  challenges.

I th ink you have made a grea t contribution today, and I tha nk 
you for it.

Secreta ry Kissinger. I t ha nk  you, Senator.
Sen ator Biden. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary . I th ink  you 

have made  a contr ibution today and I appreciate it very much.
As cha irman, it is my tas k to do two things at  this point. One is 

if not to announce, at leas t to suggest that  this  committee may 
very well like to have you back  in September if you would consider 
coming back and testify ing. You are always a br ill ian t witness.

Also, I wish to announce th at  tomorrow the  comm ittee will meet 
in execut ive session all day on the  question of verifica tion. On
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Thursday, the  comm ittee will meet in this room in open session to 
hear Joh n J. McCloy and  General Haig testify. Again, Mr. Secre­
tary, tha nk  you for you r indulgence. This mee ting  is adjourned 
un til tomorrow.

[Whereupon, at  2:35 p.m., the  committee adjourned subject to call 
of the Chair.]





SALT II TREA TY

THUR SDAY, AUGUST 2, 1979

United States Senate,
Committee on F oreign Relations,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at  9:07 a.m., in room 318, 

Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Fra nk Church (cha irman of 
the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Church, Pell, McGovern, Biden, Glenn, Stone, 
Sarbanes, Zorinsky, Javit s, Percy, and  Hayakawa.

Also present: Sena tor Cranston .
The Chairman. The hear ing will please come to order.

opening statement

We are pleased  to have before the  committee this  morn ing John 
J. McCloy, a distinguished  elder sta tesma n in the  field of arms  
control as well as United States-European relations. Mr. McCloy 
was High Commissioner for German y from 1949 to 1952. Since the 
early  1960’s he has been involved in disarm ament and arm s control 
activi ties and  has  been a senior adviser  on arms control  to Pres i­
dents Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and  Ford.

Mr. McCloy, I am pleased to welcome you to the  committee this 
morning.  We look forward to your stat ement .

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McCLOY, COORDINATOR OF U.S.
ARMS CONTROL ACTIVITIES, 196 1-63, AND FORMER U.S.  MILI­
TARY GOVERNOR AND HIGH COM MISSIONER FOR GERMANY,
NEW YORK, N.Y.
Mr. McCloy. T hank you very much , Mr. C hairman.
I think, if I may, instead of re ading my sta tem ent  I will summa­

rize it and the n open myself to you r questions. I do not want to 
impose on the committee’s time. I know that  it has been very 
pressing. I will refe r a l ittle bit to my experience  to  which you have 
already refe rred , Mr. C hairman. I was also the Assistant Secretary 
of War, as you know, and had a combination of mil itary defense 
and disarm ament  experience and  a considerable amo unt  of con­
fron tation with  t he Soviet Union.

I do not go quite as f ar back as Averel l does, Averell Ha rrima n— 
I thi nk  he wen t back to Trotsky the other day—but I go back to 
Stal in and to Molotov, and cer tain ly Khrushchev,  but  I wan ted to 
star t off by talk ing  a littl e bit abo ut the  treaty  process, which  has 
troub led me a litt le bit.

The oth er day I called the  White House to try  to find out how 
this  two-thirds thing really got into the  Const itution.  Well, he

(235)
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couldn’t tell me, because  he was doing something else, but  they  
referre d me to the  Sta te Departm ent,  and in the  meantim e I went  
up and  did a littl e research myself, and I thin k it is very revealing. 
I am sure the re are  Members of the  Sena te th at  are  quite as 
fam ilia r as I am with  the  subject, or more fam ilia r tha n I am with 
this subject.

The Chairman. Mr. McCloy, would you please  pull the  micro­
phone  up  a littl e closer?

Mr. McCloy. Certain ly.
As I said, my research  was quite reveal ing. I wen t back to some 

very early records. I found th at  in the  Articles of Confederat ion, 
the  whole treaty  mak ing process from beginning to end, from the  
negot iations and firs t contacts  to the  final approval  was in the  
Continental Congress. It was in Congress assembled. They didn’t 
have  any President or did n’t have anybody else involved, and they  
had agents. They called the m agents. I think  John Adams was one. 
I th ink John  Jay, for whom I have been named, was one, too. But 
the n they  came to the  Constitu tional Convent ion and  they had to 
have  a new provision because they had two bodies in the  Congress, 
the  House and the  Senate.

The first  draft th at  came  through in the  Constitu tional Conven­
tion provided that the  Senate  would have  all of the  complete 
autho rity  in respect to a tre aty , no Presid ent, nobody else involved. 
Th at was the first  draft . Then  they began to th ink a littl e abou t 
the  inconvenience and how hard it would be to negotiate,  and they 
said, well, we have had agen ts in the  past, and  as a ma tte r of 
convenience, they brou ght  th e President into  th is process.

At that  time, the  House of Representatives got a littl e restive 
and wanted to get into the  act, and I think  it was Wilson of 
Pennsylvania and Mason of Virginia who tried to get the  ent ire  
Congress in. T hat  was defeated. Then they  put  w hat  in effect is the  
presen t provision into the Constitution with  a two-thirds vote, so 
the  two-thirds figure seems to have come from the old Articles  of 
Confederation where  nine out of the  13 sta tes  had to assert 
approva l.

Again, John Jay  began to talk about how elite  the  Senate was 
and how much more significant it was tha n the  House of Repre­
senta tives . He gave a grea t deal of kudos to the Sena te and said 
what a fine deliberative  body it was, bu t he pointed out that  the  
Senators were appointed by the  States. That is how it was then.  It 
was not changed, I believe, unt il around 1912.

So, by one vote they pu t the  two-thirds provision into the  Consti­
tution.

The significant thing to me is t ha t they  treated thi s whole th ing 
as a legislative problem, because they  talked in terms  of the law, 
the  supreme law of t he  land . Well, who makes the  law of the land? 
It is the  legislative body; th e executive does not make it.

Then  Alexander Ham ilton made a sta tem ent  which I have in my 
stat ement . I thou ght  thi s was a very inte res ting statement. If I 
may, I will ju st read  it. This  is regarding  the  Cons titut iona l provi­
sion as it is now, and was adopted. He said, “The qualit ies else­
where detailed as indispensable  in the manageme nt of foreign ne­
gotiation s”—he spelled it with a “c” in those days and we spell it 
with  a “t” ; I see it has been  corrected  in my dra ft though I had
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hoped they  had left the “c” in the re—“po int out th at  the  execut ive 
as the  most fit age nt in those transa ctions”—he was refe rrin g to 
the convenience of it—“while the  vas t importance of th e tru st and 
the operat ion of the  tre ati es  as laws plead stron gly for the partic i­
pati on of the  whole or a portion of th e legis lative  body in the  office 
of m aking them .”

Jam es Madison said the same thin g even more  pointedly, and as 
I said, the  Sena te was ult ima tely  chosen to receive this  tru st on the  
arg um ent  of Joh n Ja y rega rding the  significance of the Sena te as it 
was selected by t he legi slatures  of th at  time.

When they went back to the  origin al record, I could not help but  
see the  tremendous emphasis placed upon the  legisla tive aspect of 
this , and the  fa ct th at  from the very beginning  it was though t to be 
a legislative problem because of its association with  the  supre me 
law of the  land.

In my original draft, I commented th at  I had the  impression th at  
if it was thou ght at  any  point  th at  the  Executive was exerting  any  
influe nce or pres sure  on the  legisla tive body in the  course of its 
delib erations on a tre aty , I used the  expression th at  they  would 
tu rn  in the ir graves. However, I dropped th at  rhetoric  and said 
th at  t hey would no t look kindly  upon it.

Bear  in mind th at  tre ati es  were very unp opu lar  in those days, 
and  the re was a gre at deal  of criticism. There was a gre at deal of 
critici sm with this  pa rti cu lar  provision. Lat er on, Joh n Hay cri ti­
cized it. He was Abrah am Lincoln’s secretary, as I recall it, and 
lat er  he was Sec reta ry of Stat e in the  Roosevelt adm inist ratio n.

In any case, the  essence  of the thin g lies in the legislative body. 
It was pointed out th at  a tre aty  could g et you into  a war, you could 
come to the  aid of an othe r country , and  you could even dispose of 
some prope rty in the  United  States , because it was the  supre me 
law of the  land, and the refo re it was fun dam ent ally  a legislat ive 
preroga tive.

I though t th at  was very interesting. As I say, it is only an aside, 
but I am concerned abo ut the tre aty  process, because I have a 
feeling  t ha t as we go along, something is wrong with it. We get  into 
thes e sort  of Army-Navy games jus t before the  treaty . We ha ve the  
pressures to reach  an agre ement. There is pressur e on our delega ­
tion to reach an agreem ent.  I thi nk  the  idea of having  success 
ra th er  tha n failure , public  opinion, media  all have  an  effect on the  
process. We are subjected to pressures which I do not believe the  
Soviet negotiators are. They  know they are the  beginning and the  
end of all of the ir process, but  I thi nk  othe rs have  spoken abou t 
th at  here.

I have read some of th e tran scri pts,  and  they indic ate this. My 
exper ience  has been th at , at  least  as of my time , the re was a 
pressur e exerte d to get to a tre aty  at  the  las t minu te, and th at  
pressur e generally was favora ble to the  Soviets ra th er  tha n to us. 
Now, I do not wan t to mak e too much of it. In here, I used the  
term “they  get agr eem ent itis .” Tha t is a term th at  I have coined. I 
have noticed it develop. I th ink  th at  we are  subjec t to pressures by 
reaso n of our open society to a degree.

The Chairman. It rea lly  is the fund ame ntal  difference between  
an open and a closed society.
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Mr. McCloy. Tha t is righ t. That is exact ly wha t it comes down 
to.

My oth er point is this, and  I will not spend so much time on it. 
You know, we send out tas k forces all over the  place, and I have 
atte nde d two or three of those. Now, they  did not help  me. I was 
stru ggling to try  to find my own answer to this  quest ion of what do 
you th ink about this treaty . I went  to two or thr ee  of those meet­
ings. The re were lawyers’ briefs  presen ted. They were minimizing 
the  arg uments on the  oth er side and maximiz ing thei r own argu­
ments.

I do not recall having any  tal k about the  build up or the  vuln er­
abili ty aspect, which has  been  such a larg e pa rt of your delibe ra­
tions  here. I suppose this is pa rt of our democratic  process, but I 
have the  feeling th at  the  cou ntry  and the  Sena te deserves a little 
be tte r than  this. But at  this poin t let me say th at  I am very much 
impressed because I have rea d the  tran scr ipts of t he  prese ntati ons 
made her e to date. I thi nk  the y have been objective, well done, a nd 
th at  the re has been a ra th er  high  order  of testimony, so my crit i­
cism does not go to tha t. My critic ism goes to the  drum min g up of 
sen tim ent  throu ghou t the  coun try, which I do not think is very 
helpful.

How the  questions are  pu t is not significa nt. Of course, it is too 
late to change our con stitu tion al provisions. We cer tain ly don’t 
wan t to change that now. If I said th at  the  Foun ding  Fathers 
tur ned  over in the ir graves,  well, they  have been tur ning  over a 
good bit in the last 200 yea rs when  they  see wha t has  happened to 
the  Constitution in th at  period, but  I do thi nk  this  is worth y of a  
stud y by the  Committee on Fore ign Relations.

This tre aty  makin g process—I got a Macedonian call in connec­
tion with  the Panama  Treat y to try  to push  thin gs throug h. I 
would hope th at  somehow we could space the  process so th at  some­
how it would not have the  polit ical aspect, and par ticu lar ly in this 
one w hich so vitall y affects the security of thi s count ry.

I th ink both sides, pro and  con, doves and hawks, have to get 
toge ther to try  to work out the proper solution  and prop er answe r 
to t his  question.

Mr. Chai rman , as you ment ioned, I was the  firs t Cha irm an of the 
Advisory Committee. I formed the  original ACDA. Pre side nt Ken­
nedy asked me to come down and set th at  up, which I did, and I 
did become the first Chai rman.

Let me say a word or two abo ut verification. I will not  dwell on it 
because  I think you have got ten  some very good briefin gs in con­
nection  with  it. At one time I was very fam iliar  indeed with this 
verif icatio n process, and wh at we had in the  way of mat eria l, and 
the  exten t to which we could real ly verify wha t the Soviets were 
doing, and  I have seen all of th is technique. I have not been briefed 
up to date on this, but  I am sur e it is be tter now t ha n when I was 
here.

I wa nt to emphasize again th at  when we are  in an open society 
and the y are  in a closed society, and we a re dealing with a securi ty 
ma tter, the y sta rt with a verifiable tre aty  and we do not  have a 
verifiable trea ty, despite all the  techniques and the  signs th at  we 
have.
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We canno t get so much knowledge of what is going on in thei r 
count ry, not as much  as they  can  ge t about  us. They have a passion 
for secrecy as opposed to our passion for disclosure and leaks. That 
is a big asset on thei r side, but I do want to say this  about 
verification, if I may. I believe the  Pre sident  said that  he would 
assu re the  A merican people that  he would not  sign any tre aty  t ha t 
could not be verified. Well, that  is OK, but  there has been a gre at 
deal of emphasis on adequate verification.

However, I go beyond tha t. I say th at  the  Soviets are  a strong 
and  powerful nation. They have an ideology th at  is different from 
us. We have to tak e some risks, and  even though we know we 
cann ot verify as well as they  do, if we are  going to get on w ith this  
thing and have a modus vivendi with  them and try  to achieve 
peace and some reduction  of arm aments which  is so important, we 
have  to take  those risks.  I would want to say one or two things 
more about tha t.

First , let me say th at  the  amou nt of inte lligence I thin k we have 
to gathe r now is very  much gre ate r than  what we had in the  past, 
what with the  killer satel lites , of the Cuban business,  and so many 
oth er things. There is generally  information th at  we do not have. 
We must not be misled by the fact th at  when you see some of these 
photographs, they will show you the  head  of a screw on a missile. 
Th at is not the  measure of our abil ity to tell  what is going on in 
nuc lear  weaponry in the Soviet Union.

As one man said to me, Mr. McCloy, don’t be misled by th at.  You 
must not think  because we see th at  screwhead on th at  missile that  
we can tell every time Mr. Brezhnev goes to the  bathroom. He said 
the re is an awful lot we do not know in are as beyond the  test ing 
area s, but  as I say, it is a fact of life, and  you have to take  some 
risks. We have to tru st  them  to some degree and  they  have to tru st  
us to some degree or we will not be ge tting it on, and this is such a 
very  vital element, thi s problem th at  we have for us. I did talk in 
term s of wha t my experiences  have been in connection with  the  
bona fide of th e Soviet Union, as I call it. I have dea lt with a gre at 
many of them in Berl in and West Germ any,  and then on the  
missile crisis.

When I sa t on t he fence and negotiated  w ith Kusnetsov, he made 
me go out and sit on the fence because he thought my house was 
bugged, and we were  t ryi ng  to work out the  removal of the  missiles 
in Cuba. He had been educated in this country, and was absolu tely 
meticulous in following the  underst and ing th at  we arrived at. He 
leaned over backwards . It was cl earcut and the re was no chance for 
equivocation  on it.

Having t hat , he cer tain ly honored his comm itment. On th e oth er 
hand , if I had to rely in the  process of ve rification  on the  word of 
the  Soviet foreign min iste r, I would not be so happy. Everybody 
knows that  he was less tha n frank , let ’s put it th at  way, in connec­
tion  with the  missiles in Cuba, when he knew they were there, and 
he told the  Preside nt th at  they  were not the re,  and he told Adlai 
Stevenson in my presence that  they  were not there when he knew 
perfec tly well th at  they  were there.

So, it depends, like everything else, I suppose, on the  individual, 
but genera lly, my exper ience  has been, if the  thing is c learcut and 
defini te, and not subject to equivocation, the  Soviets are  apt to
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honor thei r commitment. For what it is w orth, I would say that  in 
respect of the verification issue.

There are a number of oth er things I could say about verifica­
tion, bu t you have heard so much about tha t, and you have  been so 
well briefed on it that  I thi nk  th at  probably this is as much of i t 
th at  I would like to take my t ime on.

Somebody in one of the  transcripts  I read  was asking wha t sort 
of nego tiato rs these people were. I said I would summ arize  my 
exper ience  in this way. They are good chess players, as everybody 
knows. On top of this, they  hav e a deep-seated or gut ins tinc t as to 
what they want  to feel they should  have for their  securi ty. After 
having been the victims of Western European aggression for two 
successive centuries—once, you remem ber, it was the  French in 
one ce ntury, then  it was H itle r in the  o the r century. They resist all 
bland ishments.  There is no such  thin g as the  force of good exam­
ple.

They operate in term s of size, quantity, and  power, and I am 
going to emphasize  tha t, becau se power and  size is a very big 
aspec t in the ir sense of security.  When I was dealing  with Mr. 
Khru shchev over in Put sinda on the  Black Sea, he gave me the 
same treatm ent that  he la te r gave Preside nt Kennedy. Wielding 
those big cannisters  arou nd his head and threat eni ng , he said, I 
have got to have the  biggest, and I began talkin g about the  fine 
qua lity of ours, and he said, I don’t care, I wan t the biggest. He 
does want the  biggest, and  they place a gre at deal  of emphasis  
upon the  biggest. They have  the  concept th at  this connotes power. 
Why do they s tru t out those big cannisters arou nd Red Square  t he 
way they do? Why, we would not think  of put ting our  cann isters 
out and  parading  them around  on the  Fou rth  of Ju ly,  but for them 
it is m ean t to impress. It is t he  idea of the  prestige of size. I t is like 
the old days when Navy ship s were in the  harbor, who had the  
biggest guns. He was the  fellow who sat  on the  rig ht of the execu­
tive.

It is tha t aspect. I guess it  is the  perception of power, as h as been 
said here. Tha t is a very important thing for them , and  he stressed 
it with  me when I talk ed with  him at  Puts inda . He was very 
thr eaten ing  at that time. It  was only a few weeks aft er that  that  
he talk ed with Pres iden t Kennedy.

Let me say this  next. In term s of wha t their  intentions are, I 
ra ther  agree  with the  Chief of  Sta ff t ha t they  are  not plann ing for 
a bolt out of the blue. I do not think they  are  preparing for a 
nuc lear exchange with us. I th ink  they  are  jus t too intel ligen t for 
that,  bu t some think they  are.  I ju st say th at  I th ink they  are too 
intelligen t to risk the  ter rib le consequences of a nuclear exchange, 
but  I want to emphasize this . There is no quest ion about it. They 
have been constantly seeking a position in rela tion  to us in which 
they felt they might  be able to apply pressures  or leverages which 
would enable  them to exte nd the ir influence and  the ir so-called 
hegemony.

I have no question about tha t. You have to believe these people 
when you have been in contact  with them  after a time.  When they  
make  a certain sta tem ent to you, you are  inclined to accept it.

When I finished my conversations with Kusnetsov, and we got off 
the  fence, we sa t down and  we shook hands. He said, Mr. McCloy,
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we a re going to live up  to th is commitment, but  we are never going 
to be in this  position again . I think  you will be able to trac e around 
th at  time the increase in the  so-called buildup. He said ano ther 
very ominous thing,  and  Sen ato r Jav its,  I th ink  you will be int er­
ested  in this. He said, it is all very well for us to be sitti ng on this  
fence talk ing about  Cuba, but this  is inconsequ entia l. The real  
thing th at  some sta tesma nsh ip should be applied to is the  Middle 
East,  because the re I see—and he w ent into this  exposition.

Later, I heard and read in the newspaper th at  Mr. Kissinger 
talk ed a good b it abou t geopolitics. Well, I have not had the  advan­
tage of seeing his testim ony. I hope to get a chance to see it today, 
but  I read something about it in the  newspaper. He pointed out 
th at  the  Middle East  was the jun ctu re between the east, the  west, 
the  nor th, and the  south,  the old c arav an routes, the  navel idea of 
the  s trategic  aspect of that.

He said, now we have oil there. We have  energy there. He said 
the re is one place where there is more apt to be an  exchange, and 
besides tha t, we thi nk  there are  some nuc lear weapons there . 
There may be rumors th at  t he re  a re some th ere .

Now, that  is the  are a stat esm en should be deal ing with, because 
th at  is where  pressures are most apt  to arise.  He said, when I was 
a young man, we were always told in Russia  t ha t our  destiny  was a 
warm  water port and the  w arm  w ater  ports are  t he  Med iterranean.

Now, I found t ha t to be p ret ty enlightening.
Next, we get to a real  problem, and I will gallop  through this  

because I do not w ant  to tak e too much time. It is indispu table , and 
I th ink everybody agrees, th at  there has  been a major buildup on 
the  pa rt of th e Soviets. There  has been a period of 10 years  or so 
where they have been spending  fa r more than  we have, not only on 
stra tegi c weapons a nd ICBM’s, but they  have been doing it in other 
respects, too, and the re are consequences th at  have flown from that  
and th at  are  jus t beginning to emerge. You know wha t they are. 
You have had a lot of testimony in regard to tha t.

There are  ICBM’s in the west. Tha t is our main nuc lear  b atte ry, 
and we cannot afford to have a weakness in th at  area. There  has 
been a lot of talk  arou nd about rough equiva lence.  Well, you can 
tal k about rough equivalence in a num ber of areas , but if you talk 
abou t rough equivalence in th at  are a aft er the  buildup has been 
going on for several years and  the new stages  of that  th ing, and the  
amoun t of sheer poundage th at  they can deliv er—Nitze points out 
the  pote ntia lity  of something  like  7 or 8 to  1 when you multiply the  
launchers and the  MIRV’s. It is in th at  chara cte r with  respec t to 
ours. Well, if that  is rough equivalence,  you have  to put an awful 
lot of reliance on the  word “rough.” In my judgme nt, we cannot 
afford to have the  most symbolic of our nuc lear weaponry in an 
infe rior  position.

From what I read  in the tran scripts,  this  seems to be the  case. 
Sec reta ry Brown seems to feel tha t. I have a very  high regard for 
him. I was involved with him in the  ear ly days in this  nuc lear  
business when he was out  in the  labo ratory out west. I think he is 
very aware not only of th e nuclear pote ntia l but of the convention­
al pote ntia l as well.

He is quite prepared  to adm it that  we are  weak  in that  par ticu ­
lar area, and that  is a very imp orta nt area , because in term s of
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accuracy, time of f light,  and  command and contro l, it is the  most 
critic al. It may not be so 20 or 30 year s hence, bu t that  is t he way 
it is now. Th at is t he  symbol of our stre ngth, and  in my judgment 
we have to repair tha t.

In my statement, I refer to the  bolt out of the blue and the  
possibility  is, as the  scenarios  go, th at  we could be vulnerable and 
th at  the re could be a firs t strike which would knock out our 
counterforce, but Sec reta ry Brown says th at  there are  measures, 
and  this is in my sta tem ent , that  they  can tak e on this  in the  
mean time.

One of them  is the  release on warning. Well, th at  leaves you on 
a very  narrow ledge, and  I do not believe many people have much 
confidence in the  tho ught th at  even aft er our exper ience at Pea rl 
Harbor,  we ju st migh t relea se on warning, bu t it is a very short 
period of time,  a very nar row  ledge on which to stand , and we do 
not  know who would be standing  on th at  ledge at that  point.

The re are some th ings th at  have been done, bu t I gather  they  do 
not quite  fit. I am not saying that  we have  goofed. I am not trying 
to fight over words, bu t in comparison with  the  Soviets the re has 
been a very defini te dispar ity  in the  expenditures that  we have 
made  in t ha t area.

I thin k that the Jo int Chiefs of Staf f and  others  have pointed out 
th at  if we have the  will, if we have the  gumption, and if we don’t 
overly  ra tionalize, I t hink  a good b it of our effort  has been spen t in 
coining  phrases that  would just ify inaction . The emphasis th at  we 
pu t on minimum deter ren t, too. There has been an awful lot of 
stress  on minimum and  on overkill and  th at  sort of thing. I think 
all of those things tend to rationalize inaction at  a very critical 
point.

The re was an effort to underst and  what was ahead of us and a 
bela ted effort to counter  it. I wish th at  we had had  an ear lier  M-X 
for example, and the re are  a num ber of other things that  could 
have  been done. I do not say that  noth ing was done in that  period. 
I thin k there was a  good b it done. I am not as fam ilia r as I perhaps 
should  be with wha t was done in that  period, bu t it does fall short 
of w hat  is necessary as I read  the  testim ony of t he  Joi nt Chiefs of 
Staff.

Secretary  Brown talks  about an improved submar ine force and 
our  bombers, partic ula rly  the  B-52’s. He talk s about the  pen etra­
bili ty of those. I have  a very high regard and respect for the  air  
defense of the  Soviet Union, which is cer tain ly going up in its 
efficiency, and I am not  sure,  I am not as confident, I think, as he 
is th at  the B-52’s will have the  penetrabili ty as late  as tha t. I t alk  
about that  in my sta tem ent , the re is not a nice fix in time there, 
and  the re may be a period  when they  would be tempted to strike, 
bu t even so the re would be considerab le risks for them  to take,  but  
we just canno t afford, eit he r perceptionwise or in reality , to have 
th at  main factor of our nuc lear  weaponry at  a point of inferiori ty.

I have some d ifficulty in following the  arg um ent  that  the treaty  
freezes us into a position  of inferiority. The Jo in t Chiefs of Sta ff 
and  the  Secretary  of Defense have placed a grea t deal of re liance 
on them  th at  we can in time remedy  the  vuln erab ility  of our 
ICBM’s, an d the re is n oth ing  in SALT th at  prev ents  us from doing 
so. They are  quite confident that that  is the  fact. I do not know
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enough about it to be as confiden t as they are.  They know what 
the y have in mind. I do not know w hat  they  h ave in mind. I do not 
read the  cables any  more, but  they  do say that , and they  assert  
that , and they said nothing can stand in the  way of ou r being able 
to do these  things unless it is a matt er of will, and  they  say th at  
the re is nothing in SALT II as they read it which impairs our 
abi lity  to do wha teve r the y think  is necessary  to do in order to 
redress this  imbalance .

I place great reliance on the ir test imony in thi s respect. I sup­
pose wha t they  have in mind is th at  cer tain ly they have in mind 
the  M-X and the  Tr ide nt subm arine and  missiles, and I guess the  
cruise missile as well. The re may be other items . I noticed th at  
General Jones  talk ed about othe r items  th at  he was ra ther  vague 
about. I do not know wh at he has in mind. They may be in the  
conven tional  area.  They may be in the  gray area  with  the  SS-20’s 
and  the  buildup in th at  pa rt of the world. At any  rate , there is an 
area  th ere  tha t is something  other  th an  just  th e ICBM’s.

Now, I have come to the conclusion th at  I am sure that  w hat we 
failed to do in the  pas t is set a bad precedent. My feeling is tha t in 
thi s freezing, I do not know why we cannot be as obdurate as they  
are  at  a given point. I have no question th at  the y will be tough in 
the  SALT III negotiations, as tough as they have been in coming to 
thei r conclusions in SALT II, but at some point we a t leas t ought to 
be able to be as obdurate  as they  are .

So, I come to the  conclusion  that  in tak ing  t hese steps th at  they  
refer to, that  we a re on balance bet ter  off wi th the treaty  in effect 
than  without it. I place a great deal of em phas is in coming to th at  
conclusion on th e abil ity to get information on which we need their  
cooperation to a sub stantial degree. We know more  with the  tre aty  
than  we would know withou t it.

As I said, we depend a gre at deal on their  cooperation in gett ing 
the  inform ation th at  we now do get, and  I th ink that  would be 
excluded if we did not have the  treaty . Again, I am not impressed 
by the fact that  we do have limits on these categories and subca te­
gories. They do not impress me very much. I ga the r they  do not 
impress Sena tor McGovern very much.

All I can say is, t hey  are  considerably be tte r than  no limi tations 
at  all, and I am think ing  par ticu larly in terms  of some of the  
subcategories. So, I th ink that  is a majo r and  imp ortant  factor. I 
believe it is very  important for us to t hink  in terms  of the so-called 
nex t phase, SALT III, the opportunity the re th at  we would have to 
go into that  are a and  to press upon them  again the  impor tance  of 
significant and equal reductions.

I was very much impressed by General Rowny’s testimony. He 
was before this committee,  I believe, as well as before the  Armed 
Services Committee. He said that  if we had been a litt le more 
obdurate and more tough in 1977, we would have had signif icant  
reductions, but we did not. We faded before their  adamantin e 
atti tud e. I do not know why we always have to fade before tha t, 
and with the  SALT III coming along.

I accept the  em phasis which the adm inistra tion has put upon the  
importance of going forward and going into th at  area provided we 
are  at  least as tough as they are, and th at  in the mean time  we do 
not rationalize  and drop back to a point where we are now, which
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is very dangerous. I am impressed , I guess, as I think  Sena tor 
McGovern also said, at  t he  many  segments  of op inion that  feel that  
we should have deeper r educ tions and more equal reduct ions which 
would have deep significance.

I feel if we do move ahe ad with  this  program th at  we have now, 
the chances of our being able to get those deeper, more significant 
reductions, will be increased ra ther  than  diminished by the fact 
th at  we are in such a program.  The fact th at  i t is futile  for them  to 
try  to freeze us into  an inferior position, I think, would tend to 
induce the ir acceptance, if we pound down ha rd enough on the  
importance of these  sign ificant reduct ions, both  in term s of the  
arm s race and the  peace aspec ts of it, and the  tremendo us burdens 
th at  we are unde r a t the  pre sen t time.

The Chairman. That must be our hope. Otherwise, the  SALT 
process, which we tend  to view as a n effort to achieve nuclear arms 
contro l, won’t be th at  at  all. It will be arms facil ity rat he r than  
arm s control.

Mr. McCloy. Yes, I say, why contin ue with  it? As somebody said 
the oth er day in the  transcripts  that  I read, le t’s get rid of a ll of 
thi s tal k of the  hawks, doves, and calling of names. I do not  think  
th at  advances us very far.  I have high rega rd for Paul Nitze, but I 
he ar  him called a hawk all  the  time. I think  he has  made a great 
contribut ion to the  coun try, and I don’t believe we would have as 
clear a picture  of the  situ atio n if he had  not  pointed out the  
vuln erabili ty that  now exis ts there, and I would say th at  in respec t 
to anybody else, I th ink  we need the  cooperation  of the  pros and 
the cons in order  to work  out  the  right solution for this  thing.

I would like to go back  and  remind this  committee that  if i t had 
not been for the  gene rals , the  admirals, and the air  chiefs, you 
would never  have any  legislat ion. I know. I was asked by President 
Kennedy to give up  my practice and come down here and work on 
thi s subject. I spen t so much time in my life, and  it goes back to 
World War I, in destroying  th at  I though t this  was the  t ime to try  
to do something to put  thin gs toge ther  and maybe disa rmamen t 
was very much in my m ind.

He made a great deal of it in his Sta te of th e Union  message at  
his inaugura tion. Well, I burned  my bridges and came down here. 
The n he called me up one day and asked me to breakfast  and said, 
Mr. McCloy, my advisers on the  Hill tell me I cannot  risk a defeat 
thi s early in my adminis trat ion. He said, no longer can I let you be 
an adm inis trat ion mea sure , and I cannot give you White House 
support.

Well, he pulled the  rug  out from under me. I said I had burned 
my bridges and come down here. He said, well, if you want to try  i t 
out  on your own, you can. Then I was on spea king  terms with 
every war  hero in the  Wa r Department, from Eisenhower  down. I 
brough t them  up here. I had them write  in, and  every war hero 
th at  you can name test ified  and the  thin g wen t through with  a 
hoop and a holler, and he though t I was a  g rea t lobbyist.

Hu bert Humphrey, who was doing all the  work with the  civ ilians 
on this , as he called it in those  days, the  “do good” people, he was 
helpful, he was fine, he was in fine spiri t, but  Lyndon Johnson did 
not  thi nk  he could delive r the  votes. The people who delivered the  
votes were the  soldiers, the  hawks. That is how the  ACDA got
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togethe r, and some of the testim ony on th at  is very  graph ic from 
Eisenhower on down.

The re are  one or two oth er points I want to make. First , when 
you look a t the  prioritie s, and  goodness knows, we have some very 
big issues at this  time facing this count ry, I believe that  the  gre at­
est issue facing us, facing the  hum an race today  is this  balance 
between peace and war. When one thinks  of the  num ber of t hese  
high ly targe ted, alerted , massive weapons and engines of dest ruc­
tion and the ir launch ers  all around the  world and  what they  could 
do to our civilization if they are all let go, it dwarfs some of the  
oth er issues facing us such as energy,  even infla tion,  even the  
tyr anny  of bureaucracy.

These  have to tak e second or thi rd place. Happi ly, I do not thi nk  
the  approval or disapproval of this  tre aty  is the issue between 
peace and war, but  it is a step, and it is something th at  I think  we 
should continue to try  to  advance even thou gh the discouragements 
may be r ath er  great along the  line.

I do not place very much emphasis upon the  fact  that  if we do 
not go th roug h with thi s treaty , it will tend to prol iferate weapons. 
I th ink the  example is not all that  eloquent in terms  of reduction , 
to cause  them  to st ar t proli ferat ing,  so I do not place a great deal 
of emphasis  on tha t.

I th ink  I have talk ed enough about the  rea l and  the  favorab le 
aspec ts of th e treaty . I like  th at  consul tive mechanism , the  Stand­
ing Consul tative  Commission, which you can use to work out your  
disputes. I think you can  contin ue to press for these signif icant  
reduc tions  in the  futu re. I think  you can be sure th at  this  hearing  
itself  has stim ulated a grea t deal of inte rest . The re is not a day 
th at  does not go by th at  I do not get telephon e calls from abroad 
about wha t is going on over  here .

Let me say a word abo ut tha t. I have  heard  th at  everybody 
abroad is e nthu sias tic abo ut this  trea ty. I ra ther  doubt tha t, and I 
th ink I have very cons iderable contacts . Of course, I do not have 
the  same contac ts th at  the Government has, because my bailiwick 
has  real ly been Europe and  the  uni ty of Europe.  But I find more 
concern today abou t the  credibility  of the  American  deter ren t than  
I have ever heard since the close of the war. They are  nervous  over 
there. There is no ques tion about it. They have seen the  combina­
tion of our loss of superio rity  toge ther  with  the  buildup, which is 
very significan t.

You saw wha t Harold McMillan said the  oth er day in the  Ob­
server. He said the  exigency is great . We do not have a Churchill 
to expound it. I th ink th at  was a litt le extre me, but that  was the  
thou ght.  Do no t te ll me there is not concern about the  credibil ity of 
the  American dete rrence. For so long they have been living und er 
th at  umbre lla, and the y wonder if in effect it may not be as 
impervious as i t once was.

This is a ma tte r of grea t concern for them.  I saw in the  paper 
thi s morning that  Dr. Kiss inger talked abou t the att itude of some 
of our  allies. He used the word “amb ivalent .” Well, I thought he 
might have been stealin g from me, because I used the  word “am ­
bivalent” in my sta tem en t here. In oth er words, I agree  with him 
on tha t. I think  they are disturbed as to what migh t happen if 
there is no agreement.
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They are  sitting on the firing  line and  do not  wan t anything 
unduly  provocative. Do not be misled. There is a  g rea t nervousness 
over there. I want to stress  again  the  importance  of Europe. For­
give me if I am ra ttl ing on, but  I am try ing  to get through my 
stat ement , and the n I wil l open it to questions.

I have  been involved in NATO, the  set ting  up of NATO and in 
the gene ral unity of Europe. Tha t has been my majo r concern and 
int ere st defensewise. In fact, I go back to World War I. I am ra ther  
proud  of the  fact th at  I was commissioned in the  Regular Army in 
World War I. The commission I had was called provisional second 
lieu tenant . If t here is a lower form of an imal life in commissioned 
ranks, I do not know w hat  i t is.

At th at  point, I was a sor t of lackey in the  postwar negotiations, 
and  got a feel of the  importance  of the uni ty of Europe. The uni ty 
of Europe and the  concept of un ited with us, is w orth  I don’t know 
what.  I would say it is wor th x divisions. They  say how many  
divisions does the Pope get, I don’t know. It is ju st  one aspect th at  
is extremely  imp orta nt in the  next step, th at  whatev er we do, we 
keep them  in t rain .

The Soviets are  always trying to undermine th at  rela tionship  
between the countries on either  side of the  Atla ntic . They do not 
th ink we are Europeans and  that  we have no business over there. 
Mr. Khrushchev has said, you are not Europeans, we are  Europe­
ans. You have no b usiness in Europe. They do not  like the idea of 
unity  in the West, b ut it is extremely  impor tan t to us. Everything 
must be done to keep it. We cannot ignore th at  any  longer and be 
as cava lier as I t hin k we have  been in the  past. So, I place a great 
deal  of stress on that.

As I have said, my main preoccupation for yea rs has been in the  
strength  of the  alliance and  defense uni ty of Europe. I have had  a 
gre at many contacts  with  European  allies. Make no mistake . There 
has  been deep concern about the  percep tion of t he  stre ngth of t he 
Uni ted States  th at  pers ists. I don’t know of an Allied chancellor 
who is not concerned abo ut tha t. I very much feel that  our allies 
would react favorably if the  Sena te took any  steps  to clarify  or 
even amend the tre aty  in such a way as to confirm the  aspect and 
the  power of the  U.S. deter ren t.

This is part icularly true  in face of t he  real izat ion of the loss of 
Amer ican strategic superiority,  and the  dimensions of the  buildup.

Let me end up with  one litt le bit of history . I am not trying to 
give out any flat tery  here , but  I am very comforted by the  fact t ha t 
the  Senate is now squarin g itsel f away to deal with this  very 
difficult problem, and it  is a very difficult  problem.  It has many 
imponderables in it. We have all heard abou t the  great Sena te 
debates such as those on slavery in the  old days, th at  on the  
League of Nations at Versail les. That is a pa rt of our history .

I want to say th at  I once had the  opportunity  to attend on the  
floor one of w hat may be classed as the  great debates of th e U.S. 
Sena te. It was the lend-lease debate. I was then in the  W ar Dep art­
men t, and I hope the  sta tu te  of limi tations has run on whatever 
law I violated, b ut I w ent down and  posed with  t he  pageboy. J imm y 
Burns put  me down the re,  really,  because I knew th at  sta tut e like 
the back of my hand, and  I sat through tha t en tire  debate. I was 40 
yea rs old then, so I was a ra ther  poor elderly  pageboy.
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Sen ato r Biden. That expl ains  to me why you look so you ng now. 
[Genera l laug hter. ]

Mr. McCloy. Well, we got past the  Serg ean t at  Arms, anyway. 
As I say, I was very muc h impressed  and very amazed, really , at  
the  knowledgeability  of issues th at  was shown, the  way the  Mem­
bers displayed their  fam ilia rity  with the  subjec t and  the ir capac ity 
to deal with it. It was more tha n capaci ty. In some cases it was 
she er brilliance .

The re was not a weak  point th at  was not detected somewhere  in 
the course of th at  debate, nor a stron g one th at  was not weighed in 
connec tion with arr iving at  the ir conclusions. Of course, it was not 
all of a magnificent ly high  order, but the re were  some very fine 
minds at  work on it. When they  got thro ugh, I rea lly  felt th at  they  
had  preserv ed the  int egrity  of the  Nation .

I am confident  th at  in the  consideration of th e SALT Treaty,  the  
pre sen t Senate  is quite as equipped as the  old one was to reach a 
conclusion th at  will pres erve  peace and  secu rity  for the  country.

Gentlemen, forgive me if I have rat tle d on, bu t in closing let me 
say this. I would red irect your  atte ntion to Alexand er Ham ilton’s 
stat em ent . You, like no one else, are  charged with the  tru st. Tha nk 
you very much, Mr. Chairma n.

[Mr. McCloy’s pre pared sta tem ent  follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. J ohn J. McCloy

I have been asked to app ear  before this Committee to express my views regardin g 
the  pending trea ty or dra ft tre aty  known as SALT II. In doing so I shall also, w ith 
your permission, express cer tain  views on our trea ty-m aking process, p articu larly  as 

it rela tes to SALT II and our security and defense interests. I ap proach this problem 
from what may be a somew hat differen t perspective tha n those who have been 
actively negotiating  the  tre aty provisions or serving  as the  immediate back-up 
groups. I am a private citizen and for a subs tanti al period of time I have not been 
connected in any way with the  SALT negotiations, owing, I imagine, to my past 
experien ce with them and with  othe r Soviet contacts  I have been asked to give my 
views regardin g the pending treaty . I tru st this experience may be of some value to 
the  Senat e in arriv ing at  a sound determinat ion of its difficult and very important 

task.
Perh aps  I should first  s ketch  briefly the experience I have had which gives rise to 

my views. My interest in mil itar y mat ters and foreign affa irs dates  back to World 
War I when I held a commission in the so-called Regular Army, serving in Franc e 
and Germany. I was The Ass istan t Secretary  of War duri ng World War II unde r 
Secretary  Stimson. My dutie s in that  office were varied; they  related, though not 
exclusively, more to the  politica l-military aspects of the war  tha n to problems of 
procurem ent. I had close rela tions with the Joint  Chiefs of Staff  and atten ded a 
number of conferences with our  Allies during  and after the  World War, including 

the one at Potsdam at the  close of the war where we came face to face with the 
Soviet leaders. Later, following General Lucius Clay, I became the U.S. Military 
Governor of Germany and aft er this  the U.S. High Commissioner. During this 
period I had various confrontations with the Soviets and  the ir political and milit ary 
chiefs, particular ly in regard to the  defense of the  City of Berlin. On a numbe r of 

occasions I undertook missions or attended conferences with our Allies or our own 
Government on defense matter s, including our force levels in Europe and the 
establ ishment of NATO, with whose leaders I often main taine d close contact.

Following the inau gura tion  of President Kennedy, I acted as his general advisor 
on ma tter s of disarm ament and  helped set up the  Arms Control and Disarm ament 
Agency in 1961. At first  I was acting director of th at  Agency, late r becoming the  
first Chairm an of its Advisory Committee. I took pa rt in meetings related to d isarm ­
ament with Messrs. Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Gromyko, Semenov and other Soviet 
leaders. Though I never was a member of the  active negotiating  team which repr e­
sented  the  United States in the negotiations leading  up to SALT I, I kept in close 
touch with the negotiations and  attend ed some of those negotiations. I de alt directly 

with the Firs t Deputy Chairma n of the Presidium of the  Supreme Soviet of the
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U.S.S.R., Mr. Kuznetsov, as well as with othe r Soviet officials, including Mr. Zorin, 
on the  m att er of the removal of the Soviet strategic missiles from Cuba.

I had considerable experience in connection with the  development of our nuclear 
arm ament  in the early days when I served under  Mr. Stimson and late r during the 
period when I was Chairman of the Advisory Committee to which I have referred. I 
was a  member of the Baruch Committee and had close dealings with the Acheson- 
Lilienthal Committee which gave considerable time and thought to the  formulation 
of our nuclear policy following World War II. At one t ime I was quite familiar with 
our national  means of intelligence gather ing  in regard  to Soviet nuc lear  armament. 
This experience, then, and my read ing of the tran scripts of the  cur ren t hearing  
have shaped my understand ing of the issues and my comments to this Committee 
today.

First, let me say something regarding our treaty -making process, for I am con­
cerned over what I consider to be some of its defects. We are  now all familiar with 
the constitutional process which requires that  before the  Pres iden t can make a 
trea ty which becomes effective as the supreme law of the land, it must have been 
arrived at  “by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, . . . provided two- 
thirds of the Senators present concur” . (Article II, Section 2 of the  Constitution). 
This is a rat her extraordinary  and  unique provision and I am not aware of any 
similar provision in any othe r country. I have heard a good b it of comment on how 
this provision came to be incorporated into the Constitut ion of th e United States. I 
have consulted some constitu tiona l historians  on the subject and I have conducted 
some research of my own.

Members of this Committee, or at  least some of them, are  probably quite as 
familiar with the history of this provision as I am, but  I believe it is pert inen t to 
point out  that  under the original  Articles of Confederation the  United States “In 
Congress assembled” had the  full power both to negotia te and approve any treaty , 
provided 9 of the representat ives of the 13 states assented.  When the Founding 
Fathers, with thei r memories of George the Third, regarded this  power, they were 
sensitive  of the danger of concentrating  too much power in one person. They 
intended that  the making of tre ati es (which were not too popular) should be a 
difficult process. From the beginning of the Constitu tional Convention’s considera­
tion of the  trea ty provision, it was contemplated that  a  fundamental element in the 
making  of a trea ty was the  part icipa tion of a Federa l legislative body. At one time, 
some sought  to introduce the House of Representatives into the  act—for example, 
James Wilson of Pennsylvania  (3 Records 538) and George Mason of Virginia (4 J. 
Elliott, Debates on the Federal Convention 331 (1836)) supported such a position. 
Recognizing tha t the power of mak ing a trea ty could have far-reaching conse­
quences, the Constitutional  Convention’s first draft of the treaty -making power 
provided that  it would reside complete ly in the  Senate. Due to considerations of 
expediency and efficiency, however, later drafts introduced the  President into the 
process, giving him the right  to “make” a trea ty “by and with  the  advice and 
consen t” of the Senate provided th at  the  consent of two-thi rds of the members 
present was obtained. In a somewhat differen t form this provision was finally 
adopted by the  Convention. The role of the President, as I read the early history, 
was conceived of as tha t of an agent ra the r than a prime mover. In speaking of the 
treaty -making power, Alexander Hami lton had this to say: “The qualit ies elsewhere 
detailed, as indispensable in the management of foreign negotiations, point out the 
executive as the most fit agent  in those transactions; while the vast importance  of 
the tru st,  and the operation of the  t rea ties as laws, plead strongly for the partic ipa­
tion of the  whole, or a portion, of the legislative body in the  office of making them.” 
Federalist  Papers No. LXXV.

Jam es Madison said very much the  same thing  during the  debates of the Constitu­
tional  Convention. (2 Records o f the Federal Convention o f 1787 329 (M. Farrand,  ed. 
1911)).

The Sena te was ultima tely chosen as the  more experienced and elite legislative 
body to receive this “trus t” being, as John  Jay  pointed out, not elected by the 
general public, as it is now but appointed by the legisla tures of the  several states. 
(Federalist Papers No. LXIV). In any event, and for a combination  of these rea­
sons—dis trust of the concentration  of power, expediency and the  need for legislative 
par ticipation —the provision, as it now stands, was incorporated into the Constitu­
tion.

There has been sharp criticism of the provision from time to time. Frequently 
Secre taries of State, I believe, have not been very happy with it. John Hay, when he 
was Secretary  of State, called the provision “the original mistake in the Constitu­
tion”. (3 J. Hay, Letters of John Hay and Extrac ts from Diary  156 (privately printed  
1908)). I am not certain that  he was right. At any rate , the re it is, a par t of our 
basic law of which everyone is on notice, and the wording is very clear. Neith er the
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negotia tors, nor the Secre tary of S tate, nor even the  President of the United Stat es 

can crea te a commitment,  in any  sense, binding upon the  country  as “the suprem e 

law of the  land” , withou t the  vote of two-thirds of the Senat ors present. I refer to 

this fact because I believe the  concept tha t the Senate,  by its consideration and its 

vote on the treaty , could somehow be underm ining the  author ity of the  President of 

the  Unite d States or h is Secr etary  of State, is not well founded.
I now see the Executive branch  sending so-called “task  forces” throughou t the  

coun try urging audiences “to write  you sena tors”. I have attended  some of these 

sessions in my neighborhood. They did not help me resolve the very difficult 

problems I had in making  up my mind on the merits of th e trea ty. Certainly, if my 

reading of the record as to how this  provision came into the  constitution is at  all 

correct, the Founding Fat her s would not have taken kindly to the  thoug ht th at  the  

Executive should bring pres sure  on the  Senate in the  course of giving its advice an d 

consen t to a treaty, in accordance with the provision of the  Constitution.
There are  two other  aspects of our negotiating procedures which I would like to 

mention . As I look back on our negotiations with the  Soviet Union on disarmam ent 

or on the  limitation of s trate gic weapons, I feel th at  we have been handicapped by 

the fact th at  our negotiator s seem always to come u nder press ure when arriv ing at 

an agreement in the closing or critical stages of a negotiation. Every admin istrat ion 

which sets out to seek a treaty , whet her with the Soviet Union or someone else, 

seems to come u nder pressu re before it is over to achieve what is considered to be 

the  political success attac hed to an agreement, or at least to avoid the sense of 

failu re if agreeme nt is not reached . On the Soviet side, the re is no such public 

opinion nor admin istrat ive pressure. Given the na tur e of the  Soviet system, the 

Soviet negotiator s for all pract ical purposes have the  final power in the ir own 

hands. They do not have pres sures on them to reach an agre ement as do those of 

the  Unite d States. The resu lt has been th at  the  Soviet negotiators  could and, I 

thoug ht, did on occasion in my experience sit back and say “nyet” while waiting for 

pressure on th e U.S. negotiators to build up for an  agreem ent.
The othe r side of this coin is, I suppose, that  with Sente approva l necessary the 

Soviet side could claim it has been at  a disadvantage since an agreemen t between 

the  negotiators , while conclusive for practical  purposes so far as the  Soviet side was 

concerned, is not final with us unt il the  Senate approv al is forthcoming. This tends,

I imagine, to give rise to the  pres ent demand on the  part of the Soviets that  no 

amendmen ts to the treaty  can be enter tained. My exper ience has been, nonetheless, 

th at  as the  negotiations  reach  a climax, the Unite d State s side tends to contract 
“agr eem enti tis” so as to achieve the appearance of success or avoid the charge of 

failu re if no agreem ent tran spir es.
There is a noth er aspect of ou r tre aty  making which, I believe, is unfo rtunate and 

it affects the trea ty now un der consideration as well as some others.  In the effort to 

secure Senate approval we too frequently  feel th e need to mou nt an intensive public 

relat ions  program to bring  abou t approval or rejection. Polls are  taken  and adver­

tised and claims are made th at  such and such a percentage of the people are in 

favor of a trea ty and such and such are  opposed, with out much consideration of how 

well informed those polled were  o r how they were questioned. I deplore the fact that  

our treaty -making process seems so frequently to take on this  form. May I add that  

from reading the tran scri pts and  sittin g in some of the hear ings I believe this  

Committee has been hear ing a high quality  of tes timony and an objective presenta­

tion of the rat her  complicated problems involved.
At this  stage in our history we cannot and should not change our constitu tional 

treaty-making process, but  we ought to be able to arra nge  our negotiation and 

ratificatio n procedures in such a way as to minimize the political pressures  and 

maximize serious discussion and  debate of trea ties  relate d to the  security of the 

country.
Now as  to the merits  o f the  treaty . I believe it is indisp utabl e th at  ther e has been 

in rece nt years a very heavy Soviet buildup of strategic and conventional forces, 

army, naval and air as well as civilian defenses. For over 10 years  this has been 

going on in terms of appropr iatio ns substantia lly larg er than  ours and now the 

consequences of this effort have quite  inevitably begun to emerge. Let us face it, 

these  consequences are  bad. In view of this, I believe th at  what this country and 

this  body need and deserve is the most objective analys is available of our present 

strategic  position, particu larly  in the  light of this Soviet buildup.
I have read Secretary Brown’s analysis of our position which he submitted to this 

Committee  and, of course, I have  read the stat ement  of the  Joi nt Chiefs of Staff  

thoug h they do not purp ort to be comprehensive. Secre tary Brown has a wide and, 

indeed, a profound knowledge of our nuclea r and conventional potential  and I 

believe the  same thing  can be said of his knowledge of the  poten tial of the Soviet 

Union.
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He has, at times, been one of our  negotiators in the SALT process and to a large 

degree he has been a propo nent of it, as I have been. But I would wish it were 
possible to have an analysis of our overall strategic position independ ent of and 
quite  unrel ated to the present issue of th e merit s of SALT II. I do not know of any 
general board such as we once had which would now be equipped to make an 
indep endent analysis of our overall position. It is probably too late in the day for it 
and perha ps there  would be all  sorts  of secur ity objections to making it public. But 
it does seem that  somewhere along  the  line ther e should be available to the Senate 
an understand ing of what our overall strateg ic (not only in the  sense of nuclea r) 
situatio n really is in relation to th at  of the Soviet Union. It could serve as back­
ground to all the deter mina tions  this  body has to make in considering the merit s of 
this  tre aty  and the ultimate  decisions as to what needs to be done to bring about 
equality as well as to determine  whether ther e is anything  in SALT II which would 
seriously constrain or inhib it our  authority  to do it. With such an analysis one 
migh t find it easier to come to decisions. We must always bear  in mind tha t not 
only do we have an obligation to mai ntain  our security, but we must always b ear in 
mind that  of our Allies as well. I suggest we do not need more polls or pressures to 
reach  our conclusions. B ut every effort on the part of the  Administrat ion, as well as 
on the  par t of the  critics of th e Treat y, should be voted to helping this body arriv e 
at  a n informed and satisfactory determina tion of these questions.

Before dealing fur ther with the  serious security conside rations which, I believe, 
are  the  main questions before the Senate, I would like to talk for a few minutes 
abou t the  matter  of treat y verifica tion as I appraise it. The President has said th at  
the  country could be assured  th at  he would never sign a tre aty that  could not be 
adequ ately verified. Of course, it mus t depend heavily on w hat is m eant by the term 
“adequately” or, as it is sometimes expressed, “signific antly” verified. I gath er the 
Senate now has the opinion of th e Secretary of Defense and the  J oin t Chiefs of Staff  
th at  the trea ty is adeq uately verifiable .

There  was a period when, as Chai rman of the  Advisory Comm ittee of the Disarm­
am ent  Agency, I was ra the r well informed about our verification capability  in 
regard to the characteristi cs and tren d of Soviet nuclear weaponry. Our capacities 
in this  respect impressed me very  much, but it was quite clea r even then that  we 
did not have the whole story. I received from time to time detai led presentations  of 
the  intelligence tha t we had in this  area. The mat erial  given us was, of course, most 
sensitive. It is difficult for t he Senate as a  whole to satisfy itse lf as  to the efficacy of 
our so-called national  capabilities without  seriously riskin g the  security of our 
information. Valuable inform ation can be imparted to selected members of the 
Senate,  I suppose, but in some degree it will be necessary  to take  something on 
faith . Impressive as this ma ter ial  is, the sum tota l of our information in regard to 
the  Soviet nuclear and mil itary capabilities, would not, I believe, ever be as com­
plete as the sum total of th e inform ation which the Soviet Union has of ours. Once 
we enter  into a trea ty with the  Soviet Union, with its closed society and almost 
passionate attac hme nt to secrecy, they will have a bet ter verifiable trea ty tha n we 
will have simply because of our  open society and our almos t equally passionate  
atta chm ent  to disclosure and leaks. What with our Freedom of Information Act, ou r 
investigative reporters, our open publications, free wheeling commentators, over­
staffed staffs and government publications, any espionage or informat ion gathering  
system as efficient as that  of the Soviet Union must certainl y have a much easier  
time  gathe ring information on our weaponry in this  count ry than  our CIA or other 
U.S. intelligence agencies can ever hope to attain  on the irs in the Soviet Union.

Having said this I have come to the conclusion th at  this is a fact of life with 
which we simply have to live. The Soviet Union with its migh t and its ideology is 
not going to go away; we must continue to atte mp t to find a modus vivendi with 
them  and they with us if we e ver hope to advance the  cause of peace in a nuclear 
world and, at the same time, ret ain  our essential security. In short , we have to take  
some risks. Even so, I must  confess I am somewhat skeptica l of the extent of our 
“signif icant” knowledge with respect  to verification. I believe the re is much infor­
mation which we would have gre at difficulty in obtaining in regard to Soviet 
weaponry particularly  before it gets to the testing stage. Havin g been familia r with 
the  sites in Iran, I was most skept ical of the  Statement made so shortly afte r the ir 
loss t ha t the verifiability of our treatie s with the Soviet Union on s trategic weapons 
was not significantly impaired. In some way, th e Senate  must be put in a position to 
reach a reliable judgment on our so-called national intellige nce sources and our 
abili ty to verify the important tre aty  provisions.

I have been impressed in the  past, as I have said, by what we were able to find 
out about Soviet weaponry, but  I suggest that  you do not  let the  fact that  in one of 
our photographs you can see a  s mall screw head in a Soviet miss ile mislead you into 
thin kin g tha t this is th e meas ure of our intelligence capacity in the  Soviet Union in



respect of its strategic weapons. As one of our intelligence officers said to me once, 
“Do not thin k that  this mean s we can tell you every time Mr. Brezhnev goes to the 
bathroom.” There is much we do not know bu t, I repea t, I believe we have to take  
some risks in the way of tru stin g the  Soviets and they  us if we are to hope to lessen 
the  dangers  of a nuclear exchan ge and to arri ve at a point where we can bring 
abou t a really significant limit ation  on our respective nuclear and conventional  

weaponry.
I have dealt with the Soviets on a number of occasions where I have had an 

opportunity to judge the ir bona fide. As I have indicated, I had to deal with them  in 
such impo rtant  areas  as the defense of Berlin and West Germ any and in the  Cuban 
missile crisis. As to the ir att itu de  and negotia ting tactics, I would summarize it this 

way. They are  good chess players,  as we all know, and on top of th is they have a 
deep-seated or “gut” inst inct  as to what they want  to feel they should have for thei r 
security . After having been the  victims of Western Europ ean aggression in two 
successive centuries, they  resi st all blandishments , the  force of good example or 
bluffing and they opera te in term s of size, qua ntity and power. By and large I have 
come to the conclusion t ha t once the Soviets ma ke a commitment  which is cle ar cut 
and incapable of equivocation, they will honor it. I found this to be so in my 
dealings with Mr. Kuznetsov over the actua l removal of the  missiles from Cuba. I 
gained the impression he was meticulous in carry ing out our understanding. On t he 
oth er hand, if in our verific ation process we were compelled to rely at any point on 
the  word of the  Soviet Foreign  Minister, I would have litt le confidence in it as I 
cann ot forget that  he quite blandly  stated to Adlai Stevenson among others th at  

the re were no Soviet st rategic missiles in Cuba when he knew the re were.
I rat he r doubt t ha t the  Soviets would have much of a motive to cheat in regard  to 

this treaty. I believe they would very much like to see it in force and  have it remain 
in force. I t is clearly favorable to them in that  it does en sure  them of at  least parity 
with  US in strateg ic stre ngth. We have come a very long way from our position of 
complete superior ity to the  pres ent level of relat ive par ity  or something less. I 

believe they would be ill advised, as a ma tter of the ir own interest, to risk the 
consequences of cheating, even though I certa inly could not exclude the  possibility 

of it.
One more thoug ht on verificat ion. Although in the  past we have been able to rely 

heavily  on our satel lite photog raphy of the  Soviet ICBM sites, because it was the re 

th at  the  Soviet stra tegic  power was centered, it is now qui te apparen t tha t with the 
whole Soviet buildup we face the  need of intelligence on a  much wider an d pen etrat­
ing scale than heretofore. The introduct ion of MIRVing on top of the ir civil defense, 

the  thr ea t of killer satel lites  to our control and command systems, the grea t supe ri­
ority  in armor  and art ille ry facing West Europe an targ ets,  the  presence of new 
forces, including the  Cubans, in the Middle East area , the  improvem ents gener ally 
in Soviet anti-European offensive systems (the  gray  are a) will require  expanded 
intelligence capacities on our  part . I would strongly urge th at  the  time for open 
season on the CIA and our oth er intelligence gath ering services is passed. They will 

need all the  t alent, energy, esp rit de corps and dedication they  can muster if we are  
to gat her  the “signific ant” verification data, as well as the  broad intelligence as to 

Soviet intentio ns and capabilities which we should have.
In considering this trea ty, I believe, t he Senate  is aware  th at  there are even more 

serious and wider problems before it than  how th e const itutio nal provisions regard­
ing the  making of our  tre aties came to be adopted or even how well the provisions 

of this particular treaty  can be verified.
It is now a fact that  by a combination  of the  Soviet buildup within the trea ty and 

our own laxity in not reacting  to it while we h ad the perfect  righ t to do so, we a re 

now in a position of vu lnerability . SALT I really  had littl e to do with it. It is clear  
now th at  there has been a continuous series of improvements  in their ICBM land- 

based systems, none of which, while disappointing to us, constitute s a proven viola­
tion of any existing SALT provision. The Soviets acted  within the ir rights unde r the  
provisions of the treaty  and we acted within ours in choosing not to react, beyond 
continuing a rat her  well ordered mainte nance of our exist ing land-based system 
avoiding obsolescence and coining phrases such as “minimum deterrence” designed 
to rationa lize our failure to do anyth ing more tha n we were then  doing. I gat her  

th at  very few, if any, now seriously deny that  our main land-based nuclea r bat tery  

has been made increasingly vulnerable and may well become compromised by this  
continuous improvment of th e Soviet ICBM land-based systems. The Department of 

Defense, including the  J oin t Chiefs of Staff, I believe, do not contest this vulne rabil­

ity, and indeed, if I have read them  correctly, actually assert it.
There was some objection voiced the other  day, according to a tran script I read, to 

the  use of the  term “goofed” in describing our inaction  over the  last ten years. Let 
us not deal in semantics; let us not waste time in ascribing fault. Let’s admi t the re
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were a  number who could be critized. There is enough faul t to go around . The fact is 
we did allow our investment in our  main  ICBM batte ry to lag ju st when the Soviet 
buildup was going along at its gre ate st pace. This, of course, had consequences and  
we should not blink them by ignoring  the  facts or by creating  phrases or slogans to 
ration alize  inaction. The basic scenario is that  with an immense ly greater  throw 
weight, together  with increased accuracy and general quality due in large part  to 
the Soviet Union’s buildup aimed at  a given time in the  mid 1980’s, the U.S.S.R. 
would be in a position to destroy or near ly destroy all our  land-based ICBMs on a 
first strike and still have a reserve of land-based ICBMs to deliver  agains t the  
United States . To be sure we would have the  capacity to  inf lict some heavy reprisa ls 
against the  Soviet population and their indu stria l targets, but  the option is not a 
very satisfying one on the  hypothesis that  the Soviets would have a considerable 
remaining  potential, afte r a first  strike,  in the ir land-based ICBM reserves as well 
as in their submarines and bombers.

If we accept the superiority of th e Soviet land-based ICBM potential over t ha t of 
the United States  as the Departm ent of Defense does, together with the general 
super iority  of Soviet or Warsaw European-based nuclear and conventional strength 
over Allied European strength, the  credibi lity of the American deter ren t on which 
so much of the  security and confidence of the  whole free world depends could be 
material ly impaired.

Our ICBM land-based batteries are probably the  most ef ficient, the  most accurate  
and best controlled and commanded, of a ll our nuclear weaponry. They are also, I 
would say, the most symbolic of our strength. We cannot afford inferio rity in this 
area  irrespective of where we stand in others. If our Allies and our potential 
enemies perceive tha t our main land-based  nuclear bat tery  is vulnerable, it could 
well induce pressures, tensions and  tests  of will that  could lead to dangerous 
confrontations.

I doubt that  the Soviets are  looking toward or preparing for a successful nuclear 
exchange with us or a “bolt out  of the  b lue” as General Jones calls it. Some contend 
that  they are. I think they are  too inte lligent to risk such a confron tation,  but I do 
believe, without any doubt, that  they have been consciously seeking  a position in 
relation to us on which they felt the y might be able to apply pressures or leverage 
which would enable  them to ex tend their  influence over our Allies or the ir so-called 
hegemony without resorting to the  risks  of war. The signs, par ticu larly since Cuba, 
certa inly  po int tha t way.

Hopefully the  scenario to which I refer red will never take place. Indeed, we have 
to do wha t we can to ensure that,  in fact, it does not occur. The Secretary of 
Defense points to a number of things, some of which are  already in effect and some 
which can be put into effect that  would not only dete r the  Soviet Union from 
unde rtaking such a strike but  also would restore confidence all along the Allied 
line, tha t the  credibility of the U.S. deter ren t remains firm.

What are  these measures? F irst, it is suggested that  th ere  is always the  possibility 
facing the  Soviet Commander who is contemplating a first  strike that  if the  first 
strike were attempted, the  targ eted  ICBMs might not be there. Any such strike is 
probably not going to occur without  some buildup of warning signals; and the 
United States,  with memories of Pe arl  Harbor in mind, ju st might  fire on warning. 
It would require a bold decision made within minutes. However you look at it, it  is a 
very narrow ledge on which to stan d and who can tell who will be standing on tha t 
ledge when the  decision must be made.

Next the  Secretary of Defense sta tes  that  by 1985 we will have in our improved 
submarine  force and our bombers a capabil ity of destroying a large  number of the 
Soviet land-based ICBMs, which should deter  them from risking a  firs t st rike  on our 
land-based ICBMs. The B-52 bombers, though aging, he contends, will still have 
pene trabi lity and could be put  into  operat ion either simultaneously with or before 
our ALCM’s begin to come in.

We also now have the belated decision to sta rt on the MX’s with their mobile 
basing modes.

I am a littl e confused as to just  when the MX and the  air  cruise  missiles are 
planned  to come in. I have t he  impression there is not a nice time  fix on which we 
can rely. There may well be a time  gap within which it might be tempting for the 
U.S.S.R. to attack our ICBMs. I do not believe that  our relat ions  with the Soviet 
Union are on such a delicate balance that  we need to have all our deterrents in 
place a t the  right  time in order to c reat e constant and full de terrence. We can strive  
to do so, b ut if, in the meantime we show we have measures on the  way and we can 
improvise to a degree with our exist ing forces, there would stil l be considerable 
risks for an atta cker to take. Though we may have to go through a nervous period, 
it is one so relatively  short  that  the  U.S.S.R. would have to make  some very fine 
calculations, indeed, to choose the  right moment to attack.
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But SALT II is not responsib le for this. I wish we had accomplished our modern­
ization a little  earlie r. I wish we had been a littl e more discerning of what  was 
happe ning in the  way of the  Soviet buildup and that  we had start ed to counter  it 
some years ago par ticu larly by star ting  on the  MX progra m earlier . I wish from 
what may be incomplete inform ation  tha t we h ad not scrappe d the B- l, but  we did. 
We made some m iscalcu lations  of th e time it would take for the  Soviets to improve 
the  quali ty of the  Soviet ICBMs. However, we should waste no time, as I have said, 
in assessing blame, but  concent rate on restor ing the  balance. We shall have to play 
catch  up football to a degree in bringing our land-based ICBM force e ithe r throu gh 
survivability  or othe r mea sure  to a point when it is again, both perception wise a nd 
in fact, essentia lly equal in power to th e U.S.S.R.

I have difficulty following t he  argument th at  the  tre aty  freezes us into a position 
of infer iority. Secre tary Brown and the Joint Chiefs of S taff  seem to thin k we can in 
time remedy the vulnera bility of our ICBMs and th at  the re is nothing  in SALT II to 
prev ent our doing so.

If I heard  the Secre tary of Defense and the Joint  Chiefs of Staff  right, they said 
the re was nothing in SALT II which would inhibit or seriously impair the  United 
Stat es from takin g any steps which they thou ght  were necessary to offset the 
thr ea ts to our land-based ICBMs or indeed any oth er serious  thr eat s or to help our 
Allies to offset the  thr eats to them in the regional  area.  This is assuming we and 
our allies have the  will to do so. I place gre at relian ce on the ir testimony in this 
respect. I do not know th at  I know enough about  the  situ atio n to be as confident 
about this as they are, but  the n I do not  know what measures  they feel we should 
tak e in order to regain  the  essential  equivalence, as the  phrase  goes. I take it th at  it 
cert ainly  includes the MX, the Trident II subm arine and  missile as well as the 
cruise  missile. There may be othe r items. I also assume th at  in saying this  they 
mean action, and not merely reservations of options, for I believe we have passed 
beyond the stage where they  will prove effective.

I am quite prepared to accept the  contenti on th at  what we have done or  failed to 
do thus far has set a bad prece dent and th at  the  Soviets can be counted upon to be 
as obdurate in SALT III as the y have been in leading up to SALT II. But is not the 
answ er tha t for once we can  be equally as obdu rate?  My position is tha t it should be 
made perfectly clear th at  und er the treaty  we inten d to go ahead  immedia tely to 
resto re the balance with respe ct to our security. It should also be made clear that  
we intend to help our Allies establis h the  forces necessary to maint ain the ir secu­
rity,  through the transf er of technology and equipme nt. The treaty  does no t insur e 
our  security  by any means. No one can seriously contend th at  it does. It requires 
other determined steps to do tha t. My belief is t ha t in tak ing  those steps we are , on 
balance, bet ter off with the  tre aty  in effect tha n witho ut it.

I wish to add that  if I felt the  approval of this  tre aty  would recre ate an au ra  of 
complacency result ing in fail ure  to take action to redres s the  imbalance caused by 
the  Soviet buildup, the tre aty  would not have my su pport.

In considering the favorable aspects of the trea ty, I have  come to the conclusion 
th at  we shall  be in a much bette r position to verify wha t the  Soviets are doing and 
wha t they are intending to do under  the  proposed and existin g trea ty provisions 
tha n we would be witho ut them . Moreover, thoug h the limi ts set for launchers are 
so high tha t they do not have  much meaning, they  do cons titute limits which are 
now set not only in the  overall but in the  imp orta nt subcategories as well. They do 
res tra in unlimited  increases in missiles and RVs and hopefully this may encourage 
furth er limitations.  To put  it another way, they  are  considerably better tha n no 
limits  at all.

I am also ready to accept the  Admi nistration ’s emphas is on the importance of th e 
next phase, i.e. SALT III altho ugh this may be in the realm  of hope rat her than 
reali ty. I believe it is im por tan t to continue in spite of our  d iscouragem ents to strive  
to bring about really  signif icant and equal reductions of armaments as between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union. This, I think , we should do a s long as we feel ther e 
is a reasonable hope of Soviet acceptance of ar ms reductions. I do not  know enough 
abou t present Soviet in tent ions to know wh ether the re is such a hope. People whose 
judgment and experience I respec t feel th ere is. I have become convinced we hav e a 
be tte r chance of finding this out with the tre aty  tha n with out it. I am impressed, as 
is Senator McGovern, with the  fact that  so many segmen ts of opinion among the 
mili tary  and nonm ilitary  favor  the principle of much larg er equalized limitations. 
General Rowny even seemed to thin k if we had been a litt le more persistent  about  
it, we could have had Soviet agreement to gre ate r reductions in 1977. Larger 
reductions continue to be highly desirable, both in the  cause of peace and in the 
relief they could give each of our countries from massive financial burdens. I would 
suggest to Senator  McGovern th at  a convincing demonstr ation  of our willingness to 
tak e the steps to redres s the  present inbalanc e ought  to induce a willingness on the
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par t of the Soviets to agree to signif icant reductions. Or to put  it another way, to 
discourage them from clinging to the  high levels they have been demanding. I am 
inclined to agree with those who say th at  if the re is no hope of going forward 
steadil y with significant and equal  reductions in our arma ments, ther e will be real 
doubts as to the sense of co ntinuing  th e SALT process at all.

The size and nature  of the Soviet buildup is, of course, rela ted to this trea ty as 
well as the security of ourse lves and our Allies. It makes this  debate  in the Senate  
tak e on serious proportions. I would hope that  it would introduce a note of objectiv­
ity th at  will dispense with some of the name calling which has marked certa in 
phases of the earlier argume ntati on. I should like to record th at  I believe tha t Paul  
Nitze, who was one of our ear ly negotiator s and who is an expert in security 
matters and a patrio t has done the  country a service in pointin g out publicly what  
he sincerely  considers to be sub stan tial  disadvan tages in this  treaty. But for him 
and the  work of his Committee, I doubt the country  and this  Committee would have 
had as clear a picture of the  problems which have resul ted from the  steady improve­
men ts and investments in the Soviet ICBM systems over the  last  10 years. I would 
like also to  remind this  Co mmitte e of the  fact that  had it not been for the support  of 
the  generals,  the admir als and the  air  chiefs, mainly the  World War II military 
leaders  from Eisenhower down, t here would neve r have been a disarm ament agency 
or the  legislation which gave mome ntum  to arms limitation efforts.

When we look at the  priori ties, I believe, we must conclude t ha t the grea test issue 
facing this county, and the  hum an race remains the  balan ce between peace and 
war. When one think s of the number of these massive engines  of destruction, all 
targe ted, aimed and alerte d in the ir launche rs, and wha t they can do to our 
civilization if they were to be let go, all other issues such as energy, inflation and 
the  tyra nny  of the bureau cracy, would have to take second, thir d or fourth place. 
Happily the question of the  a pproval or disapproval of thi s tre aty  is not synonymous 
with the issue of peace and war, but  t he treaty , as I see it, does give us, at  least, one 
more crack in the future at  atte mp ting  to reduce this costly pile of arm amen ts with 
which we are now so heavily and dangerously burdened. If we have the  trea ty, I 
repea t, I would hope t ha t it will afford us ano ther  chance to talk seriously with the 
Soviets about the real need for more significant and equal reductions of our respec­
tive arma men ts nuclear and conventional.

I do not place much importance  on the argu men t th at  if we do not ratify this 
tre aty  limiting nuclear arms with  the Soviets, others,  abse nt our example, will be 
disposed to sta rt prolife rating  on the ir own. I say this because the  example set by 
SALT II is not all that  eloquent . On the other hand, I do believe, as I have 
indicated, tha t we would be be tte r served with this  tre aty  with  such clarifications 
and reservat ions this body may see fit to make tha n we would be w ithout it. I place 
par ticu lar emphasis on the  oppor tuni ty for improved intellig ence and the opportuni­
ty for going forward which SALT II provides. If we do not go to sleep, a nd let ’s not 
cavil about it, we at  least nodded, then  we ought to have a be tte r chance of keeping 
our deterre nt capability ale rt and convincing because of cer tain  provisions in SALT 
II. The idea of having a stan ding consulting organizat ion to which each side can 
come with its suspicions of ch eati ng is a helpful if not a sure way to test out each 
oth er’s bona fide. Under the tre aty and with SALT III it would seem to me t ha t we 
could establish a continuing forum within which to press our point of view and in 
the  last analysis to convince the Soviet Union th at  we intend always to take such 
action as we feel necessary to resis t any attempt  on thei r part to put us to a position 
of inferiority. One must remember  tha t, with or witho ut SALT, the price of our 
secur ity will, rema in as always in eternal vigilance.

Our progress with SALT III may tell us a good bit about  the  value of the SALT II 
trea ty. It may prove to be a decisive step. The strong  emphas is which the Adminis­
trat ion  places on the  on-going effect of the SALT process seems to indicate to me its 
own appreciation  of the shortcomings of SALT II, as well as its conviction that  the 
oppor tunity  exists for s ubs tant ial progress in the  next phase of the negotiations. As 
long as tha t hope persists and as long as we remain ale rt to our own secu rity needs 
and those of our Allies, the more we talk  with the  Soviets about the limita tion of 
arm ame nts the better. Ther e may be considerable momentum generated toward 
such progress by reason of the  airin g of the  whole subject of the strategic  situat ion 
in the  world which the anno uncement  of this proposed tre aty  and these hearing s 
have provoked. One can be su re th at  the U.S.S.R., as well as  our  Allies, will “cover” 
these  hearing s and the ensuing debates with deep interest. This is an opportunity of 
going furth er. I believe this opportunity for going forward is worth exploring. It 
might be i rretriev ably lost w ere SALT II to fail approval.

Here I wish to emphasize th at  in negotiations for SALT III, it is essential that  we 
establi sh a system to obtain  the  views and meet the requirem ents  of our NATO 
Allies whose interests will be profoundly affected by th at  trea ty. We must never
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forget th at  the unity of the  Alliance remains a vital elem ent in our defense and 
th at  of t he free world. The Soviets never cease the ir atte mp ts to underm ine it. We 
must constan tly preserve it whether we are opera ting under SALT II or SALT III.

I have said tha t the consideration  of this treaty  and its relevanc e to the Soviet 
buildup and our genera l stra tegi c position in the  world is worthy  of a profound 
Senate debate. There is much more involved tha n just arri ving at  a bareboned 
conclusion tha t we are  or are  not  bet ter off with this  pa rtic ula r trea ty tha n witho ut 
it. Wha t clarifications  it may need, what is required in the  way of bolstering  the  
credibil ity of our det err ent  and  the  security of Allies in the  genera l strateg ic 
situation  are all involved.

When it is suggested th at  there is enthusiastic  suppo rt for the trea ty among our 
Allies, I must say I fail to discern it and I have long been fairly close to European  
opinion. One h as to realize th at  the  United State s and the free world a re faced with 
the real ity that  this count ry is no longer in a mili tary  class by itself. It is matched, 
or, as many serious analy sts here and abroad believe, outm atche d by the Soviet 
Union. Our Allies ar e very deeply concerned about  it. They are  close to the division 
lines between the East and the  West and they are  anxious  to avoid unnecessa rily 
provocative attitude s. Thei r position, as I read it, is som ewhat ambivalent. They are 
aware of and are deeply c oncerned  about the Soviet buildup; at  the  same time that  
they  fear  what the consequences migh t be i f after  all the  publici ty no t rea ty should 
ensure .

My main preoccupation for a number of years has been in the  stren gth of the 
allian ce and the defense unit y of Western Europe. I s till have a good many contacts 
among our European Allies. I am aware that  the  Adm inist ratio n sought and ob­
tained considerable Allied governmen tal suppor t for this  tre aty , but  make no mis­
take, deep concern about  the  perception of the stre ngt h of the  United States 
persists. Naturally , I do not pur por t to have the wide c ontacts  th at  our Government  
people h ave abroad, b ut from my not inconsiderable ones and from much reading  of 
serious comment I sense a deeper concern today regar ding the  credibility of the 
American deterre nt tha n at any time  I can recall. I do not believe ther e is an Allied 
Chancellory in Western Europe which is not uneasy  at  the  thou ght that  in the 
futu re it may not be able to assume, as it has in the  past, the  U.S. um brella  remains 
as firmly placed and impervious  as ever. I am inclined to thi nk  that  our Allies 
would reac t favorably i f the Senate took steps to clarify or even amend  the trea ty in 
such a way as to confirm the  aspec t and power of the U.S. deter rent . This is 
part icul arly  true in the  face of the  realization  of the  loss of American strateg ic 
superiorit y and the concu rrent  dimension s of the Soviet mili tary  buildup.

I am much contorted by th e fact th at  the Senate  is squaring away to deal with the 
difficult problem it faces with the treaty. We all know about some of the grea t 
Senate  debates in the past—the gre at slavery debates, the  Versa illes and League of 
Nation s trea ty, etc. They are  a sti rri ng  part  of our history. I had the opportunity 
once to sit on the  floor of the  Senate through what might be classed as a grea t 
debate. I was then in the  War Depa rtment, it was the  Lend-Lease debate, and I 
posed as a page to get by the  Sergent-at-Arms. At issue was our old isolation policy 
against the  call for our inte rven tion in critical world affairs. I came away from tha t 
debate with grea t respect for t he body you represent.

I knew that  legislation like the  back of my hand, but I was freque ntly amazed at 
how knowledgeable of the  issues involved the members, as a whole, were. There was 
not a weak point tha t was not detec ted nor a strong  one th at  was not weighed in 
the  course of debating and concluding the issue. I am confident th at  in considera­
tion of the  SALT II treaty  the pre sen t Senate will reach a conclusion consistent 
with the  security of the country and  preservation of peace. I would remind you of 
what  Alexan der Hamilton said: You like no one else are  charged with the trust.

The Chairman. Tha nk you very much, Mr. McCloy. You may be 
cer tain  th at  we are  keenly aw are  of the  respo nsibility  bo rne by th is 
comm ittee and borne by the Senate as a whole.

I th ink  th at  your test imo ny is very helpfu l becau se it extends 
back over a long period of time  and your dealings with the  Russian 
Governm ent give you a very special perspect ive. You have said 
th at  it is your conclusion th at  the  coun try would be be tte r off with 
the  tre aty  tha n without it, and  the  reasons you have given us are  
th at  with  the  tre aty  we will have a be tte r gras p of wha t the  
Russians are  doing tha n we would have without it.
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URGES AGA INST  COMPLACENCY

You have said that  with  the tre aty  the re will be a t leas t ceilings 
placed on the numbers of weapons and warheads  applicable to both 
sides, which.will in tu rn  give us a be tter opportunity  to strengthen  
our own det errent  in the  yea rs ahead.  I tak e it the n th at  since the 
Sena tors  must  decide wh eth er to vote for or aga ins t ratification, 
you would  urge us to vote in favor of ratific ation .

Mr. McCloy. Let me point out one paragraph  which  I did not 
read. This is very imp ortant . If I though t th at  adoption of this  
tre aty  would induce the  complacency th at  we have  experienced 
recen tly, I would be aga ins t it. I read  in the  newspaper this morn­
ing Dr. Kissinger’s t estim ony,  although I did not have  the  opportu­
nity  to  h ear  him personally.

I am urging  against complacency, and if I tho ught complacency 
were involved here, I would  be against the  t rea ty.  He is now trying 
to pu t a guarantee into the treaty , and this  is a  new though t with  
me, one that  I think you ought to take into account, because if 
the re is any gua rantee against complacency, I would be for it. I 
wan t to make that  p art  of m y rem arks to you.

The Chairman. I do not know whe ther  we can guara nte e against 
complacency. I know of no  way of doing that , but there is nothing 
in the testimony th at  we have  heard over the  past month that  
would be conducive to complacency.

Mr. McCloy. I should  think  not . I would hope not.
The Chairman. That is eit he r on the  pa rt of the proponents  or 

the  opponents  of th is treaty .

RESERVATIONS OR UNDERST ANDINGS  COMMITTEE SHOULD CONSIDER

You made one o the r observation with  which I agree , but  before I 
go to th at  I would wan t to ask  you if you have any  reservations or 
understandings that  you th ink this  committee should consider in 
connection with the  i ns tru me nt  of ra tifica tion.

Mr. McCloy. Oh, I th ink we ou ght to have some c larification,  b ut 
I do not know t ha t the re should be amendmen ts. The re are  things 
th at  have troubled me. They have already  been expressed, and I 
have not tried  to repeat  them here. You know them, the  expiration 
of t he  protocol, the  circu mven tion ma tter, and two or three other 
things.

The Chairman. The Backf ire bomber.
Mr. McCloy. Yes, the  Backfire . You have to have some rese rva­

tions, and some fine drafting, I think, has to go into tha t. As I said, 
I cannot believe th at  the  allies would object to that.  I thin k they  
will all applaud tha t, and  I think  it is an elem ent in our und er­
standing of the trea ty, so th at  we will und ers tand and  the  Soviets 
will understand just what we inten d to do.

Let me come back to wh at I und erst and  Dr. Kissinger spoke of 
yeste rday.  He talke d about a program, some thing  t ha t would cl ear­
ly dem onst rate  we w ere on our way, and dem ons tra te to the  Sovi­
ets as well as to ourselves, and that  even though we can’t bind 
anoth er Congress, th at  t hi s was a program th at  could be adopted. I 
was ra ther  intrig ued with tha t. I didn’t have any  collaboration, of 
course, with him at all on this. I met him at  breakfast  one time, 
bu t he did not te ll me w hat was involved.



257

I would be in favor of a nything th at  can seal or be the  ear nest of 

our  will.

TREA TY AS A STEPPIN G STON E TOW ARD  REDUCTIONS

The Chairman. Well, it may be th at  the re is a way to deal with  
two concerns. As you hav e alrea dy indicated, the  SALT process has 
not carried us very far toward  arm s redu ction  in the  nuc lear  field, 
yet  everybody knows the  ominous dan ger and  the  futi lity  of a 
continued buildup of nuc lear weapons and the terr ible devastation 

th at  would be w roug ht by nucl ear war.
It seems to me th at  the  chief jus tific atio n for this tre aty  is t ha t it 

is a steppin g stone  and a necessary stepp ing stone toward the  day 
th at  we can reduce  the se levels on both  sides. So, possibly the re is 
an  oppo rtuni ty her e to do two th ings.  One would be to try  to find a 
consensus on wh at needs to be done to str ength en our de ter ren t in 
the  coming years , both to elim inate any  possible haza rd to th at  
de ter ren t and to give us a barg aining position  from which we could 
serious ly endeavor to achieve sub stantial redu ction s on both sides.

If we could combin e the  two and on the  one hand say thes e 
thin gs need to be done in connection with  our own defense in the  
coming years, and  on the  other han d say th at  our objective in 
SALT III will be to achieve sub stan tial  redu ctions in the  num ber  of 
nuc lear weapons on both sides, and  thu s mak e it clea r wh at our 

pa th would be to set  out  the  guidepo sts which  will delineate the  
pa th the  coun try intend s to follow in the coming years, it would be 

helpfu l to us.
Would you agree  th is migh t be a n opportu nity  for us?
Mr. McCloy. I was ra th er  impressed when  I read in the  pap er 

thi s morning about wh at Secretary  Kissinger  said. He said, le t’s be 

sure in the  me ant ime  th at  we don’t slide back, because to the  
ext ent  we slide back, the less chance you have in my j udg ment of 

get ting  to the  objective. I think it is im porta nt therefor e to exam ­
ine wha t he had to say in regard to the  ass ura nce —he tal ked  abou t 
a 5-year program . I do not know how you could have just 5 years 
and  not bind the  oth er years, but  we do have  plans. We had plan s 
in the  War De par tment  in my day th at  extended  for 4 or 5 years 
and  the re they  were. It  took something to chan ge th at  plan. I guess 
th at  is wha t he was driv ing at, alth oug h I do not know. I have not 

talk ed to him abou t it.
I am terr ibly  conce rned th at  we do not find ourselves  at  a given 

poin t in the  same situat ion  th at  we are  in now, th at ’s all. Some­
body ask ed me about linkage, and I want ed to tal k a little bit about 
that.  Tha t was a new thou ght  th at  he intro duce d yesterda y on 
which I have some ideas. Forgive me for int errupting.

LINK AG E ARGUME NTS NOT PERSUASIVE

The Chairman. Surely. I thi nk  Dr. Kissing er’s testim ony was 
very valuable. I did not  think  th at  his linkage argument  was very 
persuasive. I do not th ink th at  the  Russ ians  are  going to leave 
Angola because the y thi nk  if they do not we migh t nuke them . 
This connection betw een nuc lear  de ter ren t and  adventu rism  is one 

for which no one has  given us any  evidence, just doctr ine so far.
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Mr. McCloy. I would like to make  a comment abo ut that  later 
on.

The Chairman. My time  is abou t up, so if you would like to 
make  a  comment, please do.

Mr. McCloy. Thank you. I listened to the  linkage argument  and 
it distu rbs me. Somebody sa id to me the  other day when  we were 
talk ing  about this  that  we do not  wan t to go back to the cold war. 
Well, I was in the  cold war. I was eyeball to eyeball in it in the  city  
of Berlin at  that  point, but wh at are  we in now with  Yemen, with 
Afghanis tan, with the  H orn of Africa , and  the  o the r ten der spots of  
the  world where the pres sure s are  coming from with the Cubans 
abroad. At least  it was concentrated at  one time in the  city of 
Berlin, and  in and around Germ any.

I do not  understand the  mat ter of linkage. Then  the re is this  
report th at  you have to make every 2 years, according to the  
newspaper this  morning.  I th ink that  would be ra th er  awkward, 
but  I do not mind saying th at  i f you contin ue this adventu rism  and 
it begins to get so u tte rly  c onsi sten t with the  concept of de tente  or 
the  concept of tru st  th at  we have to have  in connect ion with 
disa rmamen t, that  you had be tte r watch  out, bu t my feeling is, I 
would not put  it  in the  t rea ty.  That is all.

The Chairman. Thank you very  much, Mr. McCloy.
Senator Javits?
Senator J avits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chai rman , we have before  us this  morn ing one of the  men 

whom I respect most in our coun try. He is from my nativ e city, and 
he and  Averell Harrim an are two of the  most distinguished and 
most experienced minds th at  we have rela ted to the foreign policy 
of the  country .

Mr. McCloy, I tha nk you very  much for app ear ing  here  today.
Mr. McCloy. T hank  you, Sena tor.
Senator J avits. There is one elem ent th at  our cha irm an said he 

is thinking  about, abou t which  I am also thinking : future  negotia ­
tion. I am  quite sure  he would agree  with me. This is the  additional 
point th at  we should not negotiat e a SALT III Tre aty  without 
giving notice in advance th at  it mus t sub stantially  reduce  aggre­
gate  a rmamen ts. It seems to me th at  th at  begins to fashion  a  policy 
we want  because it will be remembered th at  in SALT I we commit­
ted to equivalency of aggrega te numbers by Sen ator Jackson for 
SALT II, and in SALT II we should give the  Soviets notice in 
advance th at  we will not have a SALT III unless t he re  is a s ubst an­
tia l and  meaningful reduction  in aggregate nuc lear armament.

Would you agree with  tha t?
Mr. McCloy. Yes, I agree with  tha t. I have something to that  

effect in my statement. Wh at is the  use of going on if you canno t 
achieve that?

Sen ato r J avits. Right. The other question I would like to ask you 
is th is. I notice with great int ere st this  partic ula r sentence in your 
stat eme nt: “I have difficulty following the  arg um ent that  the  
tre aty  freezes us in to a  position of infe riori ty.”

It seems to me th at  th at  is the  way the  SALT arg um ent  is now 
going. I think the proponen ts so far have had the edge in the  
debate in the  sense th at  we lose nothing and  may be gaining 
someth ing, provided, as  you and  Dr. K issinger and the  J oin t Chiefs
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of Staf f all say, we tak e the necessary precautions  to insure  th at  
we do not slip beh ind but  that  we rem ain where we are  because 
the re does not seem to be any gre at arg um ent  th at  the re is rough  
equivalency now, to wit, August 2, 1979.

Therefore , it seems to me th at  the  burd en has shifted to the  
opponents of the tre aty to show t ha t we a re going to be taken by a 
tranquil izer  or by complacency or by somethin g which is going to 
lull us to sleep. Their  argument  is, don’t do i t, not because of what  
the  treaty  says, bu t because of your own sta te of mind or your 
psyche and so on.

What would you s ay about  th at?
Mr. McCloy. Senator , I was tryi ng to get at  that  thought.  As I 

said a littl e while ago, why can’t we be as obdurate as they are?  
This is a substantial argument  to me, as you point out.

Senator  J avits. Now, no one knows the Euro peans bet ter  than  
you; they are  t he  principa l factor in Europe.  Now, we are  adop ting 
a new concept, to wit, supe riori ty cannot be continued in nuclear 
armaments. We are accepting the  doctrine of essentia l equivalence. 
Do you believe th at  Europe is likely to cont inue  to have fai th in 
the  U.S. dete rre nt and  in the  U.S. defense posture respecting  thei r 
security with the  accep tance  of th at  doctrine  of essen tial equiva­
lency, assuming th at  we really  implement it, or do you th ink th at  
th at  will change  E urope’s reliance on t he  U nite d States?

Mr. McCloy. Th at question requ ires  a ra th er  difficult judg men t. 
They deplore the  fac t that  we have given the m super iority . They 
think  of the American umbrella  and  have  tho ught of it too confi­
dently , in my judgment , and without enough effort  on their  own 
par t. So, any thin g in the  way of a  diminut ion of American superi­
ority concerns them  and  worries them , but I have the  feeling th at  
they have no o the r altern ative  tha n to come along w ith us because  
it is so imp ortant  th at  we have this uni ty with them,  and if they 
have any doubt abo ut the  vigor and  str ength  of our equality and  
our  pari ty position, if th at  doubt were removed, I think thei r 
confidence would be restored.

I think for the  mom ent they are  nervous.  The way it is now, in 
flux, they  a re not secure . They do not have  a sense of security, bu t 
if we go along the way that  you are  talkin g with an honest, 
definite,  ear nest—we won’t call it a gua ran tee , we will call it an  
earn est, which is more  tha n jus t mere words—I think  the ir confi­
dence would be resto red,  and you would have a confident, a much  
more stable  si tua tion in Europe than  you have  today.

Senator  J avits. Thank  you.
Few men have had  as much exper ience nego tiating with the  

Soviets as you have, and  u nder very tough circumstances .
Now, the re is a question before us. We have  rough equivalency. 

We are  likely to lose it unless we follow these highly  expert judg­
men ts of your own, of Dr. Kissinger’s, an d I am sure  General Haig  
will t ell us ab out this , and the Jo int Chiefs of Staff.

Now, the re are  some who would say, tell  the  Russians  you are  
going to do this and  nego tiate  on the  basis th at  they  know we are 
well able to do it once we get our tee th into  it. There is anoth er 
school which says, do it, sta rt doing it. Kiss inger wants a bind ing 
commitment,  and  we probably can ’t do that,  but we can do some­
thin g along th at  l ine, as I have just mentioned.
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My question is this. Knowing the Russians as you do, are they 
going to believe us unless we actually go ahead , spend money, 
inves t resources to build up? Only then  will they  believe that  we 
really intend to negot iate earnestly , or do you believe that  our 
reputa tion for being able to do fabulous indust ria l things is so 
gre at and  so established as to put  a  man on the  Moon, the  M anhat­
tan  projec t with the  atom bomb, and so on, th at  if we say we are 
going to do it they will tak e our word for it and nego tiate  as if we 
did?

Mr. McCloy. We have  to put  our redressing  steps in process. 
They are  realist s. If t hey  see th at  we are moving in th at  direction, 
they  will be much more convinced and much more apt  to be 
responsive tha n if we s imply say, look out, or we a re going to do it. 
They need a demonstration . They are  reali sts. If they see that  we 
are  d eliberate and that  t he  meshers are  in tra in,  I think  you would 
have a bet ter  chance with  t hem and having th em respond tha n you 
would otherwise.

Sen ator J avits. So we hav e to show them , not ju st  tell them?
Mr. McCloy. Yes. They res ist bland ishments.  They resis t good 

examples . I th ink we have  to get to the point  where  we are  not just 
reserving options, but  whe re we are  acting. The reserving of the 
options  is passe now.

Sen ato r J avits. Tha nk you very much, Mr. McCloy. Your test i­
mony has been very, very  helpful. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman. Thank you, Senator  Javits .
Sen ator McGovern?
Sen ator McGovern. Thank  you, Mr. Chairm an.
Mr. McCloy, I wan t to join  my colleagues in expressing my 

apprecia tion for your  long yea rs of service to our  country. I was 
deligh ted with your answer to Senator  Jav its  when you said th at  
you though t this tre aty  oug ht to be accompanied in some fashion 
by a clea r resolution on the pa rt of the  S enate th at  o ur negotiators 
in SALT III ought to press  hard for meaningful and  substan tial  
reduc tions and, failing that,  we are  not real ly interested in SALT 
III. T ha t has been my position all along. I do not  see  much point in 
rati fying SALT II unless  it can be accompanied by that  kind of 
assurance.

This morning I had bre akf ast  w ith a num ber of Senators whom I 
guess you would describe  as moderates. Some of them  may be 
liberals . They are general ly Sena tors that  I th ink  would hold views 
th at  you would respect. The  debate was whether we ought to go 
th at  rout e with a reso lutio n that  I have dra fted  which would 
accompany the  treaty , not  as an amendment, bu t simply as an 
accompanying resolution committing our nego tiato rs and ins truct­
ing them to go into SALT III with a position th at  we are  going to 
press firs t for a  freeze and  the n for a cer tain  perc entage reduct ion 
in aggregates  of nuclea r weapons.

The re was a counterview presented by Senator  Hatfield; I know 
he now has talked public ly about it and would not resent my 
men tioning it here today. He argued th at  we ought to have an 
ame ndm ent to SALT II which  says th at  we want a freeze now. We 
do not wan t the  formula th at  is presently wri tten  into  SALT II. We 
want a freeze on exist ing weapons systems, the  theory  being th at  
there is a rough equiva lency between the  two countries.  So why no t
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writ e it into the  tre aty righ t now and  go back to the  draw ing 
boards  and negotiate  t ha t freeze a t the  moment?

I would have to say th at  the Sena tors in the room, the 8 or 10 of 
them , were pre tty  even ly divided between those two approaches. 
Which of the  two would you tend to suppor t?

Mr. McCloy. A l itt le while ago, I said to one of the  Senators here 
th at  my conclusions were  as of this date . I am not sure  th at  the  
case is yet in. I th ink the  case is going to develop as the  debate 
goes on. One of t he chief points is, how do you do this  draft ing?  I 
have  not addressed myself to it at  all. I know it is going to be a 
pre tty  nea t bit of draft sma nship th at  you will have to think  about 
in order to put  th is into  the righ t nuance.

Senator  McGovern. Would you be willing  to look at a possible 
draf t?

Mr. McCloy. Yes, I would be willing  to look at  it. I hav en’t any 
thou ghts about  it now, but I can sense perhaps as a lawyer th at  
some tough draftin g is necessary,  whether it is amendm ent form, 
resolu tion form, how it  reads, and  how it matches  is, I thin k, 
extremely  important.

Senator  McGovern. We would like to draw on your expertise  
and  submit that  to  you.

Mr. McCloy. Tha nk you.

STATEM ENT  OF PRIN CIPLES ON GE NE RA L AN D COMPLETE 

DISARM AMENT

Senator  McGovern. I was reading in pre par ation for your tes ti­
mony, Mr. McCloy, th e sta tem ent  of pr incip les th at  you negot iated 
with your counter par t, Mr. Zorin, back in 1961, t ha t you submitted  
to the  General Assembly, a sta tem ent of eigh t principles which 
commits  the  two countries to achieve agreem ent  on disa rma ment 
th at  is general and  complete.

It goes on to call for the  cessation of the  produc tion of arma­
ments, the  elimination of a ll means of delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction. Then the  fina l point says that,  sta tes  par ticipat ing in 
the  negotia tion should  seek to achieve and implement the  widest 
possible agreement a t the earl iest  possible date.

Now, that  was 18 yea rs ago th at  we comm itted ourselves to 
complete  and general  disarmamen t. When Dr. Kissinger was here 
the other day, he pointed out that  when  we signed SALT I, the  
Soviets had 3,200 w arheads.  By th e time  we rat ify  SALT II, if we 
do, they will have 6,000, a nd by th e time  SALT II  is ended, we will 
have  12,000. Now, w hat  happened? Where did the whole process go 
off the trac k from what you and Mr. Zorin agreed upon some years  
ago?

Mr. McCloy. Well, th at  is intere sting . Of course, that  was a long 
time ago, and I would have  to give you my first blush  react ion to 
the  Zorin thing.  If you remember, at  th at  poin t the  Soviets were 
mak ing tremendous prop aganda abou t how peaceful they  were and  
how we were the  impe riali sts. The phrase  was th at  they  were in 
favor of general  and complete disarmamen t. This  was all over the  
world. It was a real  prop aganda effort. I th ink if you look back 18 
years ago, you will find they were making gre at stride s in thei r 
propaganda.
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One day I said to him, OK, I will call your  bluff. Are you 
prepared  to sign thi s agreement? You are  talkin g about general 
and  complete disa rmament. Everybody is in  favor of peace. We are, 
too, so let ’s write  thi s down, and this  resul ted. As a  concomitant of 
that , I said that  you have  to have some sort  of arb itra tion here  in 
case we get into difficulties.

At that  point, thei r enthusiasm for th at  propaganda died. I 
would throw th at  in at  this  point as one of the  elements th at  
caused the  McCloy-Zorin sta tem ent  of principles to sort of fade 
away. They lost inter es t in it. The Soviets lost intere st in it at  th at  
point. There had been a tremendous propaganda flag a t that  s tage, 
and  I came to the  conclusion  lat er on th at  they were not rea lly 
inte rested in general and  complete disarm ament  w ith all that  w ent 
along with  it.

I said to Khrush chev at  that  time, the re it is. Now, then, we 
have to submit  to arb itra tion. He said, we cannot  submit to any  
court that  I do not contro l.

Senator  McGovern. Mr. McCloy, I have read your prepared 
stateme nt, and a good deal of it  is on your own concern abou t the  
negot iation and rati ficatio n procedures?

Mr. McCloy. Yes.
Sena tor McGovern. I gathe r th at  for perhaps somewhat differ­

en t reasons you share  the  concern th at  I do about this  whole 
process. Senator Church has described it as a stepping stone to rea l 
reduction . I have the  greate st respect for Sen ator Church. I guess I 
am still not sure  th at it is a stepping stone to real reductions 
because of this  nego tiation and ratif icat ion process about  which 
you talk. You tal k abo ut the  political pressures.  The press has been 
filled with references  late ly that  Senator  Nunn and others are  not 
going to vote for thi s tre aty  unless the  Pre sident  agrees to a major 
mili tary  expansion.

Senators who make  those  kinds of comments  a re always refe rred  
to in the press as “respected  Sena tors.” Now, I respect  them,  bu t I 
respect every Sen ator on this  committee. Wh at can those of us  do 
who really want sub stantial reduct ions in order to get it? We have 
watched this process yea r afte r year, and the  arms race cont inues  
to escalate. I am  very skept ical about w hat  we will ge t in SALT III. 
Do you have any though ts on that?

Mr. McCloy. Well, more and more as the  years have gone by I 
have noticed th at  process developing. As I have  read your sta te­
ments and other transc rip ts, my answ er is: I have  the  feeling th at  
unless you convince the Soviets th at  the re is no chance of their  
achieving any sor t of superiori ty or put ting us into a position of 
inferiority, unt il you get  to that  conviction, considering everyth ing 
th at  has developed in term s of the ir buildup in these  las t years, 
you are not going to get them  seriously to consider signif icant  and  
equal reductions .

I think the  best opportunity  we have is to convince them  t ha t we 
are  serious about this . I do not know wheth er or not you were in 
the  room when I spoke about  General Rowny. Well, I perked up my 
ears  when he said: “I thou ght  t ha t in 1977 if we had been ins iste nt 
enough we might well have gotten th at  reduction .” I know at  a 
given point if we had  insisted on onsite  inspec tions I feel we could 
have gotten it. I feel tha t. I have a feeling th at  we need th at  litt le
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note  of iron will in there to take  this  n ext  step. Without it, I r athe r 
despair of it.

Senator  McGovern. Thank you, Mr. McCloy.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Sen ato r Percy.
Sena tor Percy. Thank  you, Mr. Chairm an.
Mr. McCloy, first , let  me say th at  knowing your  own style  as I 

have  learned to know it through the  years in working  with  you, 
out  of 47 pages of testim ony, I would say 45 pages represent your 
own handiwork. I do not know where the  o the r 1 ¥2 or 2 migh t have 
come from.

Mr. McCloy. Well, now, I will tell  you. A very  attr act ive  young 
girl  works in the  sum mer in our office. She goes to Columbia Law 
School. She is at  lea st responsible for those two pages. [General 
laughter. ]

Sena tor Percy. I pay trib ute  to her  also, bu t I th ink  th e contribu­
tion you have made in resea rchin g the  tre aty  making power o f the 
Senate is invaluab le to us.

As you say here: “As I read history, the  execut ive branch is the  
agent rat he r than  the prime  mover.” Does Secretary Vance agree 
with  Alexander Ham ilton and Jam es Madison th at  the Preside nt is 
an agent and th at  the prime mover is the  legislative body in 
making a trea ty?  As you say the  concept th at  the  Sena te by its 
consideration of a tre aty could somehow be undermining the  au­
tho rity  of the Presiden t of the  United Sta tes or his Secretary of 
Sta te is not well founded. Have you tak en th at  up with the  Secre­
tary  of State?

Mr. McCloy. I have  not taken it up with Mr. Vance, although I 
do know that  Secreta ries  of State  are  not partic ula rly  fond of th is 
doctrine. Hay did not  like it, and I think,  as you said, the re was 
ano the r Secretary  who complained about the fact that  he had to 
subm it the  thing as much as he did, but I have no doubt about  how 
the  Founding Fa the rs felt about it. They were  pre tty  astute  men. 
These were Alexander Hamil ton, Jam es Wilson, Jam es Madison. 
They are  al l on t he  record. The sta tem ent of Alexander Hamil ton’s 
was an eyeopener to  me.

It has not happene d that  way and, as a practical  ma tte r, I 
suppose we have  to tak e it for granted th at  the  Pres iden t does play 
a larger role as a mat ter of custom, bu t the  f und amental reasoning  
was to me very, very  persuasive. This is the  law of the  land, the  
supreme law of the  land.

EFFECT OF SAL T II ON CON FID ENCE CRISIS ON EUROPE

Sena tor Percy. I wish Sena tor Byrd had had  yo ur testimony with  
him when he talked to Mr. Brezhnev and  people in the  Kremlin. I 
thi nk  it would have reinforced his han d when he said the  Sen ate ’s 
imp rin t is going to be felt on this  treaty . It reinforces our position 
that,  as we develop understandings  and rese rvat ions  to clarify 
ambigui ties, we a re fulfi lling  a  constitu tional function . It is not an 
intru sion. It is ou r d uty  and our responsibility.

Pres iden t Carter has  cited a national crisis of confidence as the  
reason for much of th e domestic difficul ty the U.S. cur ren tly  faces. 
You sense a similar  confidence crisis within NATO as rega rds the  
will and capability  of the  U.S. Government. Does the  SALT II
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agreem ent  erase  these doubts?  Does it increase them or have any 
effect a t all on this crisis of confidence in Europe?

Mr. McCloy. I would have to specu late as to ju st  wha t the  
opinion of Europe is. I trie d to say a litt le while ago—perhaps you 
were not here —that  there was an ambivalent att itu de  which I 
noticed Dr. Kissinger has addressed, also. I am sure th at  generally 
the re is a question around  the  world abou t leade rship . We talk 
abou t leade rship  everywhere. It is not so eviden t in Europe eithe r, 
and the re is some skep ticism  about it as well.

I have  a feeling th at  everybody craves this thing  that  we call 
leadership , and it does not seem to be a s apparen t as it used to be. 
I have  a feeling th at  th at  is mixed in with  thei r worries and 
concerns over the Soviet bui ldup  and the  loss of A merican superi­
ority  to  which they have become so used.

I th ink they have to adjust  themselves to wha t is happening  in 
the  world jus t as we do. My plea is that  we keep in closer contact 
with  them , and have a be tte r exchange. That is why I feel this  
circumvention business is so important.

EFFECT OF DEFE AT OF SAL T TREATY ON  NATO ALL IAN CE

Sen ator Percy. Both you and  Dr. Kissinger used the term  “am­
bivalent” to describe European atti tude s. The re has  been a signifi­
can t difference  of opinion among witnesses th at  have  appeared 
before us regarding the  effect the  defeat of the SALT T reaty would 
have on the  NATO a lliance. How do you feel our allies would r eact  
if the  U.S. Senate failed to rati fy the  SALT II Treaty by a two- 
thirds  vote?

Mr. McCloy. I think if th e Senate failed to rati fy aft er all of this 
public ity and afte r all of the emphasis that  has  been placed upon 
it—I talk ed to Helm ut Schm idt about this  a good bit—there would 
be a n easiness that would develop there. On the  oth er hand, in my 
judgmen t, they are all uneasy as to the  Soviet buildup and the  loss 
of the American superiori ty, and  wha t is i t th at  the y can lay to as 
the sailo rs say? What is it th at  they  can lay to in terms  of what  
they  could hope in the  way of aid and security from the  United  
States in the next decade or so. I think  th at  is why they  are 
worried.

It is a combination of things. When somebody tell s me they  are  
all enth usia stic  for this tre aty , I j ust  do not think  th at  is so from 
the  reac tions that  I get, because the re is an elem ent of worry. I say 
the re is the  loss of American superiority and the  d imensions of the 
Soviet buildup, par ticu lar ly regarding  thin gs like  SS-20’s and 
Backfire, which they feel th reaten  them  as they  have  never  been 
threaten ed before.

Senator Percy. Do you th ink some of th at  ap paren t lack of 
enth usia sm by, say, the  mi lita ry might  be clarified by some of the 
understandings  tha t we were  discussing here?

Mr. McCloy. Yes; I t hin k th at  is a  very important aspect  of this  
whole thing .

Sen ator Percy. We th ink  so, too, and we c erta inly  will be p ursu ­
ing them . Unti l recently , the  United States maintained a strategic 
superio rity  over the Soviet Union. The consensus is th at  now, at 
best, we are  in a position of essen tial equivalence. Some feel this  
development  has been accompanied by a decline in U.S. world
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influence and prestige , and  the forecasts  for the futu re are  even 
more ominous. Do you share  these views?

Mr. McCloy. Oh, I th ink there is a nervousness all around the  
world. We are  in a trou bled  period. There is no question about 
tha t.

Senator Percy. Are our  European allies  especially concerned 
about the U.S. mi lita ry capabil ity, or are  the re other reasons  for 
thei r app arent concern about U.S. leade rship? Is it essential ly 
based on the  decline of U.S. mili tary  superio rity  or are  the re other 
thin gs about  U.S. lead ersh ip that  concern them just as much?

Mr. McCloy. You are  g etting me into political are as now. Let me 
say this. I am not pa rti san at  a ll in this  thing. The only jobs I have 
ever had in Governm ent were given to me by Democrats, even 
thou gh I am a Republican.  I think  th at  the  resignatio n of the  
Cabinet the  other day sen t a tremor, judging from the  telephone 
calls I got. They did not  underst and  tha t. The re was a nuan ce 
the re that  meant the  collapse  of government to them , those across- 
the-board resignations. Th at sort of culminated  the general worries 
they had about the  l eadersh ip here.

They so crave a vigorous, strong leadersh ip from this  country  
because they  are  so used to it and so dependent upon it that  any  
sign of weakness is d istu rbin g to them.

Senator Percy. Thank  you very much indeed, Mr. McCloy. We 
very  much apprecia te the time and though t th at  you have put  into 
you r tes timony. It has been  e xtra ord ina rily  helpful to us.

Thank  you, Mr. Cha irman.
The Chairman. Thank  you, Senator  Percy.
Senator  Biden?
Senator  Biden. Would Senator Pell like to go first?
The Chairman. Sen ato r Pell had asked to pass for the  moment.
Senator Biden. T han k you, Mr. Ch airman.

EU RO PE AN  ATTITUDES TOWARD SAL T II

Mr. McCloy, I found you r testim ony most inte rest ing.  Your his­
toric al perspective on the se mat ters , which is unique, was very 
fascina ting. I would like to make a few comm ents and ask you to 
comment on my comments, if you will. It seems as though this  
committee is being prepared to accept the  concept of nuclear supe­
riority  as having any  relevance. Although I may be a minority of 
one in this regard , it seems to me th at  nuclear supe riori ty is a 
meaningless concept. Unless we fundam entally  and uni late ral ly 
reduced our cen tral  systems we are  so beyond the  point where 
eit he r nation could inflic t upon the  other a nuclear strike with any 
degree of im punity.

The othe r thin g I would like to ment ion on which you can 
comm ent is this. No one has  a bet ter  perspective  tha n you of t he  
Euro pean  atti tudes about which we frequently tal k and which I 
fully agree. I obviously do not have your  experience, background, 
or knowledge, but  in my recent trip s to Europe and my contacts 
with  the  European lead ers of all political part ies,  the re is the  
skit tishness  you referre d to, but it seems to me it does not have 
much, if anything, to do with central stra tegi c systems. It has to do 
with Henry Kissinger ’s policies, the  very ones th at  he criticized. 
The “Year  of Euro pe” never came about because he kept us in
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Southeast Asia. European  att itudes and concerns  were never ad­
dressed because we kept involved in par ts of th e world, not under­
standing what  our real  security inte rest s were and  where  they lay.

Now we come about and  we say, well, somehow the  Europeans 
have lost faith. Well, they lost faith because we paid  no a tten tion . I 
have only been here  since 1972, but I kep t hearing  wha t are you 
guys doing in Southeas t Asia, wha t are  you doing there? Why 
aren ’t you paying att en tion to Europe? Why ar en ’t you paying 
att en tion to your real  inte res t? Now we have a man who has 
impressed you by his test imony yesterday. He has  impressed the  
press. Appa rently he has impressed my colleagues  in the  Senate, 
and yet  he was th e problem, or at  least  he  was pa rt of the  problem. 
Let me respectfully suggest tha t. Yet we are  sit ting here  talk ing 
about Henry Kissinger ’s sec ret solution or unique solution to a 
problem that  I firmly believe he, although not alone,  was a t least  a  
signi fican t part of, he and  the  architectura l team that  brought 
abou t the  malaise th at  exists  in Europe today.

Mr. Chairman, I m ay be mistaken, but  for the  f irs t time I believe 
you have  approved having Euro pean  par liame nta rians actua lly tes­
tify her e in this body before thi s committee in Septem ber.

The Chairman. Yes, th at  is correct.
Senator Biden. We may he ar  more abou t it, but I have not heard 

anywhere anyone suggest th at  the ir analysis of our cen tral  str ate ­
gic systems revealed th at  we are  inferior . The only thing I hear 
Euro peans say is, well, you fellows say  you are. Nitze  says you are. 
Haig  says you are. It looked to us like you are  not, but since they  
are  saying  you are, we have to pay attentio n.

I am sorry  to express  my frustra tion like this, bu t it seems th at  
what is being accepted here, Mr. Chairman, is, nuclear super iority  
is r eal ly a live concept, th at  it makes a difference, and  that  we are 
infer ior, or at least  bare ly hanging  on. That is No. 1. No. 2 is that  
somehow it has been inac tion  on the  pa rt of an adm inis trat ion in 
building up massively in nuc lear  weapons th at  has  caused this  
insecuri ty in Europe. Third, that  we are  in a position  now where 
all we have to do is make  a massive comm itment to nuc lear  arms 
and we are  somehow going to redress this  att itude  th at  worries us. 
I would respectful ly suggest th at  Europeans are  more concerned, 
and this is what I want you to comment on if you would, Mr. 
McCloy; No. 1, they are  m ore concerned about our will.

Our  will is reflected in ter ms  of our a ttit ude and our  a ttending  to 
their  concerns, being responsive to them,  listening  to them,  being a 
pa rtn er  with them. Second, they are  most concerned about  conven­
tional capability. Third, the y seem to be concerned abou t our abili­
ty to be discriminating  about wha t real ly constitu tes U.S. self- 
interest, to be able to disc riminate between our int ere st in Angola 
and our  inte rest  in the  Middle East, to be able to discr imina te 
between our inte rest  in Germany and our intere st in Botswana. We 
have  shown, it seems to me, a real  propensity not  to be able to 
discriminate , and now we have men coming before us who are  
architects of that  indiscr iminate—my ter m—policy, that  caused 
this  att itude  in large  pa rt to exist, saying th at  the  way out, the  
cure, is to build more nuc lea r weapons. By th e way, it follows th at  
we a re not going to be able to do as much on conventional weapon­
ry if we do. What we are  going to do—not quite  in John Kennedy
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terms  of fight any  figh t or light any ligh t—is to go wherever we 

need to go to show the Soviets th at  we inte nd to stan d up to them .

I would respectfully suggest th at  in an att em pt  to overcome a 

rea l problem—th at  the United Stat es has sha ken  the  confidence of 

its allies  thro ugh  a whole series of events, and  the  Unite d Stat es 

will is in questio n both  here  and abroad, both  of which are  tru e 

and  we accept or seem to be tak ing  for gra nte d as the  basic 

premise for the  syllogism th at  we are  puttin g toge ther here  in the  

Sen ate to come to our logical conclusion—we are  accept ing the  

wrong answers.
You used the  phrase,  slide back; we do not wa nt to slide back. I 

agre e with you. Wh at I do not wan t to slide back to is the  Kissin­

ger era, the  Johnson  era,  slide back to the  indiscriminate misun­

derstan ding  of where  our  intere st lies. That is wher e I do n ot want 

to slide back to, and  my time is going to be up in anoth er 2 

minu tes, and I hav en’t asked you a quest ion bu t I have expressed a 

poin t of view th at  you may very well disag ree with, and because I 

do respect you so much, I would like you, in as disc rimi nating a 

way as you desire, to tell me why I am all wet, or why I am 

correct.
Mr. McCloy. Well, th at  is quite  a comment  you made. I have 

been trying to thi nk  abo ut what  app rop riat e comm ent I could give 

you in response. Bear in mind th at  our  allies abroa d are  nervou s 

every  time we do not  look at them . They wa nt the ir hand s held. 

They have been thr ough  all these  gre at disaste rs in Europe. When 

we move toward  the  East, they deplore  it. They  say, pay att ent ion  

to us, and I was cri tic al—I will say th at  I was critic al of Dr. 

Kissinger . I though t of him as fun dam entally  a European. I do not 

think  he paid enough atte ntion to the European thing.  I thi nk  he 

was a littl e too conf iden t that he could control it, and he did not 

pay as much att en tio n to mendin g his fences over the re as I 

though t he should.
I have told him thi s at  times. There is nothing very bit ter  abou t 

it, of course. I ju st had  the  feeling th at  we were neglecting the  

Europ ean scene, but you know, you are  a cre atu re of your own 

experience.  This is whe re I have put  most of my energies, and  I 

would deplore a diverse , indiscrim inate  present atio n, to be sure.

Certainly, we are  a world power, and  some of tho se coun tries  are  

not world powers, and we have responsib ilities in the  Pacific as 

well as the  Atla ntic,  and  they have to live with tha t. I though t for 

a while we were missing the  emph asis th at  we should have had. I 

told Kissinger th at  at  one point, but  th at  is as far  as I will go. I do 

not wan t to criticize him. He was sitt ing  there where  he had the  

responsib ilities, and I did not have the respon sibilit y, but I had the  

feeling th at  the  cohesiveness of our policy was not ap paren t 

enoug h to be convin cing to our most im por tan t friends.

Sena tor Biden. Th an k you v ery much.
Tha nk you, Mr. Chai rman.
The Chairman. Th ank  you, S enator Biden.
Sena tor Pell, I will tu rn  to you.
Sena tor Pell. Th ank you, Mr. Chairman .
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INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION CAPABILITIES ENHANCED BY SALT II

Mr. McCloy, there is one point  th at  you touched on in your 
testimony, and that  concerns our  abil ity to follow the  weapons 
development  in the Soviet Union . I believe you said th at  our inte l­
ligence collection capabi lities are  vastly  enhanced by the passage of 
SALT II. Could you enla rge  upon that  thought, please?

Mr. McCloy. I am not qui te sure  I understood you, Senator.
Sen ator Pell. In other words, by passing  SALT II, we will have 

an increased intelligence collection capability th at  we would not 
have otherwise.

Mr. McCloy. We would have  facilities  with  SALT II for collect­
ing intelligence  in the  Soviet Union. I thi nk  we would not have if 
we did not have SALT II, because we are  dependent to a subs tan­
tia l degree  on the ir cooperation  with some of the  intelligence  that  
we get. They would not let  us fly over the re the  way we do if it 
were not for SALT II, and  I am aware  of what we can do in the  
way of monito ring and  in the way of verification,  which is very 
impressive, even though I am not brought up to date  with it.

So, I would jus t say that , bu t I would not say th at  is the  differ­
ence between whe ther  you should rati fy or whether you should not 
ratify . It is a broader ques tion tha n tha t.

Senator Pell. Right, bu t this is one very important point that  
has not  been made in the  past , and I thin k it is a  v ery useful point 
indeed.

Tha nk you, Mr. C hairman.
The Chairman. T hank you, Senator  Pell.
Senator Stone is next.
Senator Stone. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.

EUROPEAN DISTRESS ABOUT AMERICAN WILLPOWER

Mr. McCloy, you have referred to the  perceived  distre ss by our 
Euro pean  allies or at  least some elements among them  regarding 
the  sta te of American willpower. Histo rically speaking, how has 
th at  progressed? Did the y have a distress abou t our willpower 
dur ing  th e Berlin crisis?

Mr. McCloy. They were always nervous, because they  are  righ t 
on the  scene, but I am not  aware that  t hey  were nervous about  the 
position that  we were tak ing  in connection with  the Berlin crisis. 
They were always afraid of an explosion the re because they  know 
they are  the  first  ones th at  are  going to be hit,  bu t they  certainly  
were cooperative with us in th at  connection.

I was in the center of th e air lift  a t the  time,  and  they  were solid 
with  us, the Berliners were; down in the  zone they were, too.

Senator Stone. Were the y distressed at  the sta tus  of our willpow­
er dur ing the Cuban missile  crisis?

Mr. McCloy. Tha t was interest ing.  I was in Europe at the  time 
th at  thing  broke. They called  me home. I am j us t try ing  to remem­
ber wh at the atmosphere was then. The intere stin g thin g was the  
promptness with which General  DeGaulle saw the significance of 
those  missiles in Cuba. He saw that  the  United Sta tes  was und er 
the  same beat, so to speak , as the  Europeans, and  he immed iately 
picked that  up. He was the  f irst  one to respond in this.
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The others were wondering wha t was going on in Cuba and  why 
we were dive rting  o ur atte ntio n from them, bu t DeGaulle was very  
clea rcut  about  it, and  he did not hes itate a minute when he saw 
the significance of th at  and how profoundly th at  would affect the  
security of Europe. Th at is the  thing th at  is most present  in my 
mind today when you ask me wha t their  att itu de  was. He was the  
most emphatic and  s trik ing  and  cooperative a t th at  time.

Sena tor Stone. Mr. McCloy, durin g both of those crises, was the  
comparative  milita ry stre ngt h of the Uni ted Sta tes and the  Soviet 
Union a factor  in the stre ngth of our  willpower, or was it not?

Mr. McCloy. We cer tain ly had it then , and  we had it both  in 
conventional and  in nuc lear  capacities.

Senator  Stone. Are  you saying th at  in both  of these  crises the  
United State s had at  least  some measurable supe rior ity in some 
stra tegic as well as conven tional  capabil ities?

Mr. McCloy. Oh, we had supe rior ity then , yes.
Senator  Stone. All right . Now, in rece nt years , can it be said 

th at  we have had or now have superio rity  in conventional  strength  
compared to the  Soviet Union?

Mr. McCloy. I do not  think so in conventional. I am very much  
impressed with  the  ground stre ngt h of the  Soviet Union. In the  
firs t place, they have  a conscripted army.  They can bring  t he finest 
talents into the  army. They have increased thei r manpower.  They 
have  this enormous superiority in arm or in which they  are  very 
good in rocketry and  arti llery, and  they  have  this  very much  
improved air  defense system, which is very  impress ive to me, at  
least.

Senator  Stone. How about strategic?
Mr. McCloy. Well, not in all categories. What I keep talkin g 

abou t is in the  main bat tery they  have  a superio rity  and I think  
the  Secretary of Defense will adm it tha t.

Senator  Stone. Mr. McCloy, is it fai r to say th at  dur ing the  
1980’s that  superio rity  th at  you described as being  current will be 
reduced or increased?

Mr. McCloy. I th ink the  tren d is now toward an increase unless 
we take  steps to cou nter act it which are  belated  now. I wish we 
had  done a litt le more  of our modernizing a litt le fur the r back, and  
I wish the  M-X had  come along a  l ittl e earl ier.

Senator  Stone. Mr. McCloy, is it fair  to  say th at  t his adminis tra ­
tion made every effo rt to get the  Soviets to reduce  the ir stra tegi c 
stre ngth in these la te r negotia tions? Did we try  to get them  to 
reduce the ir heavy missiles? Did we try  to get them  to reduce the  
numbers down below what the  numb ers are  in this t reaty?

Mr. McCloy. I th ink we did. I did not follow it as closely as I 
used to follow it. I am thin king of wh at I said a moment ago about 
General Rowny, who was very convinced in 1977 th at  if we had 
been a l ittle tougher, we m ight have gotten it.

Senator  Stone. Right.  Well, Mr. McCloy, if we were suffic iently  
strong in our willpower during a time  when  we had superior 
stre ngt h both conventionally  and stra tegically, and if some of the  
rece nt challenges not  only to ourselves but  to the  Th ird World seen 
as targ ets of oppor tunity by the Soviet Union have  occurred dur ing  
a backdrop of th ei r conventional superio rity  in mil itary forces and  
thei r emerging stra teg ic super iority , which as you describe, and
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really, it has not been negated, will be incre ased  during the period 
of this  trea ty, and if we tried to get the  Soviets to reduce the  
numbers  and to become more strategically equal to us on a reduc­
tion basis and failed, is the re any alternativ e, if they  will not 
reduce,  to ourselves build ing up in term s of the challenges that  the  
Soviet Union has increasing ly taken direc tly and  throu gh proxies 
in recent months  an d year s?

Mr. McCloy. Well, I think  that  unless we get to that  stage, 
unless we get to a stage  where we do have th at  type of reduction, I 
do not see much sense in having  a SALT II, SALT III, or whatever 
you call it. I believe thi s is the  objective th at  we seek. We must not 
lose th e oppor tunity even if it  is t he las t gasp.

Senator  Stone. Well, Mr. McCloy, why, if dur ing SALT I the  
reduc tions were promised for SALT II and we d idn’t get them, why 
are  we so confident  th at  we will get them  in SALT III, when we 
didn’t get them in SALT II, and why, when the  tren d seems to 
favor  the  Soviets’ str ength  increasing compared to ours, will they  
be more interested in reduc ing either  conventional or strategic  
strength ?

Mr. McCloy. Well, I thi nk  that  probably  the  answer to th at  is 
th at  we ought to be more  definite and more ada mantine in respect 
to SALT III t han  we were  in respect  to SALT I.

Senator  Stone. Why postpone that  to the  futu re?  Why can’t we 
get a little stronger now? Why must our str ength  always be seen in 
the future, whe ther  m ilit ary  s tren gth  o r willpower?

Mr. McCloy. Well, we lagged jus t when the Soviet Union was 
spend ing its greates t effor ts not only in the  stra teg ic area but also 
in the  conventional area. Our figures wen t down while the irs were 
going up. As I said a lit tle  while ago, th at  has  consequences you 
cannot  blink at, and those consequences are  just  beginning to 
emerge now. We have to do something  about it. As I said, I wish we 
had  modernized ear lier  t ha n we did. I wish the  M -X’s had not been 
belated. I am a  litt le indefin ite as to how much pres sure  we put  on 
at  t ha t point. I t was  a  l itt le  while back.

I know we had the  feeling  that  they  were not going to go bigger 
than  the  S S -l l’s. I do n ot think  the re was any agre ement conclud­
ed on it. We were tak en by surprise when they suddenly went to 
these big fellows. I th ink we ra ther  had the  idea it was going to be 
the  fine example of s tre ng th that  we were indulging  in that  would 
induce them not to  move into this  new area.

Senator  Stone. T han k you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. T han k you, Senator Stone.
Senator  Hayakawa?
Senator  Hayakawa. Thank you, Mr. Chairm an.
I have not been privileged to hea r the  testimony so far,  so I will 

pass at  th is time.
The Chairman. Very well, Senator.
Senator Sarbanes.
Senator Sarbanes. Thank  you, Mr. Ch airman.

ROLE OF SE NA TE  IN  TREATY RATIFICA TIO N

Mr. McCloy, firs t I wa nt to echo the  comments of others in 
tha nking  you for an extremely thoughtful and well-prepared sta te­
ment . I thin k it is very  helpful  to us. I was inte rested in the
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intro duc tory  part about  the  role  of the Senate and you r percept ion 
of tha t. Some argue th at  fai lure by the  Senate to rat ify  it would 
show th at  we cannot  harm oniz e the  views of the various branches 
of our Government.

Fai lure to ratify would indicate an inab ility  of t he  Executive to 
lead and  there fore this  need to present an image of the  Nation  t ha t 
can act  in unity is a stro ng argument  for rati fyin g the  trea ty.

Do you agree?
Mr. McCloy. I think  any evidence of unity is impressive around 

the  world. I think one of th e most  impressive things th at  occurred 
during the  war  was the  bip art isa n—I am thinking  o f Se nator Van- 
denburg  and the note on foreign policy the n was qui te appa rent , 
and it was a unified thing , and  people took comfort in tha t, and I 
thi nk  th at  that  is an incident or at least  was taken as an incident 
of str ength  r ath er  th an  complete par tisan disparity.

I would like to see th at  type of support in respect to this  very 
impor tan t element of o ur secu rity,  and that  is why I said I would 
like to see the  hawks and  the doves get  together.  I am not talk ing 
abou t the Republicans and  the Democrats as such, bu t gett ing 
together to work out what is a very difficult  problem,  I think, that  
we face.

Sen ator Sarbanes. I agree with tha t, as far  as the  att itude  with 
which we approach  i t, but it seems to me t ha t the re is something of  
a boot strap argu men t being made.  In other words, once the  Execu­
tive submits  a trea ty, if the  Senate  does not simply  move forward 
with  it, we have cast doubt over  our abili ty to function as a nation.

I was interested in the  open ing portion of your  sta tem ent , be­
cause it clear ly underscores  the fact that  the re is a sepa rate  and 
dist inct  role for the  Senate and  we have to come at  it from the 
point of view of judging the  t hing  on the  merit s. It seems  to  me the 
bootstrap  argu men t has in some instances been car ried  quite far.

Mr. McCloy. Well, I tried to draw some inferences, I guess, from 
th at  research that  I did to show the  importance of the  Sena te on it, 
and I ra ther  discount the  idea  that  unless you go throug h in this 
way you are  going to show weakness.  I th ink  t here was too much of 
wha t the  lawyers call in ter ror em  argu men ts in connec tion with it, 
but this is one of the  things th at  affect the  whole country  so much 
th at  I repe at, I would like to see a combined effor t to reach  a 
solution on it. In itself, I th ink it would increase confidence, so I 
deplore  the  argume ntat ion to which you were referr ing  in terms of 
do it  or else.

SUBSTANT IVE RESTRICTION S ON SOVIETS

Sen ator Sarbanes. The Jo in t Chiefs and othe rs have testified 
th at  t he  t rea ty places only nominal  restr ictions on us in the  strate ­
gic area, and that it does place  substantive res tric tion s on the 
Soviets.

Assuming that  th at  is the  case, why would the  Soviets agree to 
such a trea ty?

Mr. McCloy. I think th at  the treaty  ra ther  impl icitly  seals the 
concept of pa rity, and th at  is a very imp ortant  thin g to the  Soviets. 
From where we have come, I have a feeling th at  it is in the ir 
inte res t, and that  we have agreed to tha t, and this  is the  way we 
are  going to play the  game from here on. I feel th at  the concept of
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our loss of American superio rity  is comforting to the  Soviets in 
the ir political as well as milita ry thinking .

That is one of t he reasons why I am inclined to th ink that  the 
chances  of th eir  cheating a re not  too good. Why should they cheat? 
Why should  they  take  the  risks of being caught when the  funda­
men tal bene fit of this to them  in my judgment  is the  sealing of the 
equa lity aspec t to them from where they  were? That is my esti­
mate o f thei r motivation.

CONTRIBUTION OF SAL T I TO AU RA  OF COMP LACENCY

Senator  Sarbanes. Do you th ink that  SALT I contribu ted to the 
complacency about which you are concerned in this  co untry?

Mr. McCloy. No, I do not th ink SALT I as such did. No. SALT I 
was more involved in the  ABM’s. I do not trace th at  elem ent in 
SALT I. It was what  occur red aft er that  th at  I th ink  caused the 
trouble . This ratio nalization—Kissinger was involved in it. He is a 
very good friend of mine, and I perh aps  should not be b ringing this 
up, but  in his article in The Economist he said, I though t we were 
so far ahead that  we did not need to think abou t it. He acknowl­
edged tha t he was wrong.

There is no sense blaming people about the  thing . The consider­
ations were different then than  they are  now. The  problem is, now 
th at  we see it, we ought  to do someth ing about it, and I would hope 
we would jointly  do something about it.

Senator Sarbanes. Do you th ink the  Soviets have  any  expecta­
tion th at  SALT II will con tribute  to  t ha t au ra  of  complacency? You 
have spoken  against it very eloquently,  but do you th ink they have 
made the  calculat ion th at  SALT II might  co ntribute  to this?

Mr. McCloy. Well, they look a t the  Pres iden ts and the y see what 
happened  in the  past, and the pas t has enabled them  to achieve a 
superiority in a very critic al area  of our weaponry, and  I suppose 
they  say, well, we did pre tty  well.

Senator Sarbanes. If we were  to move toward SALT III, the 
Sena te could every 2 years in a formal  way pass judgment  on 
Soviet conduct  around the  world. If found unacceptab le, the  Senate 
should the n decide on wh eth er the  negot iations for a SALT III 
should continue. What  do you th ink of this  idea?

Mr. McCloy. I did not he ar  Dr. Kiss inger ’s testim ony. I saw a 
reference  to that  in the  pape r. I had difficulty with  that , with the  
idea th at  every 2 years  you review it. I do not know how that  
would work out. It did not sound very solid to me. I would like to 
see the  testim ony before I rea lly  express an opinion on it, but  it 
seems to be a very awkward situation; I should think, to have us 
every 2 ye ars tell the world wh eth er the  Soviet Union  is behaving 
or whether it is not, and  to have  a partic ula r form al time for 
expressing that  view, but  I would like to see his arg um ent on it. I 
thi nk  he spen t some co nsiderable time on tha t.

Sen ator Sarbanes. T hank you, Mr. C hairman.
The Chairman. Well, i t did not  take  a gre at pa rt of h is testimo­

ny to set  forth  the  proposition, at least, th at  the  Senate  vote every 
2 year s its judgment wheth er the  Soviet Union has  lived up to 
these crit eria . If the judgment  is negative , the  Senate should then 
vote wheth er whatever SALT negot iations are  tak ing  place should 
be continued.
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Mr. McCloy. I do not think I would follow th at  if I were the  
Secretary of State.

Senator McGovern. If we are  going to do that,  Mr. Chairman, 
we m ight as well jus t forego trying to  do e verything else.

The Chairman. Yes. Well, we a re pre tty  much  preoccupied with  
th at  a ssessment anyw ay from day to  day.

Senator  Zorinsky?
Senator  Zorinsky. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.

PRESSURE ON BREZHNEV TO CONCLUDE SALT II

Mr. McCloy, in you r sta tem ent  you state: “Every adm inis trat ion 
which sets out to seek a trea ty, whether with  the Soviet Union or 
someone else, seems to come und er pressure before it is ever able 
to achieve wha t is considered to be t he political success a ttached  to 
an  agreement,  or at  lea st to avoid the  sense of fa ilure if ag reem ent 
is not reached. On the Soviet side, the re is no such public opinion 
nor  adm inis trat ive pre ssu re,” I can und ers tand your sta tem ent  
with regard to Soviet public opinion, but  is the  leade rship  and 
autho rity  of the Soviet leaders, such as Brezhnev, so secure  as to 
remove him from the  pressures of o thers in the Soviet leadership?  
Because SALT II negotiations began and  have been carr ied out 
dur ing  th e Brezhnev leadership , do you believe he might have been 
under  some pres sure  to conclude an agreem ent  during his term?

Mr. McCloy. Well, I do not know the  inn er workings of the  
Soviet Union too well. I suppose the re are  cert ainl y pressures  
within the  gove rnment, but  I have the  impression,  for example, 
deal ing with Semenov, th at  he knows what the  policy is, and the re 
it is, i t is the end all with him. He can speak and  does speak  w ith a 
grea t deal of aut hority , and the re is no rea l pressure, the re is 
cer tain ly no media  pressure . There is no legis lative  pressu re, and 
Mr. Brezhnev is so firm ly fixed th at  the re is no political pres sure  
on him.

At least, that  is the impression th at  I have  had as our people 
have  sat  around there and  negot iated with  these Soviets, th at  we 
are  always trying to find a compromise. When they say “nyet” on 
this , it is instinctive, I thin k, for the  Americans to try  to brin g 
about an agreement . At  a cert ain point, it gets to where  the  pres­
sure s are so gr eat here th at  I took the  liberty of coining the  word 
“ag reem enti tis.” I have seen it afflict  some of our negot iators , I 
thought,  when they mig ht have held on, at  the risk, perhaps, of 
fail ure  to reach a n agreement.

Senator  Zorinsky. Do you feel that  in your opinion, from your  
observations, th at  the Soviet leadership has no pressures on it?

Mr. McCloy. I t certa inly doesn’t seem to me to have any public 
opinion pressures in th is area.

Senator  Zorinsky. Well, peer pressures from within the  a dminis­
tra tiv e group?

Mr. McCloy. Oh, there must  be dissensions. There mus t be. 
The re certainly  were dissensions in the  case of Khrushchev when 
he was there. I know th at  he told me one time the re was only one 
thing  that  was wrong with the  Soviet system, and that  was their  
succession, that  we had  solved succession satis facto rily in our de­
mocracy, but they  h ad not solved it  th ere , b ut he was going to solve 
it. In a few weeks he w as out.
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CONTINUITY AFTER BREZHNEV

Sen ator Zorinsky. Well, in you r opinion, then , can thi s Nation in 
the  e vent it does rat ify SALT II  be pre tty well assu red th at  whoev­
er succeeds Brezhnev will of necessity continue the  SALT process 
inasmuch as he can do pre tty  m uch as he wants?

Mr. McCloy. I do n ot know. Following a succession, I don’t think 
I would ven ture  to specu late on tha t. I hear a lot of rumors tha t 
the re are  some young people around  that  may be toughe r tha n the 
exist ing officialdom, and I do not know who they  a re. I do not know 
who the  heirs apparen t are. All I am saying  is, it is a very tigh t 
discipline in the Soviet Governm ent when you are  dealing with 
them  th at  does not  seem to be influenced at  all by what is coming 
from the  street  or from the  journalism . There is no legislative body 
that  exer ts any influence.

Sure, the re will be all kind s of pulls and hauls and  intrigues 
with in the  Government, but I would not v enture  to  say after Brezh­
nev leaves office, what the  new cha rac ter  of th e Soviet Government  
would be. I would suppose we have a good bit  of intelligence  on 
tha t, bu t I ju st do no t know who the  successors will be. I have not 
dea lt with  them.

Mr. Zorinsky. Thank you, Mr. McCloy.
Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank you, Senator Zorinsky.
Are there any fur the r questions?
Senator Hayakawa. Mr. Cha irman, yes.
The Chairman. Sena tor Hayakawa?
Senator Hayakawa. T han k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. McCloy, it is a real  pleasure to greet you. I have  admired 

your work in Germany and elsewhere for a long, long time. It is a  
real honor to see you. I would like to ask a couple of questions.

dr. Kissinger’s recommendation of postponement of 
RATIFICATION

Fir st of all, Dr. Kissinger has recommended postponement of 
rati fica tion  unti l afte r cer tain conditions  are  met in rega rds to our 
own defense posture and so on. Would you agree  with this  assess­
men t t ha t there should be su ch a postponement?

Mr. McCloy. Senator, before  you came in, I pointed out that  I 
had a paragraph  in my sta tem ent warning  aga inst  complacency, 
and I made a stat ement  th at if I though t SALT II would really 
enhance this complacency from which I think  we have  suffered a 
litt le bit in the past, I would be against  rati fica tion . Now, Dr. 
Kiss inger  has set up a  sort of means by which  he would insure that 
the re would be no complacency. I used the  word “gua ran tee .” I do 
not know if that  is the  rig ht  word, but  he has a plan that  would 
dispense with complacency because that  plan would do wha t he 
feels and  what  I g ather the  Jo int Chiefs of  Staff feel are  necessary 
to bring about th e redress o f thi s imbalance.

If you can do tha t, th at  is fine. I would app laud  any step to 
insure  th at  there was no complacency in th at  area . To tha t extent, 
I would agree  with him. I would like to know how we did it, how 
we would go about it. I know you cannot bind fut ure Congresses, 
but I suppose the re are  plans that  you could set up which would
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dem ons trate a determ ina tion  and a policy suffic iently  clear and  
suffic iently  e loquen t to have  an influence on the  Soviets.

Senator Hayakawa. I agree that  it is difficult to avoid th at  
complacency, especially if the  treaty  is signed and  ratified.  I think  
we find as Americans th at  we have a kind of  built- in optimism t ha t 
says, in effect, you do not really have to prepar e for a nother  war. It 
is not  likely to happen at  all, and of course it is. This is one of th e 
things  I fear very, very  much.

Mr. McCloy, do you feel that  the  tre aty  has  some ambiguities  
within it? I do not know to which ambiguities you refer, but  sup­
posing we were to draf t some amendments  which would clarify 
those ambiguit ies. Would such clarifying amendm ents  have to be 
renegotiated?

Mr. McCloy. I suppose  it would depend upon what the  ame nd­
ment or the  clar ifica tion  was. There are  cer tain ly some things, I 
suppose, you would not  have  to rene gotiate in the  way of clar ifica ­
tion. I cannot  put my fing er on them  at  this time. I do not have  as 
much  detailed  knowledge as I would like, and  I know the re are  
some draf ting problems th at  face us, but  I would think  that  the re 
are sufficient  ambigui ties and other problems in this  connection 
th at  might  very well be improved by clar ifica tions or explanat ions 
and  by drafting, wh eth er it would be an amendment th at  would 
have  to be negotiated or one that  would not.

I am not familiar enough with the  problem to be able to give you 
specifics.

Senator  H ayakawa. I suppose some of these ambiguities could be 
cleared up in  und ers tand ings ra ther  th an  amendments .

Mr. McCloy. I would th ink so.
Senator  Hayakawa. But certainly those ambigui ties ought  to be 

dealt with. Do you believe that  the  allied  suppor t of SALT II is 
prompted by the  fea r on the  pa rt of our  allies that  the  United 
Sta tes  is psychologically  unprepa red to stand up to domestic and 
inte rna tional  pres sures resulting from the  ratification.

Mr. McCloy. Well, I tried  to speculate  as best  I could as  to what 
the allied position was. I do not know th at  I could go into it any 
fur the r. I think  the re is a combina tion of th ings that  are  impress­
ing them  and making them nervous, which I tried  to summarize. I 
do not think I can go any fur the r than  I have already gone in 
terms  of desc ribing or speculating what their  m otivation is.

I hea r things th at  are quite different, I am sure , tha n what the  
Sta te Dep artm ent hears. Individuals, par ticula rly  from Germany, 
come into my office all the  time, and when I hear somebody say 
th at  they are all enthus ias tic for the  treaty , I must say th at  I did 
not get that  from them . I think they  are  worr ied if they did not 
have  a  t rea ty and the  consequences  t ha t would come from tha t, but 
they do no t w ant to see any  weakening of th e Amer ican deterrent .

They are  going to have to face th e fact, in my judgment, th at  t he 
Amer ican deter ren t is no longer based on super iority.

Senator  Hayakawa. Yes. We have had some testim ony here to 
the effect th at  what the allies say publicly  is sometimes  quite 
differen t from wha t the y say private ly.

Mr. McCloy. Yes; I have noticed th at  from time to time.
Senator  Hayakawa. And that  is confirm ed by your own expe ri­

ence?
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Mr. McCloy. Yes, sir, I have frequent ly found th at  they publicly 
say one thin g and on the  side they  say some thing else. I am not 
rela ting  it to t his pa rti cu lar  matter , however.

Sena tor Hayakawa. Tha nk you, Mr. McCloy.
Thank you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. Th ank  you very much, Sen ato r Hayakaw a.
I believe th at  completes the  questioning, if the  Senators have no 

fur the r questions. Mr. McCloy, you are  indeed an elder stat esm an, 
and  we app recia te hav ing the  b enefi t of you r views.

Mr. McCloy. Do not  emphasize the elder pa rt of th at  too much,  
please. [Genera l lau ght er.]

The Chairman. A se nior state sman.
Mr. McCloy. Let me tell you of an experience th at  I had, if I 

could j ust  impose upon you for ano the r mome nt. For the  bice nten ­
nial I came down here . The chai rmen had set up an award. They 
called it the McCloy awa rd or something like tha t. It was one of 
thes e exchange things. Mr. Ford was Preside nt at  th at  t ime, and  he 
very graciously invi ted me down here. This was a Bicen tennia l gift. 
I went into the  rose gard en, and it was perfe ctly clear  th at  Je rr y 
Ford had thou ght I was dead. [Gene ral laught er.]

He made this  speech, and he dwelled consid erably  and I had 
though t too pointe dly on my age. When I had  to respond, I got up 
and  said, well, it is perfe ctly tru e th at  my life span repr esents 40 
percent of the  ent ire  lifespan of the  country, but I prefer to look 
upon that not as evidence  of my extr eme  age but the  extr eme  
youth of the country. [Gen eral laug hter.]

So I guess I am a lit tle  sensitive when you use such term s as 
“eld er stat esm an.”

The Chairman. I am happy  to see you in such obvious vigor and 
good health, Mr. McCloy. Tha nk you so mu ch for your testimony. It 
has  been very helpful.

[The committee turned  to other business .]
* * * * * * *

The Chairman. Before we take  a brie f recess and ask Gen eral 
Haig, our next witness, to come into the  room, I wan t to read  a 
let ter  that I have received  from Adm. Stansfield Tur ner,  the  Direc­
tor  of the Central Intel ligen ce Agency, rel ating to his conclusions 
with  respect to the  verif iabil ity of the SALT II  Treaty. The let ter  is 
dated August 1, 1979, and  is a ddressed to me. It  reads:

Dear Mr. Chairma n, it has been a pleasure  for me to appear before the Senat e 
Foreign Relations Committee  to discuss details of th e monito ring capabilities of th e 
U.S. Intelligence Community  with respect to provisions of the  SALT II Treaty.  The 
fact tha t my appeara nces were in executive session recognizes the concern of the  
committee for the  sensit ivity  and classification of the information discussed. It has 
also allowed me to be tota lly candid while at the same time  fulfilling my responsi­
bility of protecting intelli gence  sources and methods, as is my obligation unde r the  
National Security Act of 1947.

While finding it my duty  to keep from public view the  details of my discussions 
with the committee, I would like to provide the  following unclassified stateme nt of 
my conclusions which you may use as you deem necessary.

My overall judgment, based on the considerations I have set forth in my testim o­
ny in executive session is th at  during the period of th e SALT II Treaty the United  
State s Intelligence Commun ity will be able to monitor most of its provisions well 
enough to provide confidence that  the Soviets cannot gain a substantia l strategic  
advantage through cheating.
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For the  few provisions th at  we cannot monitor with this degree of confidence, I 
believe the  Soviet perception of risks versus gains will make such cheating an 
una ttractiv e option to them.

I will be happy to ret urn in executive session at any time to answer  fur the r 
questions the committee may have.

The let ter  is signed, Stansf ield Tur ner . Copies of this let ter  will 
be made available to the press.

The committee will stand in recess for 5 minutes , and the n we 
will hear from G eneral Haig.

[Whereupon, a  b rief recess was taken .]
The Chairman. The hearing  will please come back to order.
This morning is the  fina l day of hear ings for the  committee this  

month. We devoted the  mon th of Jul y to hearing s on this treaty . In 
September,  we will have some furth er  wrap-up hear ings  before we 
proceed to a  m arkup of th e trea ty.

We are pleased to welcome you as our  fina l witness for this  
serie s of hearings . We know of you r distinguished mili tary  caree r.

General Haig has  recent ly reti red  from the  Army, having served 
4^2 years as Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, where  he was 
NATO’s chief mi lita ry officer. He was an able  spokesman for 
NATO’s m ilita ry inte rest s.

Genera l, we would invi te your sta tem ent at  this  time, and the n 
we will proceed to questions.

Senator  J avits. Mr. Chairman, may I on behalf of the minority, 
which has a very long-s tanding relatio nsh ip with  General Haig, 
both  in the  Army and  in the  White  House, welcome him here  and 
express our appreci atio n for his test imony and  the  expec tation  of 
its importance?
STATEMENT OF GEN. ALEXANDER HAIG, JR., U.S. ARMY, RE­

TIRED, FORMER SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER, EUROPE,
PHILADELPHIA, PA.
General Haig. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairma n, and than k 

you, Sena tor Javits. It is a great honor for me to have an opportu­
nity to appear before thi s distinguished committee this  morning. 
May I please proceed with my br ief st atement?

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the  opportu nity  presented  today to 
tak e part in your delib erations on the  SALT II Treaty. Thoug htful  
analysis and assimilation of a  docum ent of thi s brea dth  and com­
plexi ty is a formidable  task. It is clear , however, that  the outcome 
of your efforts will have an indelible effect in shaping the  term s 
and  climate of Un ited  States-Soviet rela tion s and  thereby prospec ts 
for peace in  t he yea rs ahead.

Today you have aske d for my views on the effectiveness of the  
tre aty  in meet ing the  security require ments of t he  North Atlant ic 
Alliance, our oldest and most compelling defense commitment.  In 
the  next  few m inutes I will try  to cha racterize for you the signifi­
cance of SALT to European leaders.

NATO’s stra tegy , as you know, calls for defense against conven­
tional atta ck as far  forward as possible. In addit ion, if necessa ry to 
limi t penetra tions and  restore boundaries, the  stra tegy  cal ls for the  
use of tactical nuclear weapons and ultima tely central stra tegi c 
systems if esca lation  is not ear lier  contained. Although a conven­
tional atta ck would be met in kind, the  serious historical imbal­
ance in conventional forces favoring  the  Warsaw Pact has led to
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the  common expecta tion among our allies  of  ear ly reso rt to nuclear 
weapons, both tact ical and strategic. Consequently, the  reason for 
thei r inte res t in negotiations which affect these systems is very, 
very  c lear.

In recent years, the re has  been a dramatic shi ft in the balance of 
th ea te r nuclear forces in favor of the Warsaw Pact.  As a  result of 
an extremely  vigorous Soviet program of modern ization and re­
placem ent, the  Warsaw Pact has redressed the ir historical  position 
of infer iority in thea ter  nuc lear systems to a position of approxi­
mately  3 to 1 advan tage. The deployment of t he  SS-20 IRBM and 
the  Backfire bomber has  been especially troublin g throughout the  
alliance. Within the  c ontex t, allied concerns over SALT focus on its 
impact on the  exist ing imbalance.  That is, does the treaty  provide 
special benefit  to the  Soviets, or prevent allied  effor ts to catch up?

Viewed in these term s, the  exclusion of the  Backf ire and the  SS- 
20 and the  rest rict ing of the  range  and deployability of cruise  
missiles has raised serious questions in NATO capita ls. From the ir 
perspective both systems have  a  centr al influence on the ir security , 
and  the  exclusion of the Backfire and the  SS-20 contrasted with 
the  inclusion of cruise missi les was both puzzling and a cause for 
concern.

With  respect to the  inte gra tion  of cruise  missiles  into NATO 
uni ts, no precise schedule or mode has been decided as of yet. The 
need, however, is clear. The desirability of having a conventional 
va ria nt  has also been raised. In this  regard, I believe the  potential  
of t hese  systems to be enormous. There is no quest ion th at  unhin ­
dered  access by our European allies to cruise missile technology is 
vita l to restoring the  balance.

Our  NATO par tne rs have always placed foremost importance 
upon secure linkage o f U.S. strategic  forces to  t he ir defense. In this  
light , the  relat ionship of SALT to European secu rity  is very appar ­
ent.  During  the years of unquestioned U.S. supe riori ty, the  credibil ­
ity of th e U.S. commitm ent was high. As that  position of superior­
ity eroded towards par ity,  our reliability became less certa in. As it 
erodes fur the r toward clear Soviet a dvan tage  in the  n ext few years, 
even greater doubts will a rise.

Despite the  foregoing, however, European  political leaders have 
expressed the ir supp ort for SALT II. This support  is conditioned 
among othe r forces by the following factors. Fir st, Europeans, like 
Americans, are general ly suppor tive of efforts to reduce levels of 
nuclear armaments. Second, there is s trong  sen tim ent  to avoid any 
action which might fu rth er  weaken the  U.S. Presidency.

Third, ther e is concern th at  the nonratif icat ion of SALT II in its 
pre sen t form would dis rup t the  overall United States-Soviet rela­
tionship  of deten te and lead to increased tens ion and possible 
Uni ted States-Soviet conf rontation  which might be resolved at  the  
expense of our allies.

Nevertheless, despite these overarching  considerations, the re is a  
deep concern in Europe over the very painful rea litie s reflected  in 
SALT II. Consequently, the y are  seeking and would surely welcome 
a definit ive signal of re assurance  with respect to the steadily wors­
ening tren d in bo th thea te r and nuclear balances.

In specific terms, they would welcome actions which confirm 
unequivocally the  U.S. commitment to a program of prom pt stra te-
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gic force modernizat ion and improvement. They have been he ar t­
ened by U.S. pledges of unhindered sha ring of systems and technol­
ogies designed to res tore  the  thea ter  nuc lear balance. The obvious 
corollary, however, is the  absolu tely imperative  termin atio n in 
1981 of the  protocol rest rict ions on ground- and  sea-launched cruise  
missiles.

A firm, unambiguous demo nstra tion of renew ed U.S. streng th 
and  ability to lead is overdue. The global power balance is viewed 
in Europe as shif ting against us, and we can ignore  it no longer. It 
is in this  context th at  Sena te action on the  SALT II Treaty as a 
politica l expression of na tional  will takes on special meaning, and  I 
urge  you to consider it in these terms .

The SALT II Tre aty  is viewed as a benchmark.  It can be an 
ins trume nt which ma rks  the  end of a  period of drif t in American 
leadership,  and whatever  the  substan tive  altera tions the  Senate 
may wish to consider, it  is essen tial th at  thi s debate result in a 
demonst ration of our  resolve  to redress this imba lance by an  imme­
dia te and unequivocal commitment of grea ter  resources  to our 
defense needs.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairma n, I am not  satis fied th at  the  neces­
sary commitments have been made with  respect to our stra tegic 
needs. I am also concerned that  the  adminis tra tion’s budgets  for 
the  past  2 years  and  the President ’s defense  budget projections  
thro ugh  fiscal year 1984 are  inadequate to meet our conventional 
needs, to say noth ing of our already  proffered comm itment to 
NATO.

Fur thermore, I consider th at  the  SALT II Treaty itse lf c ontains 
flaws which must  be given serious attention in your delibe rations.  
Beyond tha t, the  necessary consensus between the  United  Stat es 
and  its European allies has  yet to be achieved for the  impleme nta­
tion  of absolutely essent ial thea ter  nuc lear  modernization. This 
includes dete rmination of systems to be provided, deployment pa t­
ter ns  to be pursued, arr angem ent  of funding , and  in the  ligh t of 
SALT II, t he provision of necessary technology to our allies.

Finally, I believe these programm atic commitments must be 
based on a two-tiered U.S. consensus which addresses the  fund a­
menta l directions of futur e United States -Sovie t relat ions  on the  
one hand and clear ly delineates U.S. str ateg ic nuclear policy on the 
other.

Until such firm commitm ents  and thei r underly ing stra tegy  have 
been confirmed and result ing  programs in stra tegi c thea ter  nu clea r 
and  convent ional areas have  been carefully  assessed and agreed  
upon, and unt il the  Sen ate  has assured itse lf th at  the flaws in 
SALT II have been resolved, I urge th at  rati fica tion  of SALT II be 
held in abeyance.

Th at concludes my formal stateme nt, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank  you very much for your statement, Gen­

eral.
QUESTIONS RELATING TO JCS TESTIMONY

I would like to go down through thr ee  or four  questions which 
relate  to testim ony th at  was given to this  committee by the  Jo int 
Chiefs of Staff. Gene ral, I would appreciate it if you  could give me 
very  brie f answers to the questions, and  the n when we have com-
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pleted the  series, please elabor ate  as you wish. I would j us t like to 
complete  the  series first. Then please feel free to elab ora te in any 
way you care  to to make your position clear.

General Haig. Certainly, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. When the  Chiefs were before the committee, 

General Jones told us th at  any changes in the  stra tegi c balance  
between the  United  Stat es and the  Soviet Union will be, to quote 
him, “the product  of unil ate ral  choices r athe r than  the outcome of 
negotiated  a rms control .”

Dr. Kissinger made the same point. In other words, whatever 
assessment one makes of the stra tegi c balance, it is n ot the  product 
of the  arm s control agre eme nts but  of decisions we have made 
outside the  f ramework o f those agreements which agre e or disagree 
with th at  assessment.

General Haig. Tha t is consistent with the  position th at  I have 
taken on this for a num ber of months.

The Chairman. You would agree then?
Gen eral  H aig. I would.
The Chairman. General Jon es and the Chiefs also said the  fol­

lowing in the ir sta tem ent  before the  committee with respect to 
verifica tion: “While recogniz ing the  difficulties associated with ver­
ification,  we must  also acknowledge the  important assis tance  the  
SALT II Trea ty will provide  in this  effort. Do you agree or dis­
agree with that  assessment?

General  Haig. On tha t parti cu lar  subject , Mr. Chairma n, I would 
prefer to have the experts comment. I know we have  had certain 
aggravat ions  as a consequence of certain losses in our acquisition 
capabi lities.  We have  habitually  and trad itio nal ly accepted certain 
risks in this  area, and I would think  th at  the  committee would 
want to invest igate in gre at deta il these  risks  th at  are  associated 
with thi s SALT II agreem ent  and  ear lier  risks  th at  we have taken .

The Chairman. We have  been looking into th at  subject very 
carefully with the  experts, as you know, General. However, it is my 
understanding that  when you testified before the  Senate Armed 
Services Committee you identified  verification as one of t he flaws 
in the  treaty .

General Haig. Yes.
The Chairman. Does thi s mean you believe the  Chiefs are  incor­

rect  in the ir assessment th at the  tre aty  is adeq uate ly verifiable?
General Haig. No; I th ink the re may be vary ing judgments on 

this  very  complex subject by serious people with  differing views. 
Wha t concerns me in the  verif ication area are  aspec ts of th e data 
base and the  fact th at  if we were to be faced with technological 
changes with a revised da ta  base, it would mak e it somewhat  
difficult  to verify and complicate the  task. But as I say, I do not 
wan t to port ray myself as an expe rt on verification.  It is a very 
dynamic area  in  which I ha ve not been part icipating.

RES ERV ATION ON  TECHNOLOGY TR AN SFER

The Chairman. I th ink th at  is fair  enough. We did have the  
conclusions of the director  of the  CIA today on th at  subject which 
were made public a few moments ago. Let us get back to your 
testim ony, General. I would call your atte ntion to th at  part of your 
sta tem ent in which you say:
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With respect to the  inte gration  of cruise missiles into NATO units, no precise 
schedule  or mode has been decided. The need, however, is clear. The desirability  of 
having a conventional variant has also been raised. In this  regard, I believe the 
poten tial of these systems to be enormous, and there is no question that  unhindered 
access by our European allies  to cruise missile technology is vital to restor ing the 
balance.

I have two questions to ask in th at  connection. I take  it from the  
general  thrust of your sta tem ent  th at  you would approve of an 
underst anding or a rese rvation  that  would mak e it expressly clea r 
th at  the  SALT II Treaty does not in any way inte rfer e with  our 
rig ht to transf er technology as we have done in the  past  to our 
NATO Allies, th at  it is in no way an impedim ent to th at  practice .

General Haig. Whatev er the  committee in its wisdom feels would 
assure  the prevention of restr ictions und er the  verification or non­
circumvention clauses, I think, I would welcome.

The Chairman. Th at would have your approval?
General Haig. Yes.
The Chairm an. General , to what  ext ent  is t his problem of which  

you speak, that  is, the  thea ter  imbalance, and  the  need to int ro­
duce new weapons in the  NATO alliance th at  will redress th at  
imba lance—complicated by the  att itude  of our NATO Allies them­
selves? In other words, as I have understood  it, we are  prepared  to 
introduce  certain new systems,  weapons systems , into the  NATO 
region of Weste rn Europe, but we have  run  into  great problems 
with  the  NATO governments  themselves when it comes to accept­
ing those weapons on t he ir terr itory.

General Haig. Mr. Chairma n, I have  par ticipated ra ther  int i­
mately in the  evolut ion of European though t on thea ter  nuc lear  
modern ization , sta rti ng  with the  controversy associa ted with the  
so-called n eutron warhead, the  ER/RB system. I would be less t han 
precise were I to suggest th at  th is is no t a n extr eme ly sensitive a nd 
angu ishin g question  for our  European par tne rs; th at  is, the deploy­
ment of additional nuclear systems on the ir soil.

We have been engaged in the process of attem pting  to build a 
consensus since the  second summit. I would have  been happier  had 
we been somewhat more  vigorous as a nat ion  in tak ing up the  
leadership in this  issue, as I cert ainly would have  been on the  
neu tron warhead issue, whe re the re were  ra ther  sha rp setbacks  in 
political terms to cer tain Europ ean leade rs who preside over tig ht­
ly balanced  constituencies .

The afterm ath  of the  neu tron situ atio n has conditioned Europe­
an att itudes  on thea ter nuc lear  modernizat ion in general. It has 
made  them  more sens itive  and more unc ertain  as to the  role that  
the  United State s will play  in meet ing this urg ent mili tary  need.

They  have laid out certa in precondi tions, some of the  more im­
po rta nt  of poten tial recip ients . They would insi st th at  they  not be 
put in a position as the y were in the  neu tron bomb to be the  
demandeurs for these systems, and I rem ain confident today th at  
the  problems, some of which have been repo rted  ra ther  extensively 
and in timely fashion in the  Washington  press, are  resolvable 
issues if they are  dea lt with by firm Amer ican leadership and th at  
those  natio ns who are prima ry potential  recipien ts of such systems 
are  consulted with  in an intense way and at  the  highest level.

This is not a matt er to be handled at  second level bureaucrat ic 
exchanges but  ra ther  by heads of sta te and governments. Were the
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Amer ican Pres iden t to provide the  kind of assu rances which I 
think  he is capable of doing, I am confident the  ma tte r could be 
resolved ra ther  promptly, perh aps not fully to the  degree that  in 
milita ry terms I would be most comfortable with, bu t certainly  in 
an optimum way th at  will enab le us to get on with this importa nt 
task.

The Chairman. Is it acc ura te to say th at  your hope and expecta­
tion would be t ha t these  ma tte rs could be resolved, but  that  as yet 
they  have not been resolved?

General Haig. That is righ t, Mr. Chairman. I do not want  tha t, 
with the  broad comments I have jus t made, to be inte rpre ted as 
critici sm of the  efforts underway and the  high level group, for 
example, which is a mu ltin ational body considering this  issue.

The Chairman. This leads me to the  conclusion th at  whatever 
imbalance  may exist in the thea ter  forces in Europe which are 
outside  the  scope of the  SALT II Trea ty, at least part of that  
problem is derived from our failure to date  to achieve the  neces­
sary  consent of our own NATO Allies to deploy these new weapons 
systems on the ir soil.

General Haig. I would not  wan t to por tray  it in such simplistic 
term s, although I recognize the  desirabili ty of doing so. In this  
issue, the re are contradic tions , but I would say th at  the  most 
fund ame ntal  aggravat ing problem, was the  precedent of the neu­
tron  experience which has  converged with tradit ion al reserv ations 
on the  part of ou r European allies as they exist in our own coun­
try,  about additional nuclear systems in general. But, I think  our 
allies  have agreed and the y have formally committed themselves 
th at  the re is a  need for prompt steps to be tak en to modernize our 
thea ter nuclear capabilities.

What remains to be done is to flesh out the  bona  fides of this  
consensus with specific pro gram  deployment modes a nd numbers of 
systems. There  is anoth er aspec t to this, Mr. Chairman. When we 
were vastly  superior in the cen tra l are a and when we were superi­
or in the  the ate r nuc lear  area, these  kinds of precise dete rmina­
tions were less relevant. Today, as we have gone into pari ty and 
the  prospect  of inferior ity in the  cen tral  area , these regional bal­
ances take on increased significance in the  context of our overall 
deterrent .

Beyond that , the  rapid  deployment of the  SS-20 and  the Backfire 
is a fundamental chall enge  to Europ ean confidence in our overall 
deterrent .

The Chairman. Thank you very much, General Haig. My time  is 
up.

Senator Javits?

ABEYANCE THEORY AND  LINKAGE

Senator J avits. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General  I will not go ove r the  ground th at  Senator Church  did. I 

hea rd the  par ticu lari ty with which you defined the need for main­
taining our arm ament  and  improving our sta te of readiness. We 
are  faced with this quest ion, with which I hope you will help us. I 
have looked forward to you r testimony. I know you so well, and I 
believe it could prove very  impor tant  and very helpful to us. We
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have  been faced with  the “tranqu ilizer theo ry.” Th at is the  theo ry 
th at  i f we sign the  t rea ty,  it will lull us to sleep.

Then Mr. Nitze gave us the  “shock the ory ” th at  we should tu rn  
it down, and that  will let  the  Russians know th at  we mean busi­
ness. Now you give us the “abeyance theory .” Th at is, don’t do it, 
do other  th ings first. I can underst and  how we m ight try  something 
respecting  armament. We have discussed it this morn ing with Mr. 
McCloy, and you have given us cert ain specifics. Although I do not 
see how Dr. Kiss inger ’s idea  that  we should get a binding commit­
men t from the  Congress or the  Preside nt would work, I think  we 
can work to contrive somethin g which will fill th at  gap. I notice in 
your  prepared  sta tem ent an  interesting thing th at  you have added 
to your position th at  you gave before the  Armed Services Commit­
tee, and  that  is a not her  dimension to the abeyance theory.  Forgive 
me. I am not trying to be invidious. It is imp ortant , very impor­
tan t. It is contained in the final page of your sta tem ent where you 
said.

Finally , I believe these programm atic commitments must be based on a two-tiered 
U.S. consensus which addresses the  fundamenta l directions of fu ture  United States- 
Soviet relations on the one hand  and clearly delineates U.S. stra tegic  nuclear policy 
on the other.

Now, I have just spoken to the  last, but what about the  first, 
which is the linkage question? Dr. Kissinger and, I assume you by 
reference, have ticked  off Angola, the  Horn  of Africa, Southern  
Africa, the  Middle East,  and  so on refe rrin g to the  linkage ques­
tion. Now, i f you are  going to negot iate such linkage wha t are  we 
prepared to give, General?  Do we think  the  Russ ians are going to 
give us every thing  and ju st  walk out of a ll these places? What are  
we prepared  to give? How long will it tak e and what effect will it 
have on the abeyance theory?

General Haig. Sena tor, firs t let me address the  abeyance theory.
I suppose one could read th at  as a suggestion th at  we go into 
never -never  land in terms  of the rati fica tion  process. I would not 
sugges t that  a t all, really. These are  ma tte rs which  have long been  
und er consideration in thi s committee and  in our  body politic in 
both the  executive bra nch  and the  Congress. These are  matter s for 
which a prompt  clar ifica tion of the  Amer ican execut ive bra nch ’s 
view could be elicited  and  proposed and  rapidly endorsed  by the  
legisla tive branch .

So, I am not talk ing  about an interm inable  delaying tactic. I am 
talk ing  about  sorting out our  thinking , being sure that  the  prem ­
ises upon which we e nter into  this tre aty  and develop our strat egic  
forces and conduct arm s control at large  a re at  least defined with in 
a broad  conceptual fram ework of approved and  a greed  upon Ameri­
can policy.

Let me turn  firs t to the linkage  problem, and  I wan t to assure 
you th at  I do not feel the leas t bit inconsistent about having  been 
more specific, because in the  conduct of the  discussions in the  
Armed  Services Comm ittee it became clea r th at  the re was some 
confusion in this  are a and  I wanted  to be more specific for this  
body which is far  more concerned with foreign policy in its broad­
est sense.

I have always been a proponen t of linkage. I do not feel t ha t the  
suggestion that  linkage be reappl ied to the  conduct of American
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foreign policy is retroactiv e in cha rac ter  and  that  we now have to 
ext rac t retrenchments  from the Soviet Union in are as where our 
failu re to challenge these  illega l intervent ionisms have  resulted in 
de facto changes in sta tus  quo; hardly  a t all. What I am suggesting 
is, and  not too diffe rently  f rom what Dr. Kissinge r suggested before 
this committee, that I thi nk  the  time has come for the  United 
States to recognize th at  it is very self-defeating to proceed in a 
mindless way in a num ber of functional are as—wheth er they  be 
arms control, credit, or technology transfer  with the  Soviet 
Union—while they are  simultaneously  conduc ting blata nt  illegal 
intervent ionisms aimed at  our vita l inte rest s and those of our allies 
and our trad itional  f riends i n the  Third World.

I feel the  Soviet Union should be put on notice th at  this kind of 
activ ity which we h ave witnessed over the  past  3 y ear s in Africa, 
the  Middle East, and Euras ia is not consis tent and not  conducive to 
cont inuing dialogs in other area s, and th at  they  must be brought 
into some synchronism.

Now, again, I am not an advocate with  an overzealous atti tud e 
on this. I recognize the  U.S. Pres iden t, the  execut ive branch must  
have a degree of flexibil ity in orch estr ating the  linkage per se, and 
linkage  is not a plus and minus, debit and cred it exercise.

On the  o ther  hand, I t hink  in our efforts to discredi t t his  concept 
we have gone beyond the  limits of prudence and it is t ime  for us to 
pull up our socks and  re th ink this  issue and  put the  Soviet Union 
on notice that  the kinds of a ctivi ties we have been facing recently 
are no longer acceptable. I would suggest it would be imp orta nt for 
this  committee to a scer tain  wh at Chai rman Brezhnev said to Pres i­
dent Carte r a t Vienna on th is subject.

Senator  J avits. General, I ju st  wan t to refine th at  because it is 
critically  important.  Does that  mean that  what you want is for us 
to sta te our policy—whether  Brezhnev accepts any thing we say or 
take s any  action respecting it or not—that  we hold in abeyance 
unt il the  Pres iden t of the United  States declares wh at is his policy 
respecting  each of these ma tte rs upon which you want linkage?

Is th at  your position?
General Haig. Absolutely, Senator. We should mak e our position 

clear, and the Pres iden t hencefo rth should be held responsible by 
the  American people and  by this committee and the Congress for 
implemen ting tha t policy in a consistent  way.

Senator  J avits. And, you consider that  wise in terms  of the  way 
in which the  President should  negotiate with the  Russians?  That is, 
he should  tell them all our policy, and w hether  they  respond or not 
is not mate rial?  You want to lock him into our policy in each of 
these  ma tters now before we rati fy the  t reaty?

General Haig. I would like clarification from the  executive 
branch  th at  ther e is at long last  recognition th at  these  illegal 
Soviet interventionism s are  not consistent with the  overall im­
provement of East-West rela tions in general, arm s control and 
other funct ional areas  of improved East-West relations.

Sen ator J avits. Forgive me. I wan t to extract wh at it is you are  
really recommending to us. What you wan t from the  Pres iden t is 
the  acceptance of the  doc trine  of linkage. That is, look, Mr. Russia, 
we a re not going to negotia te SALT III, we a re not going to negoti­
ate  a  trade agreement, we a re  not going to nego tiate  anything w ith
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you th at  is not linke d to the  overall  situatio n, and if we are  not 
satis fied with the  overall situa tion, we won’t make agreements. 
Would you apply that  to SALT II, however, in short?  Would you 
tu rn  down SALT II o r is t his  i rre levant  to  w het her  we turn  it down 
or not?

General Haig. No. I th ink it is very  re levant,  Sena tor, along with 
the overall approach in the  othe r areas th at  I have  recommended 
to assess existing fau lts in this  tre aty  as a precondition to rati fica­
tion  so that  we can rea lly  assess w ith greater  c lar ity  in the  c ontex t 
of our overall security needs what  is dangerous  in this  t rea ty, wha t 
is perh aps unacceptable and  needs some kind of improvement and 
adjustment by the committee.  But when you st ar t out from a fuzzy 
poin t of departu re, I find it an extremely dangerous way to pro­
ceed. It could be very  deleterious to American  inte rests in the  
period ahead.

Incidentally , I don’t w ant to suggest preoccupation with the  t erm  
“linkage .” It now gene rates a great deal of visceral  reaction by the  
pros and cons, as do a  num ber  of ot her  things histor ically , such as 
the domino theory . I rea lly  do not like the  term , except in a 
sophis ticated group like this for telegraphic purposes . It does not 
lend itse lf to a legal istic formula of the  kind you r question would 
suggest. Rather, it lends itse lf to an underst and ing, firs t with in our  
own Government, th at  what has been going on over the  pas t 2 
yea rs is unacceptable from the American  policy point of view.

Hopefully, that  can be clear ly conveyed to the  Soviet Union and  
thei r leaders, but it should be done in the  most delicate way, and  
no one has a precise formu la. I cer tain ly would not suggest here 
how that  should be done. But I would say th at  we have had 
confusion in this  area, and  it does impinge on func tiona l activities, 
such as arms  control.

Senator  J avits. General , would you consider what you have de­
fined, jus t to close thi s argumen t, as “a political expression of 
nat ional will, a  dem onstrat ion of our  resolve, even though we then  
rat ify  the SALT II Tre aty ?”

General Haig. With respect to this aspec t of my sta tem ent  and  
not prejudging t he oth er aspects  of the sta tem ent , I thin k this  is an  
impor tan t s tep to be taken.

Senator  J avits. Is it what you say? You want a political  expres­
sion of national  will, a demonst ratio n of our  resolve.

General Haig. T hat is correct.
Senator J avits. If we get  that  from the  President  and we sa tisfy 

the  flaws, et  cetera, and  he cha rts out what he proposes to do about  
defense, then is your answer to my question yes, th at  is a  political 
expression of national will, a demo nstra tion of our  resolve?

General Haig. And the n, I believe, with  th at  and the other 
measure—

Senator J avits. Is yo ur answer yes?
General Haig. My answ er is th en the  flaws in the  trea ty, as it is 

cur ren tly  wr itten , should be examined aga inst t hat  backdrop.
Senator  J avits. Is you r answer no, th at  we stil l ratify,  doing all 

the  things you say, th at  this is a politica l expression of nationa l 
will and a demonst ratio n of our resolve? Is it or isn ’t it? You are  
the  one who set the  sta ndard  and now you have  given me your  
condition. I still want to know whether th at  meet s your condition.
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General Haig. Well, it may be t ha t I am not sufficiently clear as 
I lay them out. But I th ink wha t my sta tem ent says is if we can 
satis fy these conditions, the n we can very prom ptly  look at the  
risks associated with  the existing flaws in the tre aty  and decide 
wheth er they are  accep table  or not acceptable, or whe ther  they  
lend  themselves to the  kinds of recommendations  tha t, for exam­
ple, Dr. Kissinger put be fore the  committee.

Senator  J avits. T han k you, General. My time is up.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairma n.
Senator  Pell [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Javits.
General Haig, I have two sepa rate  l ines of questions that  I would 

like to go through this  m orning. The firs t is in  connection with our 
rela tionship  with our allies.

NATO ALLIES SUPPORT SALT II

Would you agree th at  our allies, our NATO alli es, without excep­
tion, strongly suppo rt the  SALT II agreement?

General Haig. I th ink  I  have  said  t ha t in my s tatement.
Senator Pell. Well, you said it in a qualified way in your sta te­

ment.
General Haig. Yes; with the  qualif ications th at  I would insis t be 

applied to my answer to your  question right now.
Senator Pell. The reaso n I am puzzled by your  qualif ications is 

this.
I have  been Chai rman  of the  Senate Delega tion to the North 

Atlant ic Assembly for the las t year, and on each of my trips to 
Europe,  without exception, my opposite numbers  in the  European 
par liam ents have come up  to me to say how much they hope SALT 
is rati fied  and how imp ort ant  they feel it is. A t the  same time, we 
hea r th at  some of our  allie s don’t really  want it or th at  they  have 
been pressured into support ing it and so forth . So, I get a complete­
ly differen t impression from those  two diffe rent views. I have not 
had one European at these meetings tell me th at  they  oppose 
SALT or that  they think  we would be be tter off not  ratify ing it— 
not one. This is without rese rvations and with out  qualifications.

At the  same time we h ea r th at  ther e is a great deal of sen timent 
aga inst  it. What is the reaso n for this dichotomy?

General  Haig. Well, this is not an unu sual situation. I would 
suggest also, at the time you discussed this  with your  European 
counter par ts, that  the ir knowledge of this  agreem ent  and the  re­
sult ing imbalances th at  would emerge in the  period of the  1980’s 
was, at  best, shallow. I th ink probably  the  las t occasion was at the 
Lisbon meeting,  and even at  t ha t meeting, Sena tor, I thin k you will 
recal l th at  there was g rea t controversy  among the  par ticipan ts and 
the  parl iam entarians.

Senator Pell. Well, the re was great controversy among the 
American  Delegation to the  No rth  Atlantic Assembly. Tha t delega­
tion was almost evenly split. But I do not recal l gre at controversy 
from the other allies, at  least not anywhere nea r to th at  extent.

General  Haig. I agree th at  the  prim ary controversy was within  
the  A merican Delegation. But my discussions with  a  num ber  of the 
parlia me nta rians suggested th at  the re were mixed views in 
Europe. But this is the  important thing and this, I think, needs a 
clari ficat ion because it is difficult to comprehend. I would describe
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European support as premised not essent ially, but  largely, on t act i­
cal or politica l expediency. Beneath  the  surface there is, at the 
same time,  concurrently, a fundam ental concern about the  pros­
pects of worsening balances between the  United Sta tes  and the  
Soviet Union in the  stra tegic are a and the  possibil ity th at  SALT 
somehow is cont ributing to thi s or could codify it in a way that  
would be  henceforth a permanent  s tate  of a ffairs.

Sen ator Pell. Let ’s put  it  in ano ther way. Let’s say th at  we 
atta che d a reservation to the SALT II Treaty  requir ing  that  each 
one of our NATO p artners would have to approve it. Is the re any 
doubt in your mind th at  they all would approve it?

General  Haig. I have no doubt  at  all at  the  polit ical level that  
the  Euro pean  political  leader s—and I th ink most of them  are  on 
record today—would suppor t this. On the  other hand , I think we 
have all lived in a world where contradict ions of the  kind we are  
try ing  to discuss here have been normal, and the  long-term propo­
sition facing us as a Nation  in our rela tionship  with our allies  is 
not what is the ir imm edia te att itude on SALT I I per  se, but  wha t 
will be the  long-term at titud e of our European  allies as some of th e 
worsen ing strategic rea liti es begin to become more evident to them  
in a situation where there are growing doubts  abou t American 
reliability, consistency, and  willingness to provide the  historic U.S. 
mantle of leadership  a nd guarantee.

Senator  Pell. But cer tain ly a rejection of SALT II would do 
nothing  to enhance those thoughts  of Ame rican  reliability and 
determin ation .

General Haig. No, it cer tain ly would not.

REJECT ION OF TREATY AND INC REA SE IN  SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES

Senator  P ell. Do you believe that  t he Soviets would or would not 
increase the ir stra tegi c forces beyond the limit , beyond the  cap of 
SALT II if SALT II is rejected? In oth er words, if SALT II is 
rejected by us, would th at  not result  in a grea ter  increase in Soviet 
stra tegic weaponry than  would be th e case otherwise?

General Haig. I th ink we have to be very  carefu l about glib 
generaliza tions  on thi s subject, Sena tor. For example , with  SALT 
II, it is very clea r th at  the  Soviet Union will enjoy a level of 
supe riori ty th at  would not suggest to me a motivation for ex tensive 
increases in num bers without SALT II, especia lly as you look at 
the  potential with in SALT II in the  frac tion atio n area , where they 
could explode from 10 warheads on their  heavies to 20 or 30, and 
perhaps even beyond tha t.

I would look to the Soviets with  or withou t SALT II to focus 
ahea d on improved accuracies and  improved reliabilitie s in thei r 
new systems, ra th er  than  on dramatic increases in numbers. So, I 
think  this can be a stra w man altern ative  th at  can be deceptive to 
those who are analyzin g this difficu lt question.

Senator Pell. I believe that  the re have  been intelligence est i­
mates t ha t the  Soviets, without SALT II, would have, by 1985, 3,000 
cen tral  weapon systems, as opposed to 2,250 under this  treaty ; 
1,800 MIRV sys tems,  as opposed to 1,200; 1,200 MIRVed ICBM’s, as 
opposed to 820.

Would you agree with  those estimates?
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General Haig. I th ink th at  the  inference of th at  sta tem ent  is 
correct, that  they cer tain ly could do so.

Senator  Pell. How do you feel th at  rejecting  SALT II could 
possibly he lp us meet  the  Soviet t hr ea t of competition , or whatever 
you wan t to call it?

General Haig. I don’t thi nk  th at  in my sta tem ent I have been 
layin g out the historical  altern atives  posed by your question. You 
want my judgment on th is isolated question, I tak e it, which is n ot 
releva nt to my own po int of view.

Senator Pell. The poin t is th at  so many people have come h ere  
to give us advice, and the y are  always for it, but  w ith a whole lot of 
reservations, amendmen ts, and  th ings  of t ha t sort.

We try,  perhaps, to achieve too gre at a simplicity  because we 
have to vote on this  issue. If we are  faced with  voting yea or nay 
on thi s trea ty, we would like  to have your advice. We respect your 
advice without qualif ications.

General Haig. Firs t, Senator , I do not envy you your responsibili­
ty because I think it is extr emely important. Perhaps no issue has 
been of comparable importance  tha n this  one in post World War II 
American history.

Sen ator Pell. Would you vote yea or nay  under  those circum­
stances?

General  H aig. Today?
Senator  P ell. Yes, today.
General Haig. Today I would insist, were I in your chai r, that  I 

have the clarifications in the two areas my sta tem ent laid out: 
What is o ur approach to East-W est relations, in general,  and to the 
kinds of illegal Soviet act ivity th at  are  unde rway  today; second, 
have we clarified  our doctrinal stra tegic  thin kin g and  do we know 
whether or not we are  tren ding, consciously or unconsciously, 
toward mu tua l assured des truc tion  or minimum dete rrence, which 
is the  de facto real ity of our trendi ng in recent year s, or are  we 
dete rmin ed and dedicated to the proposition  of a more balanced 
equali ty, which will avoid the  ster ile, self-defeating, and  immoral 
implications  of th e MAD concept.

I know from reviewing the  questions of the  members of this 
committee th at  there is confusion , even with in this  committee, on 
this  vita lly important subject, and  I think  you should clarify that 
before you go on with such a vit ally imp orta nt step as ratif ication.

Senator  Pell. I don’t feel my view is clarified par ticula rly  by 
your stat ement . But let me re turn , for a moment,  to th is.

If you had  to vote yea or nay today on this, without qualification , 
how would you vote, General?

General Haig. I would refuse to vote until the  quest ions have 
been answered.

You know, the  United Sta tes  has  lived for 200 yea rs without 
SALT II and  has done quite  well. I do not und ers tand the bre ath ­
less urgency of consumating a mat ter of such grav ity to the Ameri ­
can people until we have assured ourselves  of the backdrops under 
which we proceed.

Senator  Pell. I would agree with  you that  it has been a treme n­
dous nat ional policy to overemphasize  the  importance of SALT II. 
This SALT II is jus t one small step  in a long process; “a usefu l and 
modest step” I believe was the  expression of the  Jo int Chiefs. I
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agree with you in th at  I do not believe it is th at  significant a 
treaty ; bu t it has been made  one by t he prop onen ts and  opponents 
of it. It has gotten  completely  out of context from the  viewpoint of 
its impor tance .

Th at is my feeling.
Thank  you, General Haig.
Sen ator Percy.
Sen ator P ercy. Tha nk you, Mr. C hairm an.
General  Haig, I would like  to say th at  if you would refuse to 

vote, you would afford y oursel f a luxury we have never been afford­
ed. I have had to cast  10,000 votes yea or nay. I have never refused 
to vote, and very few of my colleagues ever have. You are  unc er­
tain, sometimes, but  you have to vote.

Gen eral  Haig. Senator , I know that.  I th ink you are  somew hat 
humble about your  abil ity  to  m anage  yo ur affairs .

Sen ator P ercy. We ha ve to vote this  up or down.

CONDITIONS FOR RATIFICATION

Now you and oth ers  have  said th at  it is flawed. But the re seem 
to be two schools of though t among those  who feel it is flawed. 
The re are  those who feel it is so fata lly flawed th at  it requ ires  a 
total renegotiation, whic h means it mus t be tur ned down. On the  
oth er hand, the re are  those who feel th at  the  flaws are  such th at  
we can, through  reservat ions , underst and ings, and modifications, 
improve the  tre aty  by making changes th at  would not send it back 
to the  drawing  board and  require total renegotiation .

As I int erp ret  wh at Dr. Kissinger has  said, he could endorse  thi s 
tre aty  providing certa in things are  done. I do not  see any thing th at  
he has laid out th at  is unreasonable  or th at  could not be achieved 
by the  United Sta tes  in most respects . I am saying th at  he is not  
atte mpting  to wreck  the  trea ty. He is not recomm ending th at  it be 
sen t back to the draw ing board. He is in  the  school t ha t says it can 
be ratified if ce rta in conditions  a re met.

Into wha t categ ory would you pu t yourself? Would you concur 
with Dr. Kissinger?

Genera l Haig. Clearly , I am in the  la tte r category. I suppose 
there is a  nuance  of dif ference between Henry  and me. He likes  to 
describe the  bott le as hal f full; I tend to describe  it as ha lf empty.

He said th at  he could rati fy or recommend ratif icat ion if certa in 
conditions were met. I have said th at  I would not rat ify  and I 
would hold in abeyance u ntil  c ertain  things are  done.

Sena tor Percy. But isn’t th at  real ly saying  the  same thing?
General Haig. Th at is what I am saying—these are  di fferences in 

nuance.
On the  oth er hand , I have not agreed , as has Henry , th at  the 

flaws can be remed ied exclusive ly by changes th at  need not be 
negotia ted. Th at is a  judgment  I personally would n ot feel comfort­
able making un til  I have seen what progress we have  mad e in 
meeting t hese oth er conditions  which I have asked for.

So the re is ano the r difference in nuan ce, if you will.
Senator  Percy. I was trem endo usly  inte rest ed in your test imo ny 

before the  Armed Services Committee because you did address  one 
of th e prin cipal concerns I have  had about the  trea ty. I have tried 
to determ ine what effect it does have  on our NATO all ies—our
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first line of defense and our greate st single  commitment beyond 
our own shores.

ALLIED CONCERNS ABOUT SALT TREATY

In your test imony you indicated th at  the re was gre ate r concern 
among Euro peans abou t this  tre aty  than  might be reflected in the  
official positions  of the  governments. In fact, you said th at  profes­
sional and mi lita ry men have uniformly expressed a grave  concern 
about the  imbalance in this  tre aty  and  the  implicat ions of these 
imbalances  for the period ahead.

Since your  sta tem ent , with the  help of our own sta ff and  the  
Secre tary of Defense and the  Secretary of State , I have tried  to 
research the  proceedings of NATO meet ings that  have been held  in 
past years. I have  found evidence of some of the  concerns you have 
expressed.

From what I have  seen, I believe th at  mili tary  concerns, if I 
could summarize them , break down into two principal areas. Firs t, 
NATO mil itary leaders are concerned about how thi s tre aty  affects 
the ir own plan for modernization of t he ir forces. Second, the y are  
concerned about the  tran qui lize r effect to which Senator  Javit s 
referred, th at  is, th at  this  tre aty  will reduce public willingness  to 
spend the money necessary to m ain tain  a  s trong defense.

In essence, is this what you have summarized  the  European 
concerns to be?

Genera l Haig. Yes, Senator, and  I would also add two other 
factors which influence  th at.

One is ju st the sta rk  rea lity  of worsening balances between our­
selves and the  Soviet Union, abou t which  European professional 
milit ary men are extremely  cognizant. So, it is ju st an expression 
of reality.

I would take cred it for your firs t two and say, fourthly, th at  
ther e is an underly ing discomfiture in Europe today about the  
United States in general, its abili ty or willingness to stand up to 
the Soviet Union, and  i ts overall will.

Senator Percy. I would hope th at  the y never  misunderstan d or 
mis inte rpre t the will of th is coun try to move, and move swiftly to 
use whatever mi lita ry resources we have to defend Europe. I don’t 
see any lack of will in the United Stat es in that  regard.

Vietnam was a diffe rent situation, I think. We did not have  the  
kind of comm itme nt in Vietnam that  we have  to Europe.

General Haig. I had to be an exponent  of tha t view for the  pas t 
4% years  with my European par tners, and  I have neve r shrunk  
from st atin g it with vigor.

On the  other hand , there are  manifest ations of Am erican policy 
which, in a pru dent circle, could be described as ra ther  confusing 
to those  whom we asked to accept this  assurance.

PRECEDENTIAL CHARACTER OF CRUISE MISSILE CONSTRAINTS

Senator Percy. Is it true that  our NATO allies, partic ula rly  the  
milita ry, are  concerned about the  preceden tial cha rac ter  of cruise 
missile constrain ts?

General Haig. They are  very concerned about  that , sir, of course.
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Sena tor Percy. The  adm inis trat ion  has argu ed th at  these con­
cerns  have been me t because the y have  made  it clear th at  the 
protocol will e xpire on its expiratio n date.

Has th at  ass ura nce  by the  adm inistra tion wholly satisf ied the  

NATO mi litary?
General Haig. Not at  all, sir. The re are  two levels of a rgu ment. 

One is the logic of the  issue in its firs t instance. Our Euro pean  
allies could not und ers tan d th at  if we had  wri tten  a proh ibitio n 
which we inte nd to lift at the  end of a set  period of t ime, why we 
had put  in the  proh ibition in the  firs t insta nce. So, it is the  logic of 
the  issue which is gi ving them gre at difficulty. I must  adm it th at  it 

gives me equal difficulty .
The other aspe ct of it has to do with  this shift ing strategic  

balance situatio n between ourselves and the  Soviet Union. Ou r 
Europ ean allies  begin  to question wh eth er or not, at the  end of t he  
protocol period, whe n we are obligated in the  stat ement  of prin ci­
ples to negotiate, we will have the  levera ge to, in fact, reve rse the 
precedent. So, the  assurances become ra th er  legalistic  and  not  
sufficiently clea r to our  Europ ean allies  in pure ly political  term s.

I must  say th at  I have  serious quest ions myself about  this prob­

lem.
Senat or Percy. I anticipated  th at  you would respond in th at  way 

because I thin k the  Euro pean  allies, the  mi lita ry personn el pa rtic u­
larly, would not be satisfied  with  a un ila ter al sta tem ent  by the 
adm inis trati on in th is regard.

For th at  reason, man y of us have  discussed  an und erstanding,  
one th at  I have  introd uced,  which sta tes  th at  noth ing in the  sta te­
men t of prin ciples  for SALT III commits  the United State s to en ter 
into a futu re agreem ent  on protocol issues and th at  any such 
agre ement takes a two-th irds vote of the  Sen ate  to be approved. In 
the  legislative his tory  of the  discussion of this  trea ty, we would 
make  it eminent ly cle ar th at  the re should be absolu tely no chan ce 
th at  two-thirds, or even a major ity, of the  Sen ate would concu r to 

an extension.
Would th at  und ers tandin g be the  kind th at  should be ent ere d 

into as a pa rt of th e ratif icati on process and  yet be the  kind  of 
und erstanding th at  would not wreck the  tre aty ?

Genera l Haig. Again,  Senato r, the valu e judg men t for me on 
th at  issue is this. Clea rly I am comfortable with  the gene ral th ru st  
of your proposal. But I could only give you a clea r value jud gm ent  
on it in the  con text  of what  forces the  United  State s was going to 
be proceeding with in the interim period. There we leave the 
legalistic aspec t which  y our fix would be—rat he r exclusively th at — 
and we get into  the business  of l everag e on the  pa rt of the United  
States at the  end of t he  protocol period to effect, in pract ical term s, 
wha t we have sta ted  we will in legalis tic term s. I do not suggest 

subterfuge .
Senat or Percy. Dr. Kissinger suggested on Tuesday th at  th e 

Sena te sta te th at  any  such agre ement, including rest ricti ons on 
cruise  missiles, can be subm itted only as a pa rt of an equi table , 
balanced arr an ge men t in thea ter  nuc lear  forces in Europe. Do you 
thi nk  this would be helpfu l to allay  our alli es’ concerns, pa rti cu lar ­
ly those of milit ary  person nel, abou t SALT II I?
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General Haig. In general , I would be comfortable  with that. But 
again , wha t I would pre fer  is the  achievement of a programmatic 
consensus that  is so fundam ental to our  thea te r modernization 
target , which incid enta lly, we have already  estab lished as a nation 
and  within the NATO family,  to achieve by the end of this  year.

Whether we are  going to be able to succeed in that  I think  in 
large measure will be a consequence of the  kind of leadership the  
U.S. exercises between now and then , and at  the  highest level.

Senator  Percy. Mr. Cha irman, may I take ju st  ano ther  30 sec­
onds to finish up on this , please?

Senator  Pell. Yes; Senator .
Senator  P ercy. T han k you, Mr. Chairman.
Genera l, the las t ques tion I would like to ask  you is whether 

arti cle  XII is a partic ula rly  bothersome artic le. It is about nonc ir­
cumvention.

Is it essentia l, in your judgment, th at  we absolutely  clarify that  
partic ula r issue beyond the stat ements of the  a dminis tration?

A “yes” or “no” answer  would be fine.
General Haig. My answer is yes. I think  the re are  diffe rent 

views on both sides.
Senator  P ercy. Thank  you very much.
Tha nk you, Mr. C hairman .
Senator  Pell. Senator McGovern.
Senator  McGovern. Thank you, Mr. C hairman.
General Haig, first  of all, I agree with  the observa tion th at  

Senator Pell expressed, which  I thin k you at least par tial ly agreed 
with, that  th is tre aty  p robab ly has been vastly oversold in term s of 
what is really  in it. I would only add th at  I think  those who 
welcome the  tre aty  express too much joy about it and those who 
oppose it  probably express too much fear.

If I were back in the  classroom inste ad of in the  Senate,  I would 
give th is treaty  about a D minus.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND  AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

In any event, here  we are  with this  trea ty. I thi nk  perhaps the  
superf icial cha rac ter  of the  treaty  has contributed in pa rt to a 
situ atio n where the  deb ate has become one not  so much about 
what is in it, but  a debate about  America’s global role and about  
the  relationsh ip of nuclear weapons to American  foreign policy.

I think  we have needed  for a long time, at  least since Vietnam, a 
fund amental,  far-r anging debate on American foreign policy in the  
post-Vietnam period. We have not yet  had th at  kind of debate.

Afte r listening to the hearings here  for the  las t 4 weeks—and I 
believe you are  the  last witness before we go into our August 
recess—I am wondering more and more if a nuc lear  treaty  is a 
good vehicle around which to build a debate on American foreign 
policy. The problem is th at  the  debate necessari ly is distorted in 
the direction of mil itar y ends, especially nuc lear  ends.

I have thought here  at  times th at  i f I were a thea ter  commander 
out  somewhere arou nd the  globe, I would be very  nervous abou t 
the public focus, the  exaggeration, th at  is being  placed on the  
nuc lear  equation at  the  expense of any  att ention to conventional 
systems. I am sure  if I were an economic or a political  planne r 
looking at American streng th,  I would worry about the  absence of
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any  foreign policy implic ations  based on, let us say, our dependence 
on oil from a ra th er  unst able  region of the  world, the  growing  
infla tion,  the  loss of produ ctivi ty—I would worry about all those  
thin gs and how t hey  be ar on Amer ican str en gth  around the  world.

But wha t has happened is th at  we have liste ned to one person 
aft er ano ther whose expe rtise  is prim aril y in the  mil itar y field, 
and, goodness knows, we need th at  e xperti se.

General Haig. I hope you are  not pu ttin g me in th at  category,  
Senat or. [General lau ght er.]

Senator  McGovern. Well, I put  you in the  field as a mil itar y 
expe rt. But most of the recom mendations  th at  have come from 
these references—and I am not spea king abo ut you, specifically— 
have  dealt with matt ers like public percep tions.  They have dea lt 
with political jud gm ent s about Ame rican  foreign policy. They have 
dea lt with negotiat ing questions. It has tend ed to just dist ort the  
whole direction of w hat  is becoming a foreign policy debate  towa rd 
milita ry ends.

I guess the  question I am leading up to is this. Are you con­
cern ed about the  discuss ion of American foreign  policy in the  con­
tex t of a nuc lear  debate, which may very well dist ort the  whole 
emph asis of what we ought to be doing in ter ms  of devising a 
foreign policy th at  is r ele vant to t he  world we face?

General Haig. Sen ator, I suppose I have  to go back to my Jes uit  
tra ini ng -----

Senator  Biden. Oh, now I am begin ning  to und erst and . [Gen eral 
laug hter.]

Gene ral Haig [cont inuing]. But I think,  in general , the  th ru st  of 
you r question is very, very  underst and able to me. I think it is a 
shame th at  we do have to address  SALT II in the  broad cont ext 
th at  I am suggesting we must. The reasons for th at  are  th at  we 
have  now reached a level of imbalance  with worsening tren ds 
betwee n ourselves  and  the  Soviet Union in the  cen tra l stra tegi c 
nuc lear area which do, indeed, impinge on all of these  broad issues 
th at  have been now rais ed in the  context of SALT II.

For example, cer tainly  as a thea ter com man der I am concerned 
abo ut our conve ntional capab ility to deal with  potential  difficul ty 
in perhaps the  energ y ar ea —oil in the  Middle East.  But, you know, 
every  day I see a very,  very clea r linkage between worsening 
stra tegi c balances betw een ourselves and the  Soviet Union and the  
att itu de  of oil produ cing natio ns upon whose good will we so vital ly 
depend.

You know, Saudi Ara bia  today could get  by with about 4 million 
barrels-a-day produc tion. The res t of t ha t produ ction  we are  realiz ­
ing is based in large  me asure on their  confidence in our credibility 
as a nation . Tha t is w ha t is u nder  discussion today.

Senator  McGovern. General, you do not rea lly  believe they are  
set ting the ir oil productio n stan dards on the  basis of the  nuc lear  
equation,  do you? Wh at does one have  to do w ith the  other? I don ’t 
und ers tand th at  kind  of linkage.

General Haig. I had  supposed th at  was why the  question was 
asked  in the  f irst  place.

Clearly we have bu ilt  our dete rren ce since the  Second World 
War on a combination  of our cen tra l stra tegi c mil itar y power, in
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which we have enjoyed superio rity  unt il very recently, and our 
conventional  power.

Senator McGovern. But what is the  implica tion—that  the  
Saudis  a re going to fear  a  nuc lea r s trike if they do not increase the 
num ber  of barrels  of oil? What is the  point you are making?

General Haig. No, Senator , it is not th at  at all. Perhaps I was 
not clear.

What I am suggesting is th at  Saudi atti tudes, the  convergence of 
Saudi Arab ian policies w ith  our own, the level of oil production in 
which they  engage, as well as the  prices which they  ask, are  
influenced by th eir  perception of American gua ran tees to mainta in 
stab ility  in that  a rea  of th e world—an obligation we have incurred 
since the  Second World Wa r and have, unt il recently , ra ther  rigid­
ly adhered to.

Senator McGovern. But isn ’t our energy  policy much more rele ­
vant to the question of Saud i oil product ion than  our nuclear 
policy? I do not  m ean th at  the nuc lear  policy is not  important, but 
I don ’t see what it has to do with oil.

General Haig. In my judg me nt it is ve ry much inte rrelated, or I 
would not be urg ing the  a ssess ment I am urging here.

SP EN DING  FOR STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY

Senator  McGovern. You testified before the  Armed  Services 
Committee, General, th at  if we had spen t $2 billion or $3 billion a 
year , presumably addi tional money beyond wha t we did spend, on 
stra tegi c systems since 1962, we could have the  kind  of superior ity 
we had enjoyed at  th at  time. I believe th at  is a direc t quote.

Now, according to figures th at  I have, in 1962, the United States 
had about 1,840 s trategic missiles and bombers and  the  Soviets had 
abou t 215. In other words, we had about eigh t or nine times as 
much.

Are you advocating, when you say we could have  maintain ed 
th at  kind of super iority,  th a t this is what we should be striving for 
now—eight or  nine times as much as t he Soviets?

General Haig. No, Senator, not  a t all.
History and technology have  passed us by. I am not so sure I 

would have been an advocate for th at  kind of superior ity in 1962.
The sta tem ent  which you have quoted was mere ly to reflect that  

the  situation in which we find ourselves today is a consequence of 
conscious, uni late ral American  policy decisions with respect to the  
level of nuc lear capability  we were willing to ma intain  and pay for, 
and th at  the cost, for example, of the  e xtreme superiori ties that  we 
had in 1962 could have been  realized in very modes t terms if you 
look a t our Federa l budget a nd our defense budget.

Senator McGovern. But  if i t wasn’t feasible to th ink in term s of 
ma inta inin g an eigh t or nin e times American margin  of super ior­
ity, why should we not have made a uni late ral  decision not to try  
to sustain  t ha t posture?

Gen eral  Haig. That is no t the  point.
Sen ator McGovern. What  is the  point?
Gen eral  Haig. The point, Senator, is this. At t he  t ime —and wh at 

gen erat ed this stat ement , which was taken somew hat out of con­
tex t is—we Americans decided that  both these  costs, the $2 billion 
to $3 billion, plus the  more  overr iding  belief t ha t we h ad that  i f we
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managed ourselves from superiori ty to parity  with  the  Soviet 
Union, it would in fluence the  Soviet leaders to exercise restr ain t in 
thei r building programs. In othe r words, we would have a more 
stab le inte rna tional  enviro nment.

The point I made at  the time that  sta tem ent was made was th at  
we were wrong in  this  belief.

Senator  McGovern. I wish we had tested th at  res tra int theo ry 
when we had the  MIRV capability and  the  Soviets had not made 
any  move in that  direction and we decided we had  to build it as a 
barg aining chip. In retro spec t, wouldn’t we have  been much bet ter  
off if we had res tra ine d the  building of the  MIRV system which 
now makes  our land-based system vulnera ble and  tried to work out 
an arrang ement  with the m for neith er side to build it?

I think  Secretary  Kiss inger once said th at  he wished, in ret ro­
spect, that  we had done that.

General Haig. I might be inclined to sha re th at  view, but not for 
those reasons.

When we decided to go with MIRV’s, an d my memory is accura te 
on t his  since I was work ing for Secre tary M cNamara at  th e time,  it 
was predicated on the  proposit ion th at  we had no need for larger  
yields for which the  Soviets were opting, and th at  our technology, 
our abili ty to achieve  accuracy with  min iatu rizatio n would have 
enabled us to achieve  our  goals in the  stra tegi c area far more 
cheap ly and perhaps more  moderately und er the  MIRVing concept.

We were wrong aga in because the  Soviets have  subsequently  
developed the kinds of technology and  accuracy which we should 
have  known at  the  tim e they  ultimately  would. Tha t has been 
superimposed on the huge yields which they enjoy today, and we 
are  faced with the  explosion of Soviet systems at  the  end of this  
tre aty  period, in 1985, if we do not ma intain  the leverage to pre­
ven t that .

Senator  McGovern. I see that  my time is up. It is ge tting  kind of 
discouraging hea ring  o ur distinguished milita ry leaders tell us how 
many times we were wrong  about mil itar y judgments.

General Haig. Well, Senator, I could write a book on that .
Senator  McGovern. Thank you, General.
Tha nk you, Mr. Cha irman.
Senator  P ell. Sen ator Helms.
Senator  H elms. Thank  you, Mr. Ch airman.
General, I am a litt le bit astonished at  the  suggestion that  the re 

is no relat ionship between SALT II an d oil.
On Jul y 4, I was in London and I spoke with  and  met with about 

75 or 80 Members of Par liam ent . You had be tte r underst and  th at  
the y know the rela tion ship between this  tre aty  a nd the  availability 
of oil in the  futu re and  the  impact it will have on the  oil-producing 
nat ions or the impact it could have.

Of course, any thin g we say now is pure ly speculative , b ut we had 
be tte r hedge our bets. I think  that  is wha t you were saying to 
Sen ator McGovern.

Fur ther more, the re is, or was, gre at concern expressed by those 
Members  of Parliam ent with  respect to articles XII and XIII con­
cern ing nonci rcumvention .

Have you discussed th is aspect with  a ny legisla tors?
General Haig. Yes, Senato r, I have.
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Senator Helms. What precisely was their  at titud e or the ir con­
cern?

General Haig. Well, s ir, I suppose i t was twofold.
Fir st is whe ther  or not  the  understandings  between the  United 

Sta tes and the Soviet Union on the  nonc ircumvention clause are  
consi stent with the  provision of the necessary technology that  they  
feel they are  going to need  in the  cruise areas and  in othe r areas .

Second, and I must say thi s to this  committee, the re are  serious 
Europea n parlia me nta rians and officials who doubt, whe ther  or  no t 
th at  restr iction  in the  language  of the  t reaty is bind ing, who doubt, 
wheth er or not the  United  State s is rea lly willing to share with  
them in the nuclear area. This is because  of a perceived att itude 
developing in our own cou ntry  sugges ting anim osity  toward any­
thing  nuclear.

Senator  Helms. That was precisely the  concern  th at  was empha­
sized to me in my meeting.

When I came back here, I was surprised  to see the constan t 
por tray als before t his comm ittee  and othe rs th at  everything is fine 
with our allies, th at  t hey  ju st  love this treaty , th at  i t is be tter  tha n 
sliced bread. Tha t is not the  att itude th at  I found among the  
Members of Par liam ent . They  are  ter rib ly apprehensive  about  it.

Do you agree with tha t?
General Haig. Yes, sir. A gr eat  nu mbe r a re.
Senator Pell. If the  Senat or would y ield, sir, you r experience is 

diametrically opposed to mine. I was Chairman of th e Delegation to 
NATO and we mus t have  just talke d with  differen t parlia me nta r­
ians.

Senator  Helms. Well, I do no t know with  whom my distinguished 
friend met. But I met  in a relat ively  priv ate  set of circumstances. 
The re was no press. As the  saying goes, we le t our ha ir down. They 
expressed the ir concerns very candidly as I would imagine  some 
have done with you.

We were  talking about the  will of thi s Nation, and  that  is p ret ty 
good rhetoric .

I have to divide it into  two categories. One is the  willingness of 
the  people to sacrifice. Bu t how are  they  going to do that  with out 
the  proper  leadership?

I think this delin eation ought  to be made, and  I think th at  is 
what you are talk ing abou t this  morning.

General Haig. I could not agree more, Sena tor, and not only the  
proper leadership bu t t he  a ccurate  facts.

Senator  Helms. Well, I agree  with tha t.

SALT II AN ESCALATION TREATY

Let me raise a quest ion with  you th at  I have raised with severa l 
oth er witnesses, General.

This is not a limitat ion  trea ty. In my view it is an escala tion 
treaty . And yet, the re have been propaganda forces at work for a 
year or more going around  this  country. They spen t something 
more tha n $1 million in travel alone for Government officials to go 
around to every talk show and rota ry club to say that  this is fine, 
th at  t his treaty  will end our  problems. Mostly the spokesmen were 
people who would not know the  difference between SALT II and a
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hog tryi ng to rollersk ate.  But, nevertheless, th at  much money was 
spent.

Here  we confront a situa tion  where the  American  people rea lly 
believe this is going to work out in term s of our fears  about the  
Soviet Union.

Genera l, what would be wrong with  this Government tak ing  a 
stand before th e cou rt of world opinion and sayin g this is no t real ly 
a good treaty —which it is not? Let us both have  an arms reduc tion 
treaty , a tru e arm s reduction  treaty , and get  out of this insanity , 
which everybody questions.

How would th at  play, not in Peoria, but  in our  allied nations? 
Would they und ers tan d wha t we are  talk ing  about?

General Haig. I th ink that  is a difficult question to answer, 
Sena tor, because events that  follow such an act by the  United 
States would influence wha t essential ly would be a dynamic reac ­
tion  in Europe.

I think it is awfu lly imp orta nt th at  we consider this  as well.
I clearly believe th at  no treaty  is be tte r than  a fundam enta lly 

bad trea ty. But we are now dealing with  a situ atio n in which  I 
thi nk  we are going to have  to step back, because I know from my 
point of view and  from my mil itary experience—and this  is, aft er 
all, arms  control, and  arms contro l is the  business of milita ry 
people because you are dealing with  the  discipline to which we 
dedicate our profess ional lives and training. So, we have not only a 
righ t, but  an obliga tion to be engaged, and a very special exper tise, 
to be tapped in this  a rea .

We are here  today, af ter  7 years of nego tiations with the  Soviet 
Union, and, as an individual,  I would be more  inclined to look to 
thi s as a great opp ortu nity  for our Nation to sor t out its thinking , 
to blow the pipes clean , if you will, ra ther  tha n to take steps which 
may require furth er  steps  which this  clar ifica tion of thinking  
should  precede before we would be able to do the  right things and 
the n take  the  subsequ ent steps—if you ga ther wha t I am sugges t­
ing.

Sena tor Helms. I follow you.
General Haig. So, I th ink it is so important , wha teve r the Senate 

does, in its wisdom, with respect to SALT II, per se, that  we, as a 
natio n, step back and tak e a look at  the  two are as I have suggested 
we look at in my s tatement .

Sena tor Helms. I do not disagree  w ith th at  a t all.
I certainly  agree  with you that  no tre aty  is be tte r tha n a bad 

treaty , which I consider this  one to be. But I still believe th at  
ultimately,  if huma nity is to survive, we have  to confront the  
quest ion of genu ine arm s reduction. Why wai t unt il the  next 
round? Why not lay thi s treaty  aside and go before the  court of 
world opinion and say to the  Soviet Union: “OK, if you need this  
thing, let’s st ar t now.”

I don’t know about the Soviet people. Thei rs is a closed society. 
We had some discuss ion of this  at  a code word level meet ing 
yesterday. It may be t hat the  Soviet people are  beginning to ge t fed 
up with  so much of th ei r GNP [gross nation al product ] going to this  
sor t of thing.

I don’t know when the first  step ough t to be taken, General, but  
we have to take  i t sometime.
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Gener al Haig. The re are  some oth er very fund ame ntal  consider­
ation s with respect to th at , and I sha re your concern,  Senator, and 
your  disap poin tmen t th at  this  is not a tre aty th at  has real ly 
brou ght down the  limi ts of strategic  nuc lear  power and could be 
even an incent ive to build  up with  gre ate r inten sity.  But we also 
have to know some oth er things as we make gener alizat ions in the  
nuclear  disa rma ment area. First , we must know th at  we get to a 
cer tain  point in balances between ourselves and  the  Soviet Union 
where the ir yields and  the ir demography, if you will, or thei r 
geography,  or their  ta rg et  complex would mak e it very, very dan ­
gerous for the  Uni ted States to go below cer tain  limits, despite our  
well-meaning efforts to control, unless  we we re to make some o the r 
very fundamental decisions.

Sena tor Helms. Oh, I agree  with tha t.
If you int erp ret  me to mean th at  I advocate unilat era l disarm a­

ment , please dismiss th at  from your mind.
General Haig. No, sir. I am talk ing  about much the  same arg u­

ments th at  we have  today in MBFR. When you have imbala nces 
th at  exist and you rec rea te them  at  lower levels, it makes them  
more dangero us than  at  high er levels, whe re you have gre ate r 
flexibility and there is some synergism. The same thin g would 
apply if you are  tal kin g about  massive reductions sudden ly in 
nuc lear  systems betw een ourselves and the  Soviet Union. Then  you 
will have to recognize th at  while we will all have  fewer weapons, 
the irs  will be huge in term s of yield and throw-w eight and the n 
th at  anomaly  becomes even more significan t than  it is today.

Second, the re are  differences in targ etin g. I am talk ing abou t 
dete rrence and not ju st  about war fight ing between the  Soviet 
Union. This involves vas t terr itories  and dispersed targ ets in the  
Unite d States  with  its  highly vuln erab le and concentra ted ind ust ri­
al and population complexes.

Sena tor Helms. Th ank  you very much. I see th at  my time  is up.
Thank you, Mr. Chairma n.
Sena tor Pell. The Sen ator from Delawa re is recognized.
Sena tor Biden. Th ank  you, Mr. C hairm an.
General Haig, I hardl y know w here to start.
It sounds to me as thou gh you are  a man  who suppor ts SALT, 

and  I wish I could th in k of a  Jesse  Helms analogy, but  it is a litt le 
bit like the girl who says no but  who is pray ing you keep it up. 
Th at’s not  a  very good one. I am not from No rth  Carolina. [Gen eral 
laug hter .]

Seriously, everyth ing  you say seems to say th at  you are  for 
SALT, and th at  you are for this SALT a greeme nt and not anoth er 
SALT agree ment , and  th at  you jus t wan t thi s thin g debated  long 
enough so th at  the  views which you sha re with other s will be 
venti lated , but you wa nt to vote for SALT, and  if you were in the  
Sen ate—not th at  you have ever harbored  th at  consideration, I 
know—you would vote for SALT.

Tha t is th e way it seems to me.
Am I wrong about th at ?
General Haig. I suspect th at  you are  read ing somewha t more 

enthusiasm on my pa rt for SALT, this partic ula r SALT II.
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Senator Biden. The reason I am beginning to underst and  you is 
th at  we both have been trained  in the  scholastic background to 
which  you referred .

As a ma tter of fac t, yesterday I said in response to the  question 
of w hat  do I think  of H enr y Kissinger’s te stimo ny, that  it was the  
best  performance since Je rry Brown. He was a man talk ing right 
and  moving left.

It seems to me th at  maybe you have to do what you are  doing 
because  of other considerations.

General Haig. That has  been suggested by backgrounding from 
the  adm inis tration here , aft er my Armed Services  appearance.

Senator Biden. Let ’s r un  throu gh your  testimony.
You make the  linkage argument—you are  not askin g for specific 

language, but you ju st  want the concept firm and  you wan t the  
adm inis trat ion to say th at  we are going to deal in a positive, tough  
way. But you are  not sugges ting any thing specific. Sena tor Jav its  
very eloquently pursued t his  point.

Then  you say th at  the agreement is flawed, and  you name the  
flaws. You say the  protocol is one. You know as well as I do th at  
there  is not a chance in the  world of t ha t protocol being extended 
now and that  the  Sen ate  is going to pass wh at you suggest is 
necessary .

You then say th at  verification is an issue, but th at  you are  
willing to leave it to the experts.  I have been talk ing  to those 
experts  for lite rally 60 or 70 hours  now, and the y seem—no, not 
seem—they are convinced th at  it is adequa tely  verifiable . So you 
do no t have any problem on that . You te ll us to look to the  experts, 
and  the  experts are  clear. So you know you are all righ t there.

Then  you say to us th at  nonci rcumvention  should be looked out 
for; but  you know darn well that  the  nonc ircum vent ion issue has 
been solved now by un ila ter al stateme nts,  by joi nt  meetings with 
our  allies and our mi lita ry commanders, and if I am not mistaken, 
by you with your NATO counterpart s, assurin g them that  the  
nonci rcumvention  provision was no t a  non transf er provision.

These are the  th ings th at  you specify. By the  way, I even read all 
of your testim ony before the  Armed Services Committee. That 
shows you how in terested I am in your testim ony.

AM EN DM EN TS TO CORRECT BASIC FLAW S IN  THE TREATY

Then you say th at  there are  basic flaws. Well, what,  other tha n 
the  protocol, verification, linkage—a term ne ither of us like—and 
nonci rcumvention  are  the basic flaws in this trea ty?  You keep 
talkin g about basic flaws. Wha t a re they?

General Haig. You will recall th at  in my testimony I made 
strong mention  of both  the single new missile  exception and the  
fact th at  t ha t could permit addit ional  new Soviet systems, and also 
the  heavy missile exclusion, which real ly is the  centerp iece of my 
concern,  because it gets into  our whole stra tegi c doctr ine and the  
dri ft toward  MAD or minimum deter rence .

Senator  Biden. Since I do not have the  time, I will not debate 
those two issues. Let me ask you this.  Are you insist ing upon 
amendments  th at  correct those two flaws? Are you insist ing on a 
Baker amendment and  are you insist ing before us here today on a n 
amendm ent that  does some thing  more about the new system?
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Are you asking  us to do t ha t?
Gen eral Haig. Well, firs t, Senator, since you have  made more of 

a speech tha n you have  a question, per mit  me to answe r the  
nuances  of your question.

Senator Biden. Answer my question. Are you suggesting th at  
the re is a need for an amend me nt th at  says th at  the y must reduce 
the  num ber of heavy missi les or th at  we mus t have  the  righ t for 
the m?  A re you saying th at ?

Gen eral  Haig. I thi nk  you read  my stat ement . You see no men­
tion of th at.

Sen ator Biden. Th at ’s e xactly right.
Gen eral Haig. It was not  mentioned in my test imony of s everal 

hour s before the Armed Service s Committee-----
Sen ator Biden. Th at is precisely right.
Gen eral Haig [cont inuing]. And I don’t know why you are  asking  

the  question. It is n ot rele van t.
Sen ator Biden. Then  it is not  a  basic flaw, is i t?
If you are  not asking for it to be corrected, the n it is not a basic 

flaw.
Gen eral Haig. My frien d, you are  leadin g me towa rd your con­

clusions, which may be you r Jes uit  trai ning, bu t it is not wha t I 
have testified  to and I am not going to be forced to testify  to it at 
your  questioning.

Wh at really  bothe rs me is the  inferen ce about my testim ony th at  
is suggested in your quest ion, th at  I am here for some political 
gain. I r esen t th at  strongly, Senato r.

Senator Biden. You can read th at  as you think. Let me read 
your  testimony to you. You can expla in this  to me, if you will.

In response to S enator Tower before the  A rmed Services Commit­
tee you said such thin gs as:

I would dread the consequences of a balance between ourselve s and the Soviet 
Union where, for the first time  since the development of nuclear  weapons, the 
United  States is second.

It seems to me th at  there is a non seq uitu r the re.  You d read the  
consequence of a balan ce, but  you would also dread the  conse­
quence of being second.

Is a balance being second? If we a re balance d, does th at  make us 
second?

Gen eral Haig. Are you indulging in debate with me or do you 
want an answer?

Senator  Biden. I am try ing  to. I am real ly try ing  to debate.
Gen eral Haig. My answ er is w heth er you use the term  “bala nce” 

to suggest equivalence  or wh eth er you use bala nce as a sta te of th e 
ar t ter m to express a rela tion ship between the  Soviet Union on the  
one han d and the Unit ed Sta tes  on the  other , which  is the  context 
of its  usage in this  discussion.

Sen ator Biden. All righ t. Let me read some more.
You said:

This is my most significant concern about this treaty, because  to me the treaty  
seems to reflect a tendency to dri ft from what was original insistence on American 
super iority  to what more recently has become acceptance of eq uality and parity, to 
a new trend in which minimum deter rence  considerations are  beginning to creep 
into the  American conception of  our  defense.
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Are you suggesting  that  we need be superio r stra tegi cally in 
cen tra l systems?

General Haig. Not at  all.
Senator  Biden. Good. Then I have th at  clarified.
Are you sugges ting th at  we need be superio r in the ate r systems? 
General Haig. Not at  all.
Senator  Biden. Are  you suggesting th at  the SALT agreem ent  

does, by its very na ture,  make us inferior in those systems, eit he r 
of them,  c ent ral  o r theate r?

General Haig. Not in the  context of y our question, but it could 
fundamental ly con trib ute  to trending s which  are  already tak ing  
place outside of SALT which are  leading us in th at  direct ion. 

CORR ECTIVE ACTIONS NOT PRECL UDED BY SALT

Senator  Biden. Are  you sugges ting th at  there is any thin g we 
need do to assu re th at  we do not become infe rior  that  is p recluded 
by the  SALT a gree men t? Is ther e any thing th at  you think we need 
do to assure th at  we not be inferior in stra tegic systems th at  is 
precluded by SALT?

General Haig. The answ er to th at  quest ion, Sena tor, could only 
be forthcoming from me in the context of my exposure to w hat  this  
adm inistra tion’s—execu tive branch  and  the legislat ive bra nch’s 
policy is in our strategic  doc trine.

Senator  Biden. Let me ask the  quest ion again . Does the  tre aty 
language preclude anyth ing  you feel need be done, not whether or 
not the  subjective jud gm ent  of this  Pre sident  or the  next  P res ident 
or this  Congress or the next Congress decides to do or not do? Is, as 
a ma tte r of int ern ational law, any thing you think  need be done 
precluded by th is treaty ?

General Haig. Senator , in the  context of your  question, I would 
have  to see what  our plans are to do it. I know what I would like to 
see, and if tha t is done, then I would be comfortable  in the  context 
of your question.

Senator  Biden. Is there anything you would like to see, that,  if 
you were President, you would not be able to do under this  treaty?

General Haig. Oh, I suppose t here is a gre at deal, yes.
But I think in the  c onte xt of your question, th at  is not the  m ajor 

issue.
Sena tor Biden. Well, it sure  seems to me it is in terms of SALT. 

It sure  seems to me th at  wha t we have to decide on here is 
whether or n ot this tre aty—the language  in thi s tre aty —is going to 
put America in an infe rior  position. That is my concern. I don’t 
wa nt America to be inferior. I want to make  sure America  is not 
inferior, ju st as I assu me you do.

Does th is tre aty  p ut America in an infer ior position?
General Haig. The answ er to t ha t is i t could very easily res ult  in 

th at  outcome.
Senator  Biden. Un ila teral actions outside  the tre aty  could res ult  

in th at  or the  tr eaty?
General Haig. The tre aty per se.
Sena tor Biden. How?
General Haig. You know, these  questions are very legalistic and, 

unfo rtunately, these matt ers  do not lend themselves to tha t kind of 
treatm ent .
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Senator  Biden. Oh, my goodness. Wow.
General Haig. Wha t are you trying to get me to say, Senator?
Senator  Biden. I am try ing to und ers tand  you, General, I really 

am. I think  I do, but  in order to underst and  you I have to make a 
subjective judgment, because on the record i t is not understandab le 
in my opinion.

General Haig. I would  be happy  to rehash  again my view on the  
SALT II Treaty in very precise terms.

Senator  Biden. All r ight, I will stick around.
My time is up.
Tha nk you, Mr. C hairman .
Senator  P ell. The Sen ato r from California.
Senator  Hayakawa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Haig, i t is good to  see you again.
General Haig. Thank you, Senator.

NATO FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Senator  Hayakawa. My firs t question  refers to an ambiguity in 
your st atem ent.  You say:

Although a conventional at tack  would be me t in kind , th e serious historic al 
imb alance  in conventional forces favoring the Warsaw  Pact has  led to the  common 
exp ectatio n among  our allie s of e ar ly resort  to  n uc lea r weapons.

Your sentence  does not  make  clear  whether thi s early  reso rt to 
nuc lear  weapons would be und erta ken  firs t by the  Soviets or by us.

General Haig. I apologize for the  lack of cla rity  of this  sta te­
ment. I mean it in the  context  of the  West, because of our  conven­
tional weaknesses.

Senator  Hayakawa. Th at we might be forced to be the  firs t to 
use nuclear weapons?

General Haig. Tha t is correct , Senator.
Senator  Hayakawa. Perha ps at the  thea ter  o r tact ical  level. OK, 

I unde rstand that  now.

CONVENTIONAL FORCES AND COMBAT READINESS

Let us talk  abou t conventional warfare for a minute, because 
th at  is among th e possibi lities that  we a re try ing  to avoid.

General, are you satis fied with the  combat  readiness of the  
American Army in Europe?

General Haig. No, Senator, I am not. But I am encouraged th at  
it has  been improving  steadily  since low points in the  early  1970’s.

Senator  Hayakawa. Do you consider the  fact th at  it is a non­
voluntee r Army to be a plus or a  minus?

General Haig. Senator , I wan t to be care ful not to have my 
answ er be inte rpre ted as an expression of a  lack of confidence in 
the  fine young men and  women who are  serving in our forces 
volunta rily today. I have neve r been  really comfortable with the  all  
volunte er concept. I am cons istent about that  because  I opposed i t 
in 1970, while in the  Whi te House, when the  elimination of con­
script ion was unde rtaken .

Senator  Hayakawa. Thank  you very much. That is a very clear 
answer .
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I have been told th at  the  volunteer arm y is somewhat more 
interested  in pay and  in the  rewards connected with the  position 
than  in wha t are  believed  to be the  usual motivations of soldiers.

Would you expect th at  the  results would become evident in un­
satis facto ry performance of such an arm y—in oth er words, th at  
they would have to have more money in orde r to function well?

General Haig. I thin k, as a philosophy, th at  is a  very uncomfort­
able concept for me. But  th at  is not my main concern  about the  
army. I do thin k costs have gone up. We have  crea ted a customer 
arm y and the re are  cert ain  consequences and increased costs.

Senator Hayakawa. There  certainly are, there have been, and 
probab ly ther e will c ontinue  to  be.

In order to modernize our  the ate r forces, precisely wha t should 
be done? Do we need more  planes  or tanks? What do we need?

General Haig. In the  conven tional  sec tor?
Senator Hayakawa. Yes, in the  conventional  sector. Or, a re they  

pre tty  adequate now in combination with  the  European  contribu ­
tion?

General Haig. No, sir, they are  not adequate.  No one could be 
complacent about our  cu rre nt  conventional  pos ture  in Europe, our  
in-place forces.

We have never  sought to match the  Warsaw Pact tan k for tan k 
or man  for man, and I would not recommend it today. On the oth er 
hand, we have cer tain  are as of tradit ion al weakness which we 
revise  and repriorit ize on a qua rterly  basis. At leas t we did so 
while  I was in command. There are  areas of key concern to me 
today, such as command control and communicat ions, where I 
th ink we still have a g reat deal to do.

We have been emphasiz ing and have made some progress there, 
but we have more progress to make  in an tit an k capabili ty. We 
have  some very fun dam ental deficiencies in the logistics are a— 
stockage levels, in place, which would enab le us to sustain our­
selves in an emergency.

We have deficiencies in electronic warfare, both  our abili ty to 
defend against Warsaw Pact warfare aga inst us and  our abili ty to 
exercise  interdiction of its communications throug h the  system.

Senator Hayakawa. I ask  these  questions because to me nuc lear  
war  seems, despite the  enormous amo unt  of weapons on both sides, 
very  improbable. I th ink both sides are  likely to hold back on the  
ult imate  weapon. This is w hy I am concerned  about the  s trength of 
the  conventional forces a nd  our equipm ent.

Would it require a considerable  outlay to bring our conventional 
forces up to your require ments  as rega rds equipment , manpower,  
womanpower,  improving communications, and everything else? In 
oth er words, do we need to spend a lot more money?

General Haig. Senator , any increased spend ing in the  current 
environmen t is an onerous prospect for our Nation.

Senator  Hayakawa. Yes.
General Haig. But, as you know, at the  NATO summ it we have 

agreed to 3-percent rea l-te rm increased spend ing each yea r for the  
nex t six. I have described  th at  as being at  the  very  bottom edge of 
prudence, and it will have to be reassessed each yea r as we assess 
ongoing Warsaw Pac t improvement. It could, perhaps, be scaled 
down o r inflated.
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I would be more  comfortable with some thing  in  the  neighborhood 
of 5 percent, and I have made that  clea r cons istently over the  3 
years I have been in Europe.

Sena tor Hayakawa. How about  our allies? Are they doing the  
same? I am still talkin g about conventional  forces.

General Haig. Well, thi s anticipa tes a post-summit period of 
compliance with the agreed upon goals by our allies. I am happy to 
say, with the  exception of those who you and I would not want to 
spend more—such as Turkey, which is an economic basket case, 
and  Portugal, which is in a simi lar position—most are  doing quite 
well, and, I would say, much better t ha n the  U nited States.

Sena tor Hayakawa. Thank  you.
I have a nother  l ine of questions.

CONTINUOUS CONSULTATIONS WITH NATO ON SALT

Secre tary Vance told us th at  t here have been  continuous consul­
tations  with NATO throug hou t the  SALT negotia tions. I presume 
th at  this is correct.

General Haig. With the  cavea t th at  t he  ini tia l framew ork of th e 
tre aty—tha t aspect  of it th at  included  the  protocol, limit ing the  
cruise range, the  exclusion of th e Backfire—was not, to my knowl­
edge, coordinated  with  our  European allies, nor  were they  consult­
ed on these issues before the  broad concept was presented to them. 
I know i t was not coord inated with me, because I would have been 
strenuous ly opposed.

Sena tor Hayakawa. That does answer what was to be my next 
question, whe ther  or  n ot you were consulted in all of this.

General Haig. Senato r, in the  subsequent period I would wan t to 
make  it clear th at  I feel the  United Stat es has been ra ther  consist­
ent in its prenegot iation information brief ings to our allies and 
following the sessions, the  debriefs.

Sena tor Hayakawa. Were the re any  recommenda tions made by 
our  allies as to wha t should  be in the  tre aty  th at  were omitted or 
th at  were not followed up on? Did our allies  make  recommenda­
tions that  were not acceptable?

General Haig. The re were a num ber of levels of consu ltation. 
There were some done in a ra ther  forma l sett ing  in the  North  
Atlantic Council where  permanen t rep resentativ es were d ealt  with. 
During this period, there were also a num ber  of bi late ral contacts 
between the United Sta tes  and our Euro pean  allies. The subject of 
those discussions I was  not privy to.

I would say th at  in most instances the  American briefe rs were 
aware of European concerns in the  are a of noncircumvention, the  
protocol and its potent ial extension, and the Backfire, which to 
Americans may not be strategic, but  it cer tain ly is to Europeans. 
They were worried about its running free.

They have been worr ied about  how we would go with SALT III, 
where  the ir systems will become more heavi ly engaged. But I am 
not aware  of any very  vigorous expression of dissent or urging for 
modification in the  noncircumvention area.  Specifically, in t he non­
circumvention area , the re were intense discussions in the  North  
Atlantic Council because the United States wen t in with one ini tia l 
position, which would have been unambiguous.  It then had a fall-
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back position and it had what  I consider a total cave position. We 
final ly went to our fail-back position.

Senator  Hayakawa. Thank you ve ry much, General.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman [presiding]. Thank you, S ena tor Hayakawa. 
Senator  Stone is  next.
Senator  Stone. Thank  you, Mr. C hairman.

LINK AG E BETWEEN SAL T II AN D OIL

General Haig, before I inquire regarding your suggestions as to 
both the  flaws and the correction of flaws in the  trea ty, as to the  
general  position of our security , and the  gene ral balance, compared 
with the  Soviet Union, the re was one issue th at  I think we might 
be able to c larify, in which  you asse rted  t ha t the re is linkage in the  
minds of the  oil-producing nations  between oil and our Uni ted 
Sta tes stre ngth and resolve.

I would read you a par agraph  from a speech made in Los Ange­
les by Dr. Ghazi Algosaibi, the  Min ister  of Indus try  a nd Elec trici ty 
of Saudi Arabia , and  reprinted  in the  Wash ington Sta r a few days 
ago. It was quite ap ar t from the  subjec t of t he  speech with  regard  
to how best to jus tly  s ett le the  d ispute with in the  region.

I would read  you thi s paragraph  and ask  you if this  is not 
exactly wha t you me ant to convey when you made and expressed 
th at  language. I quote :

The new Arab world is interdependent with America. Please  allow me to put  the  
ma tter in blunt  terms. The subject is too important for shyness. Your indust rial way 
of life for the coming decades will collapse without Arab oil. The independence of 
the  Arab countries, in the  face of expanding communism, cannot be main taine d 
without your strength and resolve. No interdependence could be more complete.

General Haig, is t ha t wha t you had in mind?
General Haig. Preci sely.
Sena tor Stone. Gen eral  Haig, the  quest ion of the  shortcomings  

of the  trea ty, ju st  as the  trea ty, is one question, and the n the  
question of our  gen era l posture in the  world and  in the  thea ter in 
which you just recently  represen ted the  Uni ted States as our 
NATO leader, is th e oth er question.

Firs t, with rega rd to the  difficulties posed by the  trea ty, do I 
correc tly assess th at  you are  concerned by the  3- to 1-theat er 
nuc lear  super iority in the  European the ate r, based on the Russians 
introducing  the  SS-20 and the  Backfire, by the  inclusion of the  
cruise missile with in the limits of the  t rea ty,  bu t the  exclusion and 
not replacing of l imit s of t he SS-20 and  Backfire with in the  same 
trea ty?  Are those among the  major concerns th at  you have about 
the  t rea ty itself?

General Haig. Yes; the y are, Senator.

ACTIO NS TO MA KE  TREATY ACCEPT ABLE FOR U.S. SECURITY

Senator  Stone. Other tha n clarifying the  in tent  of the Senate in 
rati fying this  treaty , if and when it does, th at  the  rest rict ions  of 
the  protocol mus t end, th at  the  tra ns fer  both  of cruise missile 
technology and cruise missiles themselves to NATO countries must 
tak e place at  the  end of the protocol, oth er tha n including the  
produc tion limits and  asser tions  by Pre sident  Brezhnev in some
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form in wha t the  Senate does, wha t else mus t we do in your 
conviction to make thi s tre at y fit with in a gen eral  posture of 
acceptable U.S. security?

Gen eral  Haig. I would not  wa nt to put mysel f in the category of 
a SALT expert . I have been abroad for 4% years. I have followed, 
as closely as I could through  the  resources avail able  to me, what  
has been occurring  as this tre aty took shape. Therefore, I think I 
am fam ilia r with its ramifications. However, I am not fami liar 
with  the  definitive  esoter ic skill th at  I should have, for example, to 
make  a ju dgm ent on nonci rcumv ention .

I suspe ct strongly, havi ng talk ed to General Rowny in the evolu­
tion of this artic le of the  tre aty , th at  the re are  differences in 
perce ption  between the  Soviet signatories and the  American signa­
tories  as to what precisely  it means. I thi nk  th at  should  be clari­
fied.

Sen ator Stone. So, the  circu mvention clause  should be clarified 
by u s?

Gen eral  Haig. I th ink  it should be clarified.  I th ink the  Soviet 
Union should register some expression of accep tance  of our int er­
pretation,  or at some p oint we are  going to be c hallen ged when it is 
to t he ir convenience to do so.

Sen ator Stone. Wha t of t he  Backfire sta tem ent s by Brezhnev? If 
we were to include those sta tem ent s as pa rt of the  trea ty, would 
th at  be a sufficient prote ction  from the  risk  of the  Backfire or 
would it not, or would it be merely  helpful, but not  sufficient?

Gen eral Haig. Well, I th ink it is helpful. But the  facts are  th at  
we are  lett ing a system, which represe nts a one- third  increas e to 
the  overal l megatonnage of the  Soviet Union or dest ruct ive power, 
to run free. Tha t is a  flaw.

My point  on th at  flaw, Sena tor, is I am not sur e th at  I could 
make  a judg men t on the  acceptability  of the  risks  associated with 
it until I have seen wha t our build ing program is going to be and 
our 5-year commitment to th at  program, and until I have weighed 
th at  aga inst  some consensus in this gove rnme nt on our  strate gic 
doctrine.

Sen ator Stone. Now th at  shifts us over into the second issue 
which, I take it, you feel is at  leas t as imp ortant  as the  wording of 
the  tre aty  it self?

Gen eral Haig. I th ink  it is far  more important.
Senator Stone. You feel th at  by delaying the rati fica tion  process 

and, in effect, saying th at  a price of comp leting the  process is some 
furth er  clari ty on the  stra teg ic goals and commitments of the 
Uni ted States,  we would be servi ng nati onal security ?

Gen eral  Haig. Senator, I would even put  it some what  differently . 
I would say th at  unt il we have  clarified  our thin king, at least  in 
the  cont ext of the policies of this Government , the  executive 
branch  and the  support of a necessary majo rity in the Congress, we 
cann ot really assess with  cla rity the  implications of the  risks asso­
ciated  with  SALT II.

I have  found this as I sat  down and tried to real ly come to this  
comm ittee with a recom mend ation  as to w hat we should do.

Sen ato r Stone. General Haig, let ’s tak e an example of the  diffi­
culty  in the  cruise missile situ atio n.
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Are you clear t ha t the  U.S. policy, say the  5-year milita ry policy, 
is not only to transfer cruise missiles at less than  600 miles of 
range to NATO powers, bu t to transf er such cruise  missiles and 
cruise missile technology to our  NATO allies  th at  the y could, in 
effect, match the range and capabilities of the SS-20’s? Do we have 
th at  goal or not?

General Haig. I feel th at  we have that  goal and I am comfortable 
th at  this  is the  a dm inistration’s intention in the  period ahead.  But 
I would feel far more comfortable if I could see thi s consensus  in 
the  thea ter nuclear modernization  area , which I have  recommend­
ed, which  can be done by the end of th e year, to be sure that  the 
specific technology abou t which  we are  real ly talk ing, we have 
made bona fide comm itmen ts to our Euro pean  allies on, and that  
they  have  agreed and said th is is generally  what we are  going to 
need.

Senator  Stone. How soon do you think  t ha t could be negotia ted?
General Haig. I believe thi s is very do-able between now and the 

end of the  year, or w ithin a month  beyond tha t.
Senator Stone. I have one question abou t the  offsetting stre ngth 

of the  Soviet Union in the  c ruise missile field.
It is g enerally believed th at  we are  far ahead on cruise missiles. 

Are our  cru ise missiles subsonic?
General Haig. Well, they are air-breath ing, and  essen tially , in 

today’s sta te of the art , you th ink of them as subsonic.
Senator Stone. Is it not the case th at  in openly published, non- 

classified, American publications, the  Soviets are  shown to have 
cruise  missile technology in being and cruise missiles which are  
supersonic?

General Haig. They have had  cruises for a num ber  of years,  yes, 
sir.

Senator Stone. Which are  supersonic?
General Haig. I would have to check the  speed of their  late st 

models, b ut I am inclined to agre e t ha t t his  is so.

SPEC IFIC ACTIONS NEEDED WIT HIN AN D WITHOU T THE TREATY

Senator Stone. It would be very helpfu l to the  committee, the 
Congress, a nd the  count ry if you  would furth er  amplify  a nd supple­
men t your testimony before our  two committees which  you have 
made so far  with addit ional  specifics of what  you feel our national 
security would need or would be helped by, both within the  four 
corners of the  treaty  and outside the  four corners of the  trea ty. 
That kind of guidance would help those of us who are  concerned 
about our  comparative str ength  and the  de ter ren t posture that  
that  yields us.

I wonder whe ther  in the  fut ure weeks or several months before 
we conclude our work on the tre aty  you would be willing  to follow 
this  debate fur the r and amplify and supplem ent your remarks.

General Haig. I would be happy to do so, Sena tor, with the  
caveat th at  I am going t hro ugh the  cul ture  shock of be ing without 
a staff and all of the  emoluments th at  the  position I former ly 
occupied led me to enjoy.

Sen ator Stone. With in those cons train ts, I thank you for your 
willingness to help.

Thank  you.
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Tha nk you, Mr. Cha irman.
The Chairman. Sen ato r Lugar.
Senator  Lugar. Thank  you, Mr. Chairm an.
General Haig, the New York Times this morning  in the  column 

ent itle d “The Editoria l Notebook” wrote as its firs t para graph the 
following:

Now tha t the stardus t has  settled, the real significance of Henry Kissinger’s 
SALT testimony is plain. The former Secretary of State has called on the Senate to 
rati fy the pending arms tre aty  as it stands. All the rest was liter ature, with some 
politics mixed in. He made the case of the SALT critics his own, but proposed 
solutions tha t should preserve the  treaty.

This is not the  only account that  reads  this  way. The firs t pa ra­
gra ph of The Wall St ree t Jou rna l edito rial today, “Mr. Kissinger 
on SALT” says:

Henry  Kissinger says it would be okay to ratify the Strategic  Arms Treaty during 
the  Carter Adminis tration provided the leopard changes its spots. The Administra­
tion thanks  him for his support. Treaty advocates profess a g rea t victory.

The same thing  happened last  week to Senator Sam Nunn , who also coupled 
approval of SALT to a  large increase in the U.S. milit ary budget. Senator Nunn  did 
not thin k he was handing out a victory to the Administra tion and we doubt that  
Secre tary Kissinger did, e ither .

The cheering from treaty  advocates is, to some extent, mere whistling past the 
graveyard, but it is also someth ing beyond tha t. What the advocates plainly believe, 
or a t least hope, is that  Mr. Kissinger, and Senator Nunn,  a re not serious.

My question to you th is morning,  G eneral Haig, is a para llel one, 
I thin k, and that  is th at  they  could have substituted  for Henry 
Kissinger or Sam Nunn the name of Alexander Haig. I would guess 
th at  essentially many people are  going to say, as Sena tor Biden 
alre ady  in his quest ioning I think  has  said, th at  you are  offering 
endorsement of th e tre aty , and you are  offering a number of steps 
th at  ought to be considered before th at  occurs; but, in term s of 
digging in to specific amendments , specific reasons why a Senator  
should vote no or  should  condition his vote on the  basis of specific 
things that need to be renegotiated  with  the  Soviet Union, th at  at 
least to this  point, you have not offered th at  kind of opposition.

This is imp orta nt to me because I am not inclined to feel th at  
the  treaty  text  as it stands  is all th at  good, hor, I gather, are  you.

The point is th at  I th ink we a re going to have  to zero in on the  
specifics. You may not have  wanted to do so in this current set  of 
testimony, but  I would ask you, as Senator  Stone has, th at  in 
subsequent  weeks, if it  is possible that  you could detail,  a mil itary 
program from y our best  jud gme nt th at  is required in a 5-year plan 
th at  you, or Secretary Kissinger, or others have  suggested. What 
should, in fact, make up a 5-percent increase in defense spending, if 
this is the  general figure with which you are  most comfortable?

Otherwise, my guess is that  people will cont inue  to write  th at  
Secretary  Vance has assured us th at  3-percent real  spending is 
going to be made despite inflation, th at  the  Preside nt will agree  
with you t ha t we r eal ly ough t to do a gre at num ber  of things, such 
as the  M-X missile and  upgrading the  Tr iden t, and  so forth.

Wha t assurance can you give me today, or what hope can you 
give me, that  in subseque nt weeks you will be able to say some­
thing  specific so th at  those of us who want to make some sort  of 
case will have a  horse to ride on?

General Haig. Senator , th at  was quite a mouthful,  and I would 
like to s tar t at the  beginn ing of your question.
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First , with respect to the  New York Times report, as you read it, 
and  Dr. K issing er’s testimony, I t hin k Dr. Kiss inger would be very, 
very  disturbed at  such an interp retation of wh at he said before thi s 
committee.  I have rea d his testim ony and his formal  s tatement  a nd 
I observed a gre at deal of the  televised view of it, and I can hardly 
and  would hardly suggest tha t, whether I am a subjective or objec­
tive observer, I could conclude from what was read  to me th at  thi s 
was not a serious  concern. In fact, I thi nk  Dr. Kiss inger ’s own 
testim ony suggested , and  I would reaf firm this , th at  this  issue of 
these peripheral considerations, if you call them tha t, on linkage, 
on the  s trategic doctrine,  on the bona fides o f an  American defense 
posture in the  period ahead , dwarf SALT II in importance.

Sena tor Lugar. I am sure  he said tha t. Why wouldn’t Pre sident  
Carter simply say: “Well, I agree with  you, Dr. Kissinger. I th ink 
the re are  very serio us problems here and we have all been remiss , 
severa l adm inis trat ions . Now we are  going to change. As a  mat ter 
of fact, you will be surpr ised  how many good things we are going to 
do.”

Why doesn’t th at  satisfy Dr. Kissinger at  t ha t point?
Genera l Haig. I do not wan t to pu t myse lf into the  position of 

speaking for Henry  Kissinger. I did not coord inate  my position  
with him nor he his position with  me. The same goes for Sen ato r 
Nunn.

I have told you whe re the general  risk are as are  in the  agre e­
ments, as I judge  the m to be. In my test imony I said whether or 
not these  risks  are  acceptable or unacceptable  will depend in large 
measure on the  broade r questions  th at  must be answered and  can 
be within a very fini te period of time,  and  th at  I feel should  be 
answered at this ju nc ture  in history .

You know, Senator , I have been a pa rt of th is process s ince 1962, 
almost without break, at  a very high level. I think  we have  been 
indulging in American sophistry on this  ques tion and I th ink it is 
time for us to str ip some of th at  away from the  process. We are 
now faced not with  peeling off excess levels of American sup erio r­
ity, but with fundam ental inferiority.

Now that  does not  mean th at  I can rea lly give you a specific 
amendment. I would leave that  to the  experts. I have not neg otia t­
ed th is thing.

The o ther  thing th at  worr ies me is if  you t hink  I can develop a 5- 
year program and  flesh it out and do a be tte r job tha n the  Pe nta­
gon, well then , I would say a  lot of people are  g ettin g overpaid and  
I am badly unde rpaid.

Senator Lugar. Th at could very well be. But the  problem, I 
suspect, still gets back  to  the specifics.

It may be t ha t the  value  of your test imony is just simply wh at it 
says, the  face value as an overall  view as to where  we stand and  
th at  we need to look elsewhere for specifically wha t we a re to do. I 
would accept t ha t.

I suppose, however,  that  it makes  your test imony much eas ier to 
dispose of, simply  because it is a qua lita tive judg men t as to wh at 
sort  of plans the n are reassu ring.

Now after the  Pre sident  has said he thinks we really ought to 
get consensus between ourselves and  our European allies for nucle­
ar  modern ization  and that  we ought to get  new deployment pat-
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ter ns  and so forth, you could say th at  these  stil l are  not satisfac­
tory  to you, but th at  you have made an honest atte mpt, that there 
is new thrus t and change in all of this.

I suppose th at  maybe  this is asking too much  of our witnesses. 
But, on the  othe r hand, I still wan t to pursue it because I value 
your mili tary  judgment  and  the  skill th at  you might bring to more 
specific pursui ts. The re is still time. We are  going to be out of 
session for a while.

General Haig. Right now I could give you some general ideas on 
what we must do in my judgm ent. I would say we need 200 to 300 
M-X systems, with 10 warheads each, and improved accuracy; a 
pen etra ting  bomber, which I have long since felt rema ins an essen­
tia l ingredient.

Senator  Lugar. The resumpt ion of the  B -l program?
General Haig. Yes, the B- l, or a comparable supersonic pene­

tra tin g bomber, manned bomber. Also I believe we need to get the  
Triden t back on the  schedule of 1.5 per year, as we had originally 
conceived it; the  Tr ide nt II missile, with  its midcourse guidance, 
which will give us incre ased  hard target kill capability at sea. This 
is a  very im por tant  system.

Also ther e is the  area  th at  I have put  into  my testimony on 
thea ter nuclear  modernizat ion. This should involve a number of 
systems which do not match system for system Soviet capability, 
bu t serve as a credible  d ete rre nt to the ir exist ing deployment levels 
and  projected levels.

This would involve an improved Persh ing, with  a range  th at  
would strike the  Soviet Union and the  SS-20 systems th at  are  
involved, and that  is very  do-able with in the  time frame about 
which we are talking. It could be in place by 1983 or so.

I am talking about an  air-launched cruise  which  is th ea ter  based 
and  the ate r controlled. I am talk ing about a ground- launched 
cruise,  too, which is similarly  theate r deployed.

I still have some questions about the  desir abili ty of a sea- 
launched system, unless political value  would outweigh what I 
thi nk  a re excessive costs.

Sena tor Lugar. To bring this  into context,  you would say th at  in 
fleshing  out the  gen era l pat tern, these  specific weapon systems 
ough t to be pledged by the  Pres iden t and even perhaps a first  y ear  
appro priat ion of funds voted by the Congress?

General Haig. Yes.
Sena tor Lugar. This is t he type of thing th at  mus t occur in  your 

judg ment before the SALT Treaty should be ra tified?
General Haig. Yes, si r. I th ink  i t can be very easily done and can 

be done very promptly.
Sena tor Lugar. Thank  you very much.
Sena tor Hayakawa. Genera l, I would than k you, too, for your 

specificity.
Sena tor Lugar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Sen ator Sarbanes.

ARE NECESSA RY PROG RAMS PRECLUDED BY TREATY

Sena tor Sarbanes. Genera l, do you und ers tand the  provisions of 
the  SALT II Treaty  to preclude  the  United Sta tes  from doing any
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of those programs which  you have just enumer ated , assum ing the  
protocol is clea rly terminat ed in 1981?

General Haig. I would also add to that,  if we had no hitch es in 
the  ability  to transfer  technology as well und er th at  art icle.

Senator  Sarbanes. On the noncircumvention mat ter?
General Haig. Yes.
Sena tor Sarbanes. Assuming it is clea r th at  the  protocol will 

terminat e and the  noncircumvention does not have  some deficiency 
in it, do the term s of the  treaty  preclude any  of t he specific force 
modern izations  t ha t you have ju st listed?

General Haig. Let me answer this quest ion as best I can. This is 
a difficult  question, and  the re are  some ambiguities that  could give 
us problems. For example, clearly, we have  a problem on conven­
tional cruise missiles by the  acceptance in the  waning hours  o f our 
negot iations  of counting conventional  as nuc lear or with in the  
overal l limit. That has  a de facto effect of precluding our proceed­
ing with a conventional cruise missile. I th ink that  is an imba l­
anced aspect of the  SALT II accord.

There are  possible difficulties in the  basing mode for the  M-X 
missile. I think  there are  some fundam ental differences between 
the  United Stat es and  the  Soviet Union on w hat  t he mobile missile 
amounts  to and perhap s the re could be quest ions with respect to 
verification in this. I th ink it has to be wrung out. Wha t real ly 
worries  me are  res idual forces avail able to us with  which to en ter  
SALT III and wh eth er or not we are  going to be able to have 
sufficient levels which  will enable us to continue to impose corre­
sponding res tra int on the Soviets.

I have some serious doubts  about this. This is w hat really  worries 
me about  the heavy missile  exception in SALT II.

Sena tor Sarbanes. You, and others, have  stat ed the  need to 
modernize  and approve our strat egic  forces. The Joint  Chiefs have 
told us that  the re is nothing in the  terms  of the  treaty  that  would 
preclude the modernization  t ha t they t hin k is necessary.

Now, whe ther  we will do that  modernization and impro vement 
has a question ma rk over it, and you, of course, have alluded to 
th at  in a diffe rent port ion of y our testimony here. But th at  is a 
question of whether  we will in effect do what we have to do or at 
least what some people think we have  to do. They have said th at  
the  terms of the  tre aty , however, would not preclu de us from doing 
these things. Do you disag ree with th at  view of thei rs?

General Haig. Yes, to the  degree th at  I ju st  offered you some 
are as where I th oug ht so.

Sena tor Sarbanes. I would like to get you to specify those areas . 
In other words, I would like to know what stra tegi c force modern­
izations and improvem ents  you think  should be made which you 
see precluded by th e treaty .

General Haig. The crui se missile issue th at  I raised, I am talk ing  
abou t in the  thea ter  contex t. It could also be applied in the  str ate ­
gic context, th at  we would decide th at  the  cost of these  systems, 
their  accuracy would lend itsel f to proceed with  a conventional  
warh ead eith er in the thea ter  environ men t or in the  stra tegic 
environment. That unf ortuna tely  would now be precluded by the  
tre aty  in de facto practical terms.

Sena tor Sarbanes. Is t ha t the  only th ing?
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Gen eral  Haig. No, the  second thin g is, I think  the re are some 
questions which need to be resolved, and they  have to be resolved 
by the  experts and those  who negot iated probably on both sides 
with respect to our proposed deployment of an M-X. Will that be 
in violat ion of the Soviets’ int erp ret ation  of the tre aty , both in the  
context of mobile missiles and  second in the  context of possible 
complicat ions in verification, depending on wha t our  base mode 
would ultim ately be? I would have to leave th at  to the  experts,  
Sena tor, because frank ly, I do not feel qualified to address it.

The oth er are a which rea lly  preve nts the  simple, straig ht up and 
down answ er that your question deserves is the  impact on SALT 
III. You reall y cannot judge th at  unt il you look at  our approved 
ongoing programs, and the n you have an idea of wha t kind of 
leverage we are  going to have  in SALT III to prot ect  our vital 
interests.

Sen ator Sarbanes. The two things you mentioned—the cruise 
missile and the M-X—conta in ambigu ities as to wh at is perm itted 
or not permit ted. If those  ambiguitie s are  resolved in a positive 
fashion, the n the re is nothin g in the  term s of the  tre aty  which 
preclude any strategic  force moder nization or improvem ent th at  
you think  should be made, which is essen tially wh at the  Joi nt 
Chiefs h ave said.

Gen eral Haig. You know, this question worries  me because it is 
repe atedly asked of witne sses here. I thi nk  it should  be accompa­
nied with  a equally and perhap s even more im por tan t question, 
and th at  is, what  does the  tre aty  prev ent the  Soviets from doing?

I th ink you have to look at  th at  in the  context of the ir ongoing 
momentum , the  programs the y have suppo rted in the  past, and 
wheth er or not this becomes somew hat irre leva nt.

Sen ato r Sarbanes. Th at is the  other side of the  coin th at  one 
mus t examine, but I am try ing  to get one specific are a resolved, 
and th at  is whether the  force modern ization  and  improvement 
which you thin k the  Uni ted Stat es should un derta ke—beyond the 
two insta nces  where you have some concerns abou t ambiguity—are 
precluded by the term s of the  trea ty. I take  it not if we have 
resolved those ambiguities.

Gen eral  Haig. To the  bes t of my judg men t I am telling you 
where I see possible difficulties. I am not aware of an y other at the  
moment. On the  other hand , I do hope, Senat or, in your  objectivity 
on thi s very imp orta nt are a, th at  you will always accompany your 
asses sment of t ha t response with  assessm ents on wh at the Soviets 
would be doing in the  int eri m period and wha t the  tre aty  permi ts 
them  to do.

Sen ator Sarbanes. Of course, if the re were no trea ty, ther e 
would be no limitations on wh at the  Soviets could do.

Gen eral Haig. No, oth er than  the  kind of logic which has driven 
force p osture s since t he  b eginn ing of time.

Sen ator Sarbanes. So, if it imposes some limitati ons  on the  
Soviets and does not limi t any thin g we wish to do, t ha t might be a 
prefe rable  position from our  point  of view, m ight  it not?

General Haig. It is ha rd to answe r th at  with  precision. I could 
see instances  where it migh t, and I could see oth ers  where  it may 
not be.
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Sen ator Sarbanes. Well, if you have a tre aty  th at  does not limit 

us from doing any thing we think needs to be done, and it does 
place  some limits  on the Soviets, and with out  the tre aty  you would 

have  no limits on the  Soviets, why isn ’t th at  an improved situ atio n 

for us?
General Haig. I th ink in gener al, yes, but  I am also persuaded 

th at  Dr. Kissin ger’s test imony here  yest erda y with regard to the  

U.S. abili ty to go into hea vie r systems  would seem to be a point  

worth considering.
Sen ator Sarbanes. Do you include going into heavier systems as 

pa rt of your stra tegic force modernizat ion and impr ovem ent? You 

did not list th at  when you were giving the  specifics.
Gen eral  Haig. No, I did not, and I th ink  the  reasons for th at  are  

very easily grasped, Senator . This is not some thing th at  has been 
in the  American sta te of the  ar t since I would say the  mid-1960’s 

when a decision was mad e for us not to go into the  larg er systems. 
I have  pointed out th at  in hindsight th at  could histo rically be 

proven  to be a very bad call.
Sen ator Sarbanes. Well, if it was a bad call in you r view, should 

we now seek to remed y it by going into the  heavy system ? Do you 

advocate the heavy system?
General Haig. Before answ ering that,  and to give such a serious 

question a credible response, I would just have to know wha t in the  

sta te of the ar t would be available, because  we have not even been 
thinking  in those terms  on the  American side, and  I cert ainl y am 

not fam iliar in term s of costs with deployment times  and the  
desi rabi lity and cont ext of our overall  doctrine whether I could 

mak e such a recom mendation.  Right now I could  not.

JUDGMENT OF JCS  ON NEED  FOR HE AV Y MISSILE

Sen ator Sarbanes. Would we be actin g responsibly to place a 

gre at weight on the  jud gm ent  of the  Jo int Chiefs of Staff on the  

quest ion of whe ther  we should  go into the  heavy missiles our­

selves?
Gen eral Haig. I will be very heavily influe nced by the ir collec­

tive judgment, both by exper ience  and by respect for the ir judg­

ment.
Sen ator Sarbanes. As to whe ther  they  tho ugh t we should devel­

op su ch a heavy system ?
Gen eral  Haig. Again, I th ink all kinds of ans wers can be given to 

all kinds  of questions, Senator . Tha t has become the  business of 

Gove rnme nt here in Washington.
Sen ator Sarbanes. Well instea d of broa deni ng ever ything out 

thr oug h all kinds of quest ions and all kinds  of answers, we are  
try ing  to narrow it down, and  to get the  benefit of your own views.

Thank  you, General.
Thank  you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. Tha nk you very much, Sen ator  Sarban es.

Sen ator Zorinsky?
Sen ator Zorinsky. Th ank you, Mr. C hairm an.
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GENER AL HA IG ’S POLITICAL ASPIR ATIONS

General  Haig, I want  to preface my questions with  an explana­
tion of why I want to ask them . A good number of my cons tituen ts 
believe th at  it is imp orta nt to know where a witness is coming 
from. They have told me th at  they believe a  reti red  mi lita ry officer 
is more credible  in most instances tha n one th at  currently is at  a 
post due to the  fact th at  he is no longer und er direc t autho rity  of 
the  cha in of command. So on th at  score I would imagine that  you 
are  OK with  my consti tuents, bu t recen tly the  press has  had some 
accounts about  your possible int ere st in politics and so some of my 
constituen ts may ask about political motiva tions for your answers  
to questions before th is panel.

General  Haig. Well, one of your  members has already,  with one 
of his leading questions  sugges ted that  th at  was a motive behind 
my t estim ony here today.

Senator Zorinsky. Sir, if I though t tha t, I would not  be asking 
the  question. I am leaving it  up for you to answer. I do not know 
the  answer. So let me ask you before some of my constitu ents  say 
yes, bu t is he runn ing for th is or tha t? I believe you and I are 
ma ture enough to und ers tand th at  the  politica l rea litie s of this 
world are th at  many times  thin gs are  said in orde r to benefit one’s 
own intere st politically in adve rse rela tionship  to what may be in 
the  best inte rest  of people. I know that  is a sad comm entary, but 
that  being as it may, it is a rea lity  and a fact of life th at  many of 
us do n ot wan t to admit to or th at  many of us do not want to face 
up to, b ut  i t is there .

So, first , I would like to ask, do you have  any aspi ratio ns to 
elective office? And second, if the  SALT II Tre aty  is passed in 
any thing like its present form, wha t role would you see for i t as a n 
issue in the  1980 elections?

General Haig. Let me st ar t with  the  second, first. I think  tha t is 
a very difficult question to answer. I think  the  only thing one can 
concern himse lf with in the  politica l are a is if the  United States 
were to consummate and rat ify  this  treaty  and subse quent events 
confirmed that  we had in effect  in the  context of doing that  eith er 
continued with the current confusion, failu re to chal lenge  bla tan t 
illegal Soviet intervent ionisms where  they are  o ccurr ing in increas­
ing numbers  over the  past  year s, and if we failed to struct ure  our 
forces in such a way th at  we were not slipping  into such a mini­
mum de ter ren t mode. Then I would suggest that  perh aps by 1980 
or cer tain ly shortly  thereafte r the  American people are  going to 
ask about the  American lead ersh ip they have  been experiencing, 
and, they will seek a change.

Now, there are  a num ber  of o the r imponderable s associated with 
tha t, but it is jus t th at  simple. Now, whether it is going to be 
att rib ute d to SALT II or to something  else is less significant. It is 
going to fall on the  shoulders  of those who ratif ied thi s treaty  and 
those who consummated it. With  respect  to my own political role, 
Sena tor, you know, I have spent almost  35 years of my life in the 
service of my country in uniform. I have served in two wars. I have 
had an 18-month break in which  I was required by political prac ti­
calit ies ra ther  tha n executive mandate  to terminate that  service, 
and I was fortuna te enough to be able to come back and continue 
it.
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I have  seen a lot of specu latio n about political ambi tions  on my 

part. I do no t know o f any one who could justi fy such  speculation by 

a confi rmati on from me th at  I am run nin g or intend  to run  for 

political office. At this jun ctu re,  I do not. Wh at I inte nd to do is 

come home and I am home now, and to speak to my concerns, 

because I have retu rne d home profoundly concerned about the  drif t 

of th is Nation and the  impact th at  perceived dri ft is havin g on our 

friends abroad, and the  fac t th at  th at  will converge  in the  decade 

of t he  1980’s in to a strategic  environmen t th at  is the  most danger­

ous th at  I have observed since the Second War.
I inte nd to speak to th at , and if it is a constructive  effort on my 

par t, I will contin ue it. Now, I have not discounted  political office, 

and I see no reason why I should any more than  I would discount 

the  possibility of ta kin g over General Motors. Wh at obligation do I 

have  to do th at  for your constituen ts or anyon e else?  I should not 

and I will not as a free citize n of this  land.
So, I am keeping my options open for what I feel will serve to 

realize the  expression  of my concerns and  the  chan ging  of Ameri­

can policy th at  I th ink is driving this country  into  ban krup tcy 

abroad.
Sen ator Zorinsky. Gen eral , as you are  aware, the  gre at thing 

abou t this  coun try is, you are  free to ma intain  wha teve r options 

you so desire. Tha t is why we fight har d to ma int ain  this  democr a­

cy. I thi nk  th at  in essence is wha t a gre at deal of t his  conversation 

is about.
Gen eral  Haig. Of course it is.
Sen ator Zorinsky. But also I think the  Ame rican  people are  at  a 

stage  when the Gov ernm ent has lost credibility  with them,  where 

elected  officials have lost thei r credibili ty. In some instances, we 

have  caused some of th at  ourselves. When I say we, I mean some of 

the  elected  officials. Too many times we are  pain ted  with a broad 

brus h, but I think  the  Ame rican  public app reci ates  the  since rity of 

an individual who in giving  testim ony to a subjec t as serious as 

this  one, is open if the y have any motiv ations or aspi ratio ns th at  

are  driving them  inde pendently of whate ver choice is before them.

Gen eral Haig. Sena tor, as a shrewd politic ian, which  I know you 

are, I would suspect th at  th e positions which I have  tak en on SALT 

are  not  very political in a self-serving way. Now, some may mis­

read  that,  but  I do not th ink they could be int erp ret ed  th at  way.

Sen ator Zorinsky. I ju st  wanted to clea r the  ai r for those who 

mig ht have inte rpre ted  it in th at  way. Every  time I believe I am on 

a solid issue and have tak en  a jud icial appr oach  to the  resolution of 

a problem, I always seem to get the  oth er side of the  coin, the  

pro tes t from the citizenry, as I have described  it.
Gen eral Haig. Sena tor, I have lived in this  town for almost 20 

year s, except for the  tim e abroad and a yea r or two away in 

Vietnam. The backg round th at  goes on is ju st mind  boggling. I 

know the re was back grounding done imm edia tely following and 

dur ing  my testim ony before the  Armed Services Committee which 

suggeste d political motiv ations. I know wher e it came from, and I 

am perfectly capable of responding  in the  same mode. Tha t hap ­

pens to be the  politica l life here  in Wash ington . You know, I 

wouldn’t have it any oth er way.
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Sen ato r Zorinsky. Let me ask you a followup question. What do 
you feel the  princip al th re at s cur ren tly are  to Euro pean  securi ty 
duri ng the  period of the  SALT Treaty?  Should we take  highe r 
prio rity  s teps in conve ntional forces or nuc lear  forces?

Gen eral  Haig. Senat or, unfo rtun atel y, it is not an  either-or-prop- 
osition. It is a  balanced proposition. I would say in dialec tical term s 
th at  the  neglect of our nuc lear elemen ts, the ate r and  central  str a­
tegic, are  the most urg ent at  the  moment,  not only because of 
SALT but  because of the  more  fund ame ntal  issues of worsening 
balanc es. On the other han d, it is vital ly im porta nt in a period of 
pari ty, or worse, between oursel ves and the  Soviet Union  th at  our 
region al balances in the conventional are a rem ain  very  strong and 
be improved.

Senator Zorinsky. Is NATO in a position curre ntly to the  best of 
your knowledge to deploy weapons such as the  neu tron  bomb? 
Would it accept the  deployment of those types  of weapons?

Gen eral  Haig. I cannot speak for them  on this issue. They cer­
tainly  were a year ago, at  least those for whom it was necessary to 
accept  them  were ready. I thi nk  developing th at  consensus  today 
would be an almost insu rmo untable tas k in the  sho rt term , given 
the  propaganda  play and  the  emotion th at  has been buil t up 
among  t he Western  Eur opean voting population.

Sen ator Zorinsky. How do you suggest we aid the m and beef up 
th at  type of arm am ent  when  you say it is alm ost hopeless th at  
they will allow us to deploy th at ?

Gen eral  Haig. I would distingui sh between the  neu tron  warhe ad 
issue and the kinds of syste ms we are  talk ing  about, long range 
th ea ter moderniza tion. It is a very diffe rent  ket tle  of fish.

Senator Zorinsky. Thank  you.
Tha nk you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. Tha nk you very much, Senator  Zorinsky.
General Haig, I believe th at  we are  about to adjou rn for two 

reason s. First, it is 2 o’clock and you have been on the  stand  since 
11 o’clock, and also because the re is a vote on in the  Senate  to 
which we must respond, bu t Sena tor Jav its  has  a final question.

Senator J avits. I have one final thin g for you, General.  I know 
you have been thro ugh  a gre at deal this morn ing and this aft er­
noon.

I asked Genera l Seignious the  following question:
I think you ought to put into the  record a stateme nt as to what approval of the 

tre aty  or rejection of the  tre aty  would do to the ongoing ne gotiatio ns on the format 
to which you referred in your testimony, to wit, a nonpro liferation treaty , a ban on 
nuclear testing, the comprehen sive test ban, the  MBFR, and the anti-satellite.

He has now filed an answ er in which, in a word, he says the  
following. I will r ead it carefu lly.

Ratificat ion of entry into force of SALT II will not necessar ily make it easier  to 
achieve success in other arms  control efforts, b ut failure of SALT II could close the 
door to progress on them.

Shal l I read th at  agai n for you?
General Haig. Sir, I got the  comment.
Senator  J avits. He said failu re could close the  door to progress. 

Now, what  do you think?  You have been workin g with these  issues 
for years.
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General Haig. I do not accept any of these  overly pessimistic 
prognosticat ions of the consequences of failing  to rati fy SALT. I 
thi nk  the  stat ement  th at  NATO would collapse which has been 
made is misinformed and  injudicious, just as I think  sta tem ents 
th at  are  made to the  effect th at  those who favor SALT a re surre n­
der ar tis ts and those who oppose i t are warmongers. I think  this  is 
very self-defeating.

Senator  J avits. Wha t do you thin k will happen with  the  NATO 
leaders and mili tary  in g ene ral  i f we reject it?

General Haig. I th ink  th at  they  would weather it, and if i t were 
accompanied by the  kinds of things th at  Senator Helms said, they  
would probably say, my God, there is a reborn America. I hope 
they mean it, and are  willing to pay the  price for what they  are  
doing, and if they  are, we are with them. Unfortunately , that  is a 
nice theo ry to have, b ut I do not see it  as  a prac tical one.

Senator J avits. So, therefo re, what  will happen? As you know, 
we are  not going to go into  this  blindly.

General Haig. I thi nk  we have the  opportunity  to get the  best of 
both worlds, Senator, and  th at  is to pull up our  socks in the  
context of our defense capabilities , our  doctrine, our expressed 
inte ntion to preserve our vital national intere sts  abroad , and espe­
cially in the  Third  World, and to assis t our  allies in doing so as 
well, and  then make  whatever  adju stments  are  neces sary perhaps 
along the  l ines Dr. K issinger suggested, which are  nonbinding, very 
easily  accomplished thin gs, or if we have  not realized wha t we 
real ly are  comfortable with in our consensus development,  then we 
had be tte r look very hard to some other changes th at  are  perhaps 
more difficult.

Senator J avits. Tha nk you very much.
The Chairman. Gen eral  Haig, on beh alf of the  committee, I 

than k you very much for you r testimony, which winds up the  first  
month of this  committee’s consideration of the  SALT II Treaty .

Gen eral  H aig. Tha nk you, Senators .
Tha nk you, Mr. Chairma n.
The Chairman. This mee ting  is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at  2:02 p.m., the  committee adjou rned,  subject to 

call of the  Chair.]
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ADDITION AL STAT EM EN T SUBM ITT ED FOR TH E RECORD

Prepared Statement of Col. Phelps Jones, U.S.A. (Ret.), Director, National
Security and Foreign Affairs, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States, Washington, D.C.
Mr. Chairman and members of th is distinguished committee, my name is Colonel 

Phelps Jones, USA (Ret.). It is my privilege and honor to serve the 1.85 million 
members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the  United States as the ir Director of 
Natio nal Security and Foreign Affairs.

I appreciate this opportunity to furnish this important  panel with the views of the  
Vete rans  of Foreign Wars of the  United States with respect to SALT II.

Our recorded opposition to this  document of transc endant substantive and symbol­
ic importance did not arise in any  “knee je rk” fashion. V.F.W. represen tatives have 
met with President Carter,  Dr. Brzezinski, Mr. Warnke and General  Seignious, as 
well as with responsible opponents of SALT II, inside and outside of government.

As you may be aware, mandated positions of th e V.F.W. are  arrived  at democrat­
ically a t our annua l Nationa l Conventions.

Our 79th National Convention was held in Dallas, Texas, in August, 1978. Nation­
al Security  Resolution Number 434, “Strategic (SALT) Negotiations with the  
USSR,” passed wi thout dissent.

This resolution is appended to this  statmen t as Enclosure Number 1 and will be, 
with your Chairman’s permission, made a perm anen t p art  of the hearings.

As to the trea ty proper, cer tain  basic questions need to be considered.
Trea ty proponents, often with  considerable emotion, asse rt as self-evident tru th  

that  SALT II advances th e nationa l security policy of the United  States.
To this assertion, I can only reply that , afte r a conscientious 29-month search,  I 

have yet to locate an unambiguous statement by the  President or the Secretary of 
Sta te which, in concrete, d ispassionate terms, sets forth: (a) where we think we are 
in the  world; (b) where we nope to get to; and, (c) how we propose to get there . I 
have been obliged to fall back on a 17-month old set of remarks  delivered by Mr. 
Anthony Lake, of the  State Depar tment’s Policy P lanning Office, in San Francisco 
on March 14, 1978, which included  the following, somewhat elastic, paragraph:

“Our approach, therefore, is to make constant, pragmat ic, case-by-case decisions, 
seeking the most cons tructive balance among our interests and adjusting  our tactics 
as ci rcumstances change.”

In short, not knowing where we’re going, we react.
While this approach does not  make for wise policy, I suggest tha t Mr. Lake’s 

words are an accurate  depiction, probably unwitting, of the absence of any centr al 
strategic  conception, sense or direction in our overall securi ty policy.

SALT II, then, can be fairly  viewed as being, to this Administration, an end in 
itself.

For the Soviets, on the  oth er hand, the treaty  is but  a useful component of a 
wider, and geo-politically thrusting, foreign policy.

My point here is a simple one. To trea ty proponents who assert tha t SALT II 
supports U.S. na tional secur ity policy, the sad  rejo inder must be:

What national  security policy?
SALT II, through the period of the  protocol and the treaty  proper, sets agreed 

limits on only one component of military  power: central,  offensive stra tegic systems. 
At Enclosure Number 2, atta ched hereto, are these  various limits and sub-limits.

Not considered are cent ral defensive systems, active and  passive civil defense 
measure, conventional force levels and most telling, any res traints  on aggressive 
foreign policy thrusts designed to upset global balance; i.e., the  issue of “linage” 
which will not, nor should not, go away.

These omissions from SALT II pose a dilemma for SALT-sellers. On the one hand, 
treaty  proponents urge us repeatedly not to “hang  to much on the SALT tree.” 
SALT II is, in General David Jone s’ words, “a modest but  useful step.” (In the 
V.F.W., we believe that  SALT II is a “modest” t rea ty that  has much to be “modest” 
about. The testimony of the Jo in t Chiefs of Staff before this  distinguished Commit­
tee was more of a collective dental extract ion tha n a combined chorus of support . 
General Rowny’s considered non-concurrence is on th e record.)

On the  other hand, the Pres iden t and his leading “SALT-sellers” have eith er 
stated (as has President Carte r) or implied (as has the  Adminis tration-supported 
house organ “Americans For SALT”) tha t to oppose SALT II would cause Ameri­
cans to be viewed throughout the  world as “war mongers.” Our reaction to this 
“war mongering” charge is to  recall tha t in March, 1977, Secre tary Vance t raveled
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to Moscow with the then new Administra tion’s preferred “SALT II” package—a 
tre aty  involving deep, importa nt and mutual reductions.

Secre tary Vance was turn ed down cold by the Soviet Union. „
No one, here or abroad, charged the Soviets with being “war mongers for this  

abrup t and unexplained rejection. And, incidenta lly, this cold turn-down occurred 
two and one half years ago. SALT II then, is the product of the Carter Administ ra­
tion. It is then not, as the “SALT-sellers” would have us believe, the product of 
seven years of negotiations  covering three Administrations. Since March, 1977, we 
have been negotiating with ourselves—and, we in the  V.F.W. suspect America has 
lost. ,

Mr. Chairman, I urge, on behalf of the  V.F.W., that  the  Senate  vote up or down 
on SALT II and not, as was the  case with the May, 1972 SALT I Accord, merely add 
“reservations” and “un ila teral declara tions” that  will have no enduring meaning.

The Wall Street Jou rna l, in a bril liant  editoria l, “Off the  Reservation,” track s 
carefully the sad fate of the  U.S. Senate-approved “uni latera l declara tions” ad­
dressed to the May, 1972 SALT I Treaty.

The last three  para graphs of this perceptive editorial make and enduring point. 
These paragraphs follow:

“If the Senate foregoes cosmetics and spells out its concerns in clear amendm ents 
to the  treaty, it will at leas t force some clarification of the  issue. Our suspicion is 
th at  the  Soviets are likely to find the treaty, even with amendments, so much in 
the ir interest they will come back to the negotia ting table. But it is of course quite 
possible tha t, as Foreign Minister Gromyko threate ned  (in plain English) in a 
Moscow press conference, th at  they will kill t he negotiations.

“This might be a  good thing. At least we will know where we stand. At least  we 
will be out from under the  process that , for example, led Pres iden t Carter to delay 
our  cruise missile program uni laterally while the talks were in progress. If Soviet 
rejection of equalizing amendments proves that  they will not negotiate limits  on 
their  buildup, we could at leas t set about offsetting the ir drive in the cheapest and 
most effective way we can, unencumbered by treaty  constraints that  force us into 
cumbersome and expensive systems like th e proposed MX missile shuffled a round in 
a 20 mile trench.

“The worst choice th e Senate could make would be to do noth ing while pretending 
to do something. Its members need to suppress the ir first  instinct , and face up 
manfully to the fundamental decision before them. When tempted to straddle , they 
ought to look at  the histo ry of unila tera l declarat ions. If the  Senate votes a list of 
reservat ions, it will only  have  compiled a handy catalog of wh at the Soviets will do 
to us dur ing th e life of the  t rea ty. ”

As to the issue of w hether  we should “tru st” the  Soviets, once again , in our view, 
President Carte r’s advisors miss the point.

The Soviets can be “tru ste d” to act as the 1979 inhe ritors of the Marxist-Leninist 
tradit ion. They seek the fru its of conquest prefe rably without fighting.

The more relevant issue is whether or not we can “trus t” this Administration— 
heavily staffed as it is with symbol-manipulators and America-las ters.

It is a harsh judgm ent, but  the V.F.W. believes it to be true: We “trus t” the 
Soviets to pursue the ir nationa l and ideological goals more persis tently  and  purpose­
fully than we “tr us t” this  Administra tion to conserve, protect and decently advance 
our 203-year democratic experience.

A lengthening  litany of anti-defense decisions ta ken by the  Administration leaves 
one little  hope th at  the  MX will finally be deployed to offset ICBM vulnerability  in 
the  1980s.

Mr. Chairman, the  Veteran s of Foreign Wars of the United  States  recommends 
th at  either:

(a) SALT II be r eturned to the  Executive Branch  w ithou t th e Sena te’s consent and 
with the Senate ’s admonition to re-negotiate, in due course, a true,  mutual, verifi­
able and deep mutual arms control treaty .

(If the Soviets a re not interested in such an approach,  they  are not, as we suspect, 
interested  in arms control in any non-symbolic way.)

Or,
(b) The Senate add precise and unambiguous amen dmen ts (not “reservations” or 

“unilateral  decla rations”) covering such areas as: (1) on site verification, (2) the  
“Backfire” bomber, (3) the  heavy ICBMs permitted  the  Soviet Union (308 SS-18s) 
which are denied us, and (4) Soviet geo-strategic adventurism conducted under the  
umbrella of “deten te.”

Truly, Mr. Chairman , an endur ing peace is the heart  felt goal of the V.F.W. Our 
members and the ir sons have fought in our last four wars. Others conceived of—or 
dissented from—these conflicts. We need no urging to fight for peace. We do and we 
will.
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But an America, locked into stra tegic inferiori ty and narcotized by an inherently 
unequal treaty , does not enhance a stable peace.

SALT II, as written, is a self-inflicted slide backwards towards a strategically 
vulnerable, hence politically isolated, America whose policies will become increas­
ingly i rrele vant to allies, fence-sitters, and communist tota lita rians alike.

Our nation al experience deserves  better. We remain, in Lincoln’s words, the “last 
best hope on e arth.’’

SALT II is a painfully stru ctured  strateg ic “apology” where  none is needed.
As writ ten, we urge its resounding defeat.

Enclosure No. 1 
Resolution No. 434

Strategic (SALT) Negotiations With the U.S.S.R.
Whereas, with respect to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty  of May 1972:
(a) nei ther  side is permitted to deploy a nationwide ABM defense or a base for 

such a defense;
(b) each side is permitted to deploy a limited defense of one area.  In each defense 

area, out to a 150 km radius, each  side is permit ted up to 100 ABM launchers and 
intercepto rs and a  limited  rad ar base for these  interceptors;

(c) ne ithe r side is permitted to give ABM capability to non-ABM systems; e.g., a ir 
defense systems;

(d) verification will be by nationa l means. The parties  have agreed not to interfere 
with these  means; and

(e) th e trea ty will be of unlimited duration. Withdrawal is permitted for supreme 
interest; and

Whereas, with respect to the Interim  Offensive Agreement of May 1972:
(a) each side is permit ted to keep any fixed land-based ICBM launchers curre ntly 

operational  or under construction. No new fixed land-based ICBM launchers may be 
built;

(b) the  Soviets may complete t he  313 modern large ballistic  missile launchers; e.g., 
for SS-9 class missiles, curren tly operational and under construc tion. No new ones 
may be built;

(c) nei ther side may convert to modern large ballistic  missile launchers or any 
other ICBM launchers;

(d) each side may keep any SLBM launchers operational or under construction; 
also, newer SLBM launchers may be built as replacements for older SLBM launch­
ers or for older heavy ICBM launchers ;

(e) verification will be by n ational means. The pa rties  have agreed not to interfe re 
with these means;

(f) the  duration of the Agreement is five years. Withdrawal is permitted for 
suprem e interests. The part ies have agreed in the  ABM Treaty to continue active 
negotiations for limitations on stra tegic arms; and

Whereas, it is crucial to note that  since 1972, the  year of SALT I, the  Soviets 
have:

deployed four (4) new ICBM’s SS-16, SS-17, SS-18, and SS-19; 
bui lt and deployed over 100 supersonic, inter-continental “Backfire” bombers; 
deployed the Delta I and Delta II missile-launching submarines. A Delta III is 

undergoing sea trials;
improved the target ing and accuracy of their  ICBM force; 
developed and tested a sa tell ite killer; and,
exceeded the U.S. effort in resea rch, development, test, and evaluation, weapons 

procu rement and other  defensive investments every year since 1969. During 1977, 
the ir effort was 75 percent larg er tha n ours; now, therefore be it
Resolved, by the 79th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the  

United States, that:
(a) continued U.S. adherence to the May 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation Agree­

ment  occur only if the most thorough-going verification techniques reveal tha t the  
Soviets are complying;

(b) no effort or expense be spa red to verify Soviet compliance with  this agreement 
and any other agreement this year or next;

(c) the American public be fully and frankly kept informed of the dynamic and 
shift ing U.S.-Soviet balance so th at  if the U.S., by living up to agreements, is faced 
with being the “second s trongest” nation in the world, domestic  public opinion will 
supp ort U.S. withdrawal from th ese Agreements and massive re-arming;

(d) the  U.S. fully fund and deploy the Trident submarine and resto re and fund the 
B- l Bomber, and permit te st firing  of our land-based ICBMs;



(e) no effort or expense be spared in the critically important research and develop­
men t of offensive and defensive strateg ic weapons technology; and

(f) cur ren t negotiations with  the Soviet Union, aimed at  changing  the  nature of 
the  May 1972 “Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons” and the November 1974 
accords into a permanent t reaty (as with ABMs), accept the philosophy th at the U.S. 
not agree to any formulation th at  would freeze th e United States at a lower number 
of offensive launchers tha n the  USSR, in short , apply the  Pres iden t’s formula  
following the abortive Vance mission to Moscow in March 1977, i.e., we continue to 
“hang  tough”.

Adopted by the 79th Nat iona l Convention of the Vete rans of Foreign Wars of the  
United S tates held in Dallas, Texas, August 18-25, 1978.

Enclosure No. 2
THE PRESE NT ARSENALS

United States Soviet Union
573 Bombers (3 set for cruise missiles) 156 Bombers 
1,054 ICBM’s (550 with MIRV’s) 1,398 ICBM’s (608 with MIRV’s)
656 SLBM’s (496 with MIRV’s) 950 SLBM’s (144 with  MIRV’s)

Total: 2,283 Total: 2,504

HO W THE AM ERICA N AND SOVIET ARSEN ALS  OF OF FENS IVE NU CL EA R ARM S ARE  
AFFECTED

Ceiling on strateg ic weapons until  the end of 1981: The Soviet Union has six 
months a fter the  treaty goes into effect to destroy 104 missile launchers or bombers. 
The U.S. has no plans to increase arsenal up to 2,400 limit.

Ceiling from January 1, 1982 to the  Trea ty’s expiration  date, December 31, 1985: 
Of the  573 U.S. bombers, about 220 are  in storage. The U.S. expects to destroy 
stored planes to  get unde r the  ceiling.

HOW THE  TRE ATY  RESTRICTS COMPOSITION OF AR SENA LS

No more tha n 820 of the  1,200 may be multiple-warhead ICBMs. No more than 
1,200 of th e 1,320 may be multiple-warhead ICBM’s and SLBMs. No more than  1,320 
of th e 2,250 may be multip le-warhead ICBMs and SLBMs and bombers with cruise 
missiles. Of th e 2,250 weapons systems allowed, at least 930 mus t be single-warhead 
missiles and bombers.
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