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FOREWORD

On September 25,1979, the  Committee on Foreign Relations he ard  
testim ony in executive  session from Hon. Robert W. Buchheim and 
Hon. Sidney N. Graybeal, respectively the  current and former U.S. 
Commissioners to  the Standing Consult ative Commission. They were 
accompanied by Raymond McCrory, Chief of the  SALT Support 
Staff, CIA; and Howard Stoertz, National  Intelligence  Officer for 
Strategic  Affairs, CIA. The subject of the  hea ring  was SALT I 
compliance  and th e operations of the Standing Consul tative  Commis
sion. At the  end of the  hear ing,  the  committee requested th at  the  
adm inis trat ion declassify the  hear ing for public release.

On October 16, 1979, the  committee received the  declassified 
version of the September 25 tr anscr ipt  und er the  cover of a  let ter  
from Thomas Graham, Jr ., General Counsel of the Arms Contro l and 
Disarmament Agency. This declassified tra nscript along with other 
rele van t documents is be ing published  und er one cover as p art  of the 
SALT II Treaty h ear ing  record.

Frank  Chu rc h,
Chairman.

(V)





LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, 

Washington, D.C., October 16, 1979.
Hon. Frank Church,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
United States Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman: Enclosed is the  edited transc rip t from the  
September 25, 1979, hea ring  held by your Committee on SALT I 
Compliance, at  which Ambassador Buchheim and Mr. Graybeal 
testified.  In response to your reques t, we have also deleted that  
ma teri al we believe to be classified.

If we can be of any furth er assistance, please let me know. 
Sincerely,

Thomas Graham, J r.,
General Counsel.

(VII)





BRIEF ING S ON SALT I COMPLIANCE

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1979

United States Senate,
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant  to notice, at 10:12 a.m., in room 

S-116, the  Capitol, Hon. Frank Church (chairman of the  com
mittee) presiding.

Presen t: Senators Church, Pell, Glenn, Stone, Sarbanes, Muskie, 
Zorinsky, Javit s, Percy, and Hayakawa.

Also presen t: Sena tor Cranston.
Also present: George Murphy, Director,  Sena te Nat ional Secur ity 

Office.
Also present from the  executive branch: Mark Ramee, ass ista nt 

to Lloyd Cutler, Office of t he  Pres ident ; Col. Thomas Bligh, Office 
of the  J oin t Chiefs of Staff; Col. James Granger, Office of th e Joint  
Chiefs of Staff; James P. Timbie, Chief, Stra tegic Affairs Division, 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; Thom as Graham, General 
Counsel, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; George 
Schneiter, Deputy Director, Departme nt of Defense SALT Task 
Force; Robert Savitt,  Chief, Stra tegic  Forces Division, Office of 
Strategic Affairs, INR, Dep artm ent of State ; Raymond McCrory, 
Chief, SALT Support Staff, Cen tral Intel ligence Agency; Howard 
Stoertz, National  Intelligence  Officer for Stra tegic Affairs, Cen tral  
Intelligence Agency; and Rodger Gabrielson, Ass istant Legislative 
Counsel, Central Intelligence  Agency.

The Chairman. Now that  we are in executive session, I would 
ask the  Staf f Director to att es t th at  everyone present  for this  
meeting has the  p roper security clearance.

Mr. Bader [committee staff director]. I can so at tes t for persons 
on the Sena te side, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gabrielson. I will vouch for those from the  executive 
branch, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman. T hank you.
This morning our witnesses are  Hon. Rober t W. Buchheim, the  

current Commissioner to the  Standing  Consu ltative  Commission, 
and  Hon. Sidney N. Graybeal, a former U.S. Commissioner on th at  
Commission. They are  accompanied by members of the  Central 
Intelligence Agency, whom we have come to know.

I underst and  th at  Mr. Buchheim will begin by discussing the 
SCC process and  SALT II provisions relating to compliance. Then 
we will hear from Mr. Graybeal and  Mr. Buchheim as well in 
discussing the  SALT I compliance record. During the  testimony, I 
underst and  t ha t the  genera l questions conta ined in a le tte r which I 
sen t to Secretary  Vance on September 17, 1979, will be addressed, 

(l)
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Let us conduct this  proceeding the  way we have othe r similar 
sessions. Senators  should feel free  to  ask questions at any time tha t 
they  wish, w ithou t any restr iction o r t ime limit  constraints.

Ambassador Buchheim, we are happy to hea r from you. Please 
proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT W. BUCHHEIM, U.S. COMMIS
SIONER  TO THE STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION,
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
Ambassador Buchheim. T hank you, Mr. Chairman .
It is a pleasure for me to have the  oppor tunity to appear before 

you today to discuss th e role of the  Stand ing Consultative Commis
sion in implementing agreements which are  now in force, and the 
responsibilities of the SCC under t he  SALT II Treaty.

I have provided you with  an unclassified s tatement for the  record 
and a classified stateme nt [deleted]. I would like to summarize very 
briefly these  statements, and I would be most pleased to reply to 
your questions.

Before plunging into detailed subject mat ter,  I must discharge an 
obligation, deeply felt, to the  fine men and women who have 
worked long and h ard a t t he tasks of the SCC by me ntioning to you 
that  they  have applied themselves to these  tasks in full knowledge 
of t he fact that  the ir efforts could not lead to any public recogni
tion. The SCC is a “silent  service” of our time.

The Stand ing Consulta tive Commission was establ ished pursuant 
to artic le XIII of the ABM Treaty. A brief, unclassified  history of 
this  unique internat ional inst itut ion has been provided to this  com
mit tee in a paper  dated July 18, 1979. The responsibilities of the 
SCC include consideration of questions  concerning compliance with 
the  obligations assumed and rela ted situa tions which may be con
sidered ambiguous; and working out procedures for implementing 
agreements.

In addition to the ABM Treaty, the  SCC is responsible for mat
ters  r ela ting  to the  implementation  of, compliance with, and viabil
ity of the SALT I Inte rim Agreement and the  agre ement on meas
ures to reduce the  ri sk of outb reak  of nu clea r war.

In article XVII of the  SALT II Trea ty on strat egic  offensive 
arms, which is now before the  Senate, those responsibilities  are 
also ass igned to the SCC. The SALT II T reaty  includes a number of 
responsibilities for the SCC which I have identified in detai l in my 
prepared  statement. These include working out of agreed  proce
dures  to implem ent the  provisions of the  agreement,  notificat ion 
where called for in the  agreement,  and maintenance  of the  data  
base on str ategic offensive arms.

A descript ion of the  SCC would not be complete if it did not 
include mention of the  confidentia lity understanding in the  SCC 
regula tions.  Paragraph  8 of those regulations provides tha t: “The 
proceedings of the  Stand ing Consul tative Commission s hall be con
ducted in private. The Stand ing Consul tative Commission may not 
make its proceedings public except w ith the  express consent  of both 
Commissioners . ’ ’

The two edges of this  importa nt sword a re ra ther  obvious.
The f irst  is tha t this  confiden tiality  u nderstan ding  ha s facilitated 

problem solving exchanges which have been, as internatio nal  ex-
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changes go, ra ther  candid and direct; and, therefore,  this under
stand ing has been a significant factor  in the  effectiveness of the 
SCC in carry ing out its tasks.

The second edge, of course, is the  one that  cuts across the  clear 
American preference for public openness in internatio nal  dealings.
I canno t offer a complete and perfect reply to any who may find 
themselves troubled by this  second aspect of the  confidentiality 
understanding.  I can only point out three relevan t practical  facts.

One is th at  the  SCC has worked ra ther  well, and the  confiden
tial ity understanding in my opinion has cont ribute d substan tial ly 
to th e degree of success at tain ed by the SCC.

Two, within the  U.S. Government, the  reasons  for public open
ness in internatio nal  dealings  have been served with in the  stric
tures of the confidentia lity understanding by informing the  follow
ing congressional committees of any specific und erstandings result 
ing from SCC consultations: The Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the  Committee on Armed Services of the Senate; the  Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs and its predecessor committees,  and the  
Committee  on Armed Services of the  House of Representat ives; the  
Joi nt Committee  on Atomic Energy  unt il its disestablishm ent; and 
the  Select Committees  on Intelligence of bo th the  Senate and the  
House of R epresentat ives since the ir establishment.

Three, negotia tions aimed  at inte rna tional  agreemen ts are  cus
tomarily, for well-recognized reasons, carried out in private, and 
the  SCC is charged with  carry ing out a continuous process of 
negotia tions for an unlim ited period of time on matter s of imple
mentatio n of agreements referred to it for action.

There  a re no reasons evident at this  time which indica te th at  th e 
SCC will need to change  in form to handle its responsibi lities. The 
frequency a nd /or  dura tion  of sessions, an d the  num ber and special
ties of advisers, can be adjusted  to deal with  needs.

The two components of the  SCC—the  U.S. component and  the  
U.S.S.R. component—are cons tituted along similar  lines. Each  is 
made up of a Commissioner, a Deputy Commissioner, an Executive  
Secre tary, a Deputy Executive  Secre tary, and  advisers. The 
number of advisers, the ir fields of expertise,  and  the ir agencies of 
norm al employment are  a t the  discretion  of each government.

In the  case of the  U.S. component, the  Commissioner and the  
Deputy Commissioner a re appoin ted by th e President .

The logistical and procedural aspects of SCC sessions are  not 
different, on a day-by-day basis, from most inte rna tional  negotia 
tions. There  are  plenary meetings; meetings of a  less formal cha r
acter and composition—usually Commissioners, Deputy Commis
sioners, and Executive Secretaries; meetings of work ing groups for 
draf ting  and other purposes; traffic between Executive  Secretaries 
on procedural and substantive mat ters , and so forth.

To date, the re have been 15 SCC sessions; the  16th session is 
cur ren tly  in progress. This session began on August 21, 1979, and 
as is customary  a t the  beg inning of th e session, the sides exchanged 
notifica tions as r equired by procedures  worked out under the  provi
sions of th e ABM Treaty and the  Interim Agreement .

[Deleted.]
The aspect of SCC responsibilities most commonly noted in dis

cussions such as the  c urrent  deliberations on the SALT II T reaty is
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its charge to deal with questions of compliance with agreements in 
force. T hat  is, indeed, one of the functions of the SCC.

The record to date of discussions of compliance rela ted questions 
has been summarized in documents  provided to this committee.

In part icular, this committee  has been provided with a docu
ment, classified top secret, dated July 20, 1979, contain ing an up-to- date  account  of each question rela ted to compliance which the 
United State s and the U.S.S.R. have b rought to th e SCC.

In the  case of questions raised by the  United States, those historica l accounts set forth  the  beginnings of each question in the 
findings of U.S. intelligence th at  something, possibly questionable, had or might have taken place, and describe the  process of study and analysis which led to SCC discussions and consultations , as 
well as rela ting  an account of the  imp orta nt points of those  discus
sions and the ir conclusions.

I will not repe at or atte mpt to para phra se that  lengthy docu
ment, but  I will be pleased to try  to answer any questions of th is committee concerning the  m ater ial in that  document .

Than k you.
[Ambassador Buchheim’s prepared stat ement  follows:]
Statement of Robert W. Buchheim, U.S. Commissioner to the Standing Consultative Commission, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to have the opportunity to provide to this Committee a  brief history  of the Standing Consultative  Commission and i ts work.

I
The Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) was established pursuant to Article XIII of the ABM Treaty of May 26, 1972. That Article provides:
“1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this  Treaty , the  Part ies shall establish promptly a Standing  Consultative Commission, within the  framework of which they will:
“(a) Consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related si tuations which may be considered ambiguous;
“(b) Provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Par ty considers necessary to assure  confidence in compliance wi th the obligations assumed;“(c) Consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical means of verification;
“(d) Consider possible changes in the strateg ic situat ion which have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;
“(e) Agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling of ABM systems or the ir components in cases provided for by the  provisions of this  Treaty;“(f) Consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for furth er increasing the viability of th is Treaty,  including proposals for amendments in accordance with the  provisions of this Treaty;
“(g) Consider, as appropriate, proposals for fur the r measures aimed at  limiting strategic arms.
“2. The Parti es through consultat ion shall establish, and may amend as appropriate, the Regulations of the Standing  Consultative Commission governing procedures, composition, and other relev ant ma tter s.”
The Interim Agreement on Certa in Measures With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic  Offensive Arms, the  SALT I companion agreem ent to the ABM Treaty, contained an Article VI providing tha t: “To promote th e objectives and implementation of the  provisions of thi s Inter im Agreement, the Part ies shall use th e Standing Consulta tive Commission es tablished under Article XIII of the  Trea ty on the Limitatio n of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the provisions of tha t Article.”
The SCC was es tablished by th e signing on December 21, 1972, of a  Memorandum of Understand ing between the  U.S. and the  U.S.S.R.; that  Memorandum of Understanding was published in  the  S tate Depa rtment’s “Trea ties and Othe r Inte rnat ional Agreements Series” (TIAS 7545).
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In that  Memorandum of Unders tanding of December 21, 1972, the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. reaffirmed the cha rter of the SCC to deal with implementation of the ABM 
Treaty  and of the  Inter im Agreement on s trategic offensive arms. In addition, that  
Memorandum of Understanding assigned to the SCC the responsibility of dealing 
with implementation of th e first agreement  produced in the course of th e SALT I 
discussions, that  is, the  Agreement  on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of 
Nuclear War, signed and entered into force on September 30, 1971. T hat Agreement, 
in its Article 7, provides that:  “The Part ies undertake  to hold consultations,  as 
mutually agreed, to consider questions relat ing to implem entation of the provisions 
of this Agreement, as well as to discuss possible amendments  there to aimed at 
fur ther implementation of the purposes of this Agreement.”

Para graph 2 of Article XIII of th e ABM Treaty  provides for Regulations for the 
Standing Consultative Commission. Such Regulations were prepared in the  form of 
a document signed by the  U.S. and the U.S.S.R. SCC Commissioners, acting for the ir 
Governments, on May 30, 1973. These Regulations were also published in the 
Treaties and Other Inte rnat iona l Agreements Series (TIAS 7637). They have not 
been amended since signature .

Before depart ing from this description of the origins of the SCC and enter ing into 
fur ther details on its evolution and activities, I should note the  broad range of 
possible uses of the SCC that  were authorized in Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. 
The more general of these  possibilities include: consideration of possible changes in 
the  strateg ic situation, consideration of amendments to the Treaty, and considera
tion of proposals for fur ther measures aimed at limiting  strateg ic arms. Such 
provisions, incorporated in a treaty  of unlimited duration, have institutionalized 
and char tered  an arrangem ent that  will always be available to the  Parties in which 
to implement a process of continuing exchanges on arms  control in the  field of 
strateg ic weapons.

II
Subparagraph (e) of paragraph 1 of Article XIII of the ABM Trea ty specifies t ha t 

the SCC will “agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantling of 
ABM systems or thei r components . . in order to implement the provisions of 
Article VIII of the  ABM Treaty. Article VIII provides that:  “ABM systems or the ir 
components in excess of the numbers  or outside th e areas specified in th is Treaty, as 
well as ABM systems or thei r components prohibited by this  Treaty, shall be 
destroyed or dismantled under  agreed procedures within the  shortest possible 
agreed period of time.”

The procedures provided for were prepared in the SCC, and they  were signed and 
entered into force on J uly  3, 1974. They stand today without amendment. Copies of 
these procedures, along with the appropriate stateme nt and background informa
tion, were transmit ted to th is Committee on August 23, 1974.

At the  same time, the  SCC prepared procedures to regulate the  dismant ling or 
destruction of strategic offensive arms  covered by the Inter im Agreement in accord
ance with Article III of the Interim Agreement. Those procedures also were signed 
and entered into force on July  3, 1974, and copies of the  document were transmit ted 
to this Committee on August  23, 1974.

Later, the SCC worked out the  agreed procedures necessary to regula te the 
replacement provisions of the ABM Trea ty (Article VII) as well as to implement 
those provisions of the  July 3, 1974, Protocol to the  ABM Trea ty which permit 
either Party  to change, one time, the  location of it s single permi tted ABM system 
deployment area. Those procedures, in the form of a Protocol negotiated in the SCC, 
signed and entered  into force on October 28, 1976, were submitted , with an explana
tory memorandum, to the  Committee on December 27, 1976.

Article XIV of the ABM Treaty provides for join t review of the  Treaty by the  
Part ies at five-year in tervals. The firs t such review was carried out in 1977 in the  
SCC. The conclusions reached in tha t review were recorded in the jo int communique 
of the Part ies of November 21, 1977.

As I noted earlier, the SCC has also been the forum for U.S.-U.S.S.R. exchanges 
concerning implementation of the September  30, 1971 Agreement on Measures to 
Reduce the Risk of Outbreak  of Nuclear War. In connection with that  function of 
the  SCC, and as a product of discussions initia ted by the U.S., the  SCC has  worked 
on ways to enhance  or improve the  usefulness of th at  Agreement. Specifically, a 
Protocol was negotiated during 1975 and 1976, in which the Par ties  provide for 
facilitating and speeding the transmission of those immedia te notifications we un
dertook to send under  th e provisions of the  Agreement on Measures. This document 
called the Protocol on the  Use of Immediate Notifications in Implementation of the 
Agreement on Measures, entered into force on March 30, 1977, and was provided to 
this Committee, with appropriate background statements,  on May 4, 1977.
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ill
The SALT II Treaty  on strateg ic offensive arms, unlike the 1972 Inter im Agreement, sets forth the charter  of the SCC with respect to that  Treaty  without  any 

reference to Artic le XIII of the ABM Treaty; rather , it se ts forth an independent set 
of provisions as to the responsibilities of the  SCC in implement ing the SALT II 
Treaty.

The general responsibilities of the SCC und er the SALT II Treaty are set forth in 
Article XVII of that  Treaty, as follows:

“1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the  provisions of this Treaty, 
the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commission established by the Memorandum of Understanding Between the Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establ ishment of a Standing Consultative  Commission of December 21, 1972.

“2. Within the framework of the  S tanding  Consultative Commission, with respect 
to this  Trea ty, the  Par ties will:

“(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the  obligations assumed and 
related  si tuations which may be considered ambiguous;

“(b) provide on a voluntary basis such informat ion as either Par ty considers 
necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;

“(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical means of verification, and questions involving unintended impeding of verification 
by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty;

“(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situat ion which have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;
“(e) agree upon procedures for replacement , conversion, and disman tling or de

struction , of stra tegic offensive arms in cases provided for in the  provisions of this Treaty and upon procedures for removal of such arms from the aggregate numbers 
when they otherwise cease to be subject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty, and at regular sessions of the Standing Consultative Commission, notify 
each other in accordance with the aforementioned procedures, at least twice ann ually, of actions completed and those in process;

“(0 consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for fur ther increasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for amendments in accordance with the provi
sions of this Treaty;

“(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for fur ther measures limiting  strategic  offensive arms.
“3. In the  Standing Consultative Commission the Part ies shall main tain by cate

gory the  agreed data base on the numbers of strategic offensive arms established by 
the Memorandum of Unders tanding  Between the  United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establ ishment of a Data Base on 
the  Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms of June  18, 1979.”

The differences between the stated  responsibilities of the  SCC under the Interim 
Agreement  and the stated responsibilities of the SCC under the SALT II Treaty are as follows:

(i) Artic le XVII of the SALT II T reaty does not adopt, by reference or in any other 
way, the specific statem ent of SCC responsibilities set forth in Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. Instead, Article XVII of the SALT II Treaty  refers to the SCC as 
having been established by the December 21, 1972, Memorandum of Understanding noted above. Departure from reference to Article XIII of th e ABM Trea ty is accom
panied in the SALT II Treaty  by an independent arra y of provisions setting forth 
responsibilities of the SCC in implementing the SALT II Treaty. By reference to the  
Memorandum of Understanding , Article XVII of the SALT II Treaty also provides 
for SCC Regulations, because Article V of the Memorandum of Understanding 
provides that : “The Standing  Consultative Commission shall establish and approve 
Regulations governing procedures and othe r r elevant matters and may amend them 
as i t deems appropriate .”

(ii) As noted above, a list of specific SCC responsibi lities unde r th e SALT II Treaty 
is set forth in subparagraphs (a) through (g) of paragraph  2 of Article XVII. These 
include some depar tures  from the corresponding list of responsibilities under the 
Inter im Agreement, as reflected in the  differences between the language of those 
subparagraphs and the  language contained in subparagraphs (a) through (g) of 
para graph 1 of Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. Those differences are as follows:Subparagraphs (a)—no difference.

Subparagraphs (b)—no difference.
Subparagraphs  (c)—the text of subparagraph (c) of Article XIII of the  ABM Treaty 

is: “consider questions involving unintended interfe rence with national technical 
means of verification.” Subpa ragraph 2(c) of Article XVII of the  SALT II Treaty 
contains the same language, and adds: “and questions involving unintended imped-
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ing of verification by national technica l means of compliance with the provisions of 
this Treaty.”

Subparagraphs  (d)—no difference.
Subparagraphs  (e)—the general subject matter of the texts  is the same, i.e., 

procedures for changing the s tatu s u nder the  ag reemen t of stra tegic arms. However, 
the  text  of the SALT II Treaty is more extensive, as is appropriate to the  more 
extensive under takings in that  Treaty,  and, in addition, that  text  incorpora tes in 
the  SALT II Treaty provisions for notifications in the SCC paralle l to the  notifica
tions which, under the Inter im Agreement, were provided for in SCC procedures 
documents.

Subparagraphs (f)—no difference.
Subparagraphs (g)—no difference.
(iii) The SALT II Treaty  includes other responsibilities for the SCC in the follow

ing provisions:
Second Agreed Statement  associated with paragraph 3 of Article II (notification 

on a case-by-case basis of inclusion of types of bombers as heavy bombers, and the 
holding of consultat ions in th is connection).

Third Agreed State ment associated with paragraph 3 of Article II (case-by-case 
determinations of which types of bombers in the future can carry out the mission of 
a heavy bomber in a manner simila r or superio r to that  of current  heavy bombers 
on the basis of criter ia agreed upon in the SCC).

Second Agreed Statement  associated with paragraph 5 of Article II (notification 
on a case-by-case basis of designation of permitted  new or additional types of 
MIRVed missiles a t specified times in programs of flight-test or installation).

Agreed Sta tement associated with paragraph 6 of Article VI (agreement on proce
dures for removal of strategic offensive arms from the aggregate  numbers provided 
for in Article III and Article V of the Treaty).

Paragraph 7 of Article VI (agreement upon procedures to implement the provi
sions of Article VI of the Treaty).

Second Agreed S tatem ent associated with paragraph 2 of Article VIII (notification 
of the location of any future ICBM test  range).

Second Common Understand ing associated with paragraph 2 of Article VII (agree
ment  on procedures for dismantling or destruction of launchers of fractional orbital 
missiles and agreem ent on procedures for des truction of fract ional orbital missiles).

Second Common Understanding associated with para graph 1 of Article y il l (noti
fication of the number of airp lanes, according to type, used for testing with cruise 
missiles capable of  a range in excess of 600 kilometers or wi th ASBMs).

Third Common Unders tanding associated with paragraph 1 of Article VIII (agree
ment  on procedures for replacement of an airp lane  used for testing  with cruise 
missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers or with ASBMs and for 
removal of any such a irplane from the permit ted total  of sixteen).

Para graph 1 of Article XI (agreement on procedures for dismantling or destruc 
tion of strategic offensive arms).

Paragraph 2 of Article XVI (agreement on procedures to implement provisions on 
notification of ICBM launches).

Paragraph 3 of Article XVII (maintenance of data base on strateg ic offensive 
arms).

IV
A description of the SCC would not be complete if it did not include mention of 

the confidentia lity undertaking in the  SCC Regulations. Paragraph  8 of those Regu
lations provides that : “The proceedings of the Standing Consultative Commission 
shall be conducted in  private. The Standing Consultative  Commission may not make 
its proceedings public except with the express consent of both Commissioners.”

The two edges of th is important sword a re rat he r obvious. The first is th at  this 
confidentiality understand ing has facilitated problem-solving exchanges which have 
been, as inte rnat iona l exchanges go, rather candid and direct; and, therefore, this 
understand ing has been a significant factor in the  effectiveness of the  SCC in 
carrying out its tasks. The second edge, of course, is the  one that  cuts across the 
clear American preference for public openness in inte rnat iona l dealings. I cannot 
offer a complete and perfect reply to any who may find themselves troubled by this 
second aspect of the confiden tiality unders tanding; I can only point out three  
relevant practical facts:

(1) The SCC has worked ra the r well, and the confiden tiality understand ing has, in 
my opinion, contributed substantia lly to the degree of success a ttain ed by the SCC;

(2) Within the  U.S. Government, the reasons for public openness in internationa l 
dealings have been served wi thin the stric tures of the confiden tiality understanding 
by informing the  following Congressional committees of any specific understandings 
result ing from SCC consultations: the  Committees on Foreign Relations and on
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Armed Services of the Senate; the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and its predeces
sor committees, and the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Repre senta
tives; the Joi nt Committee on Atomic Energy until  its disestablishment; and the 
Select Committees on Intelligence of both the Senate and the House of Representa
tives since the ir establishment.

(3) Negotiations aimed at inter natio nal agreeme nts are customarily, for well- 
recognized reasons, carried out in private, and the SCC is charged with carryin g out 
a continuous process of negotiations for an unlimite d period of time on matters of 
impleme ntation of agreements referred to i t for action.

V

There are  no reasons evident at this time which indicate that  the SCC will need 
to change in form to handle its responsibilities. The frequency and/or durati on of 
sessions, and the  number and specialties of advisers, can be adjusted to deal with 
needs.

The two Components of the SCC—the U.S. Component and the U.S.S.R. Compo
nen t—are constituted along similar lines. Each is made up of a Commissioner, a 
Deputy Commissioner, an Executive Secretary,  a Deputy Executive Secretary, and 
advisers. The number  of advisers, their fields of expertise, and the ir agencies of 
normal employment are at the discretion of each Government.

In the case of the U.S. Component, the Commissioner and the Deputy Commis
sioner are appointed by the  President.

The logistical and procedural aspects of SCC sessions are not different, on a day- 
by-day basis, from most inter natio nal negotiations. There are plenary meetings; 
meetings of a less formal char acter  and composition—usually Commissioners, 
Deputy Commissioners, and Executive Secretaries; meetings of working groups for 
draftin g and other purposes; traffic between Executive Secretar ies on procedural 
and substa ntive matters; etc.

All meetings of the SCC to date have been held in Geneva, and ther e are practical 
reasons for presuming tha t most SCC meetings in the foreseeable future will be held 
in Geneva. The  two Governments did, however, in the Memorandum of Und erstan d
ing of December 21, 1972, agree  that  meetings could be held elsewhere as agreed in 
the SCC. The sites of meetings in Geneva have generally  alte rnat ed between the 
mission of the U.S.S.R. and an annex building of the U.S. Mission.

Communications with the press generally are limited to an  announcement, agreed 
as to substance, of the  opening and of the  end of an SCC session, and notices for 
each meeting of the date and place of that  meeting. On the part of the U.S. 
Component, these  contacts are handled by the Counselor for Public Affairs of the 
U.S. Mission, Geneva.

To date the re have been fifteen SCC sessions; the sixtee nth session began on 
August 21, 1979, in Geneva.

VI

The asp ect of SCC responsibilities most commonly noted in discussions such as the 
curr ent deliberat ions on t he SALT II Trea ty is its charge to deal with questions of 
compliance with agreements in force. Tha t is, indeed, one of the  functions of the 
SCC. The record to date of discussions of compliance-related questions has been 
summarized in documents provided to this Committee as well as to the  five o ther 
Committees mentioned earlier. I have nothing to add at  th is time to the information 
in those documents. If this Committee has any questions about this or any other 
aspect of the work of the  SCC, I would be most pleased to reply.

The Chairman. Thank you very much for your stateme nt, Mr. 
Ambassador.

Mr. G raybeal, do you h ave a sta tem ent?
Mr. Graybeal. Yes, sir, I have subm itted a stateme nt. I will skip 

and summ arize  some of the  highlights  of it ra ther  tha n read it in 
full. I thi nk  the  committee’s inte rest s are  more specific regard ing 
compliance issues. But I would like to make some observat ions on 
some gen eral  points regar ding the  SCC’s activities, if th at  is per
missible.

The Chairman. Fine. Please  proceed.
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STATEMENT OF HON. SIDNEY N. GRAYBEAL, FORM ER U.S.
COMMISSIONER TO THE STANDING CONSULTATIVE COMMIS
SION, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
Mr. Graybeal. Mr. Chairman, it is an honor  to appe ar before 

your distinguished  committee. I hope that  my comments and an
swers to your questions will help the  committee in its consider
ations  of SALT issues.

I am appearing before you today representing only myself. The 
materia l that  I will be presenting in both  my initial stat ement  and 
in response to your questions is derived from publicly availab le 
information and from my memory of t he classified facts involving 
compliance questions raised in connection with SALT I. I have not 
requested or received any help from the  executive branch; the 
views th at  I will be presenting are  s tric tly my own.

I will try  to discuss Soviet compliance with  SALT I in general 
term s and I will discuss the  procedures and capabil ities of the 
Standing Consul tative  Commission for addressing compliance 
issues in SALT II. I wil l make some general observations and then 
will try  to answer any questions th at  committee members  might  
have.

I would like to say a couple of words about SALT history in the 
monitoring and verification context.

Secrecy is a national asse t to the  Soviets, as we learned in the 
Surprise Attack Conference of 1958. They expect to ext ract  a price 
from us if they  are to give up any signif icant  aspect thereof. The 
differences between a closed and an open society have a direct 
bear ing on th e monitoring and verification considerations; the  rela 
tive impor tance of national techn ical means  will be significantly 
different .

United States intern al focus on strat egic  arms control shifted 
from limitations on the  delivery vehicles to limitations on the  
launchers in the  1966 period. Launchers  were more readi ly moni
torab le by U.S. national technical means than  the  delivery vehi
cles, or the  missiles, and have been the  main  item limited by SALT 
agreements.

This committee is fully aware  of the major  improvements in the 
intelligence community’s ability  to monitor SALT activities. These 
improvements  in our moni toring  capabili ties actually  made SALT I 
and II possible. Of course, one of the  key questions today is have 
we overextended these  capabi lities in monitoring the SALT II 
agreement.

There are some very direc t and positive benefi ts from SALT I in 
the  monitor ing and compliance areas.

In my view, these benefits  a re as follows:
One, not to inte rfere  with the  national techn ical means of veri fi

cation of the other party;
Two, not to use delib erate  concea lment measures which impede 

verifica tion by national techn ical means of compliance with  the  
provisions of  the trea ty.

Three, the  establish ment of the  Standing  Consultative Commis
sion, a perm anent body with a broad cha rter, whose util ity and 
effectiveness I believe have been demonstrated.

As Ambassador Buchheim pointed out, the  SCC’s main mission 
in the  compliance area is to, “Consider questions concerning  com-

4 8 -2 8 0  O - 7 9 - 3
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pliance with the  obligations assumed and rela ted situations which 
may be considered ambiguous.”

Both elemen ts of th is basic mission are  imp orta nt and both have 
been the  basis for exchanges in the  SCC.

Ambassador Buchheim provided the  background of the  SCC and 
I will skip tha t. I would merely  like to comment on one point, the  
emphasis th at  Mr. Buchheim placed on privacy.

As he pointed out, par agraph  8 of the  regulation s states: “The 
proceedings of the Stand ing Consultative Commission shall  be con
ducted in private. The Standing Consultative Commission may not 
make its proceedings public except with the express consen t of both 
Commissioners. ’ ’

During the  negotiat ion of these  regula tions, it was made very 
clear th at  the  Stand ing Consul tative  Commission does not have a 
veto power over eith er government. The resu lts and the  activitie s 
of the  SCC can be made public if it is considered in the  U.S. 
intere st to do so. However, I would agree with Mr. Buchheim on 
the  impor tance of mai nta inin g privacy during the  discussion of 
very sensitive issues.

The Chairman. I thou ght Ambassador Buchheim  had said th at  
the  understanding was th at  the  proceedings could be made public 
only w ith the  consent of both parties.

Is t ha t the  case?
Mr. Graybeal. Par agr aph  8 of the  regulations  states th at  the  

proceedings may be made public only with the  express permission 
of both Commissioners. But duri ng the  negotiation of th at  very 
contro versia l para graph in the  regulat ions, it was made clear  th at  
neither Commissioner has a veto power over the  U.S. Govern ment 
in the  event  th at  the  U.S. Govern ment decides th at  it is in its 
intere st to make the  result s, the  activities, or even the  proceedings 
of the SCC available.

This has not yet been raised  in any issue. I emphasize the  impor
tanc e of privacy. But I merely  wan t to note th at  in the  nego tiating 
record, in spite of th at  regul ation , it is made clea r th at  the  SCC 
Commissioner has no veto power over actions of t his  Government.

The Chairman. I see. Tha nk you.
Mr. Graybeal. On the  SALT I compliance issues, Ambassador 

Buchheim  mention ed the  very detai led paper th at  was made avail
able to the  committee. I do not propose to try  to repe at mat eria l 
th at  is in th at  paper.  I would ra ther  take questions from the  
Sena tors on those issues of concern. I list the  eight  issues th at  were 
raised by the  United States in the  compliance context,  four of 
which I consider to be the  most impo rtant. These four are: The 
possible testing of an air  defense system, such as the  SA-5, rad ar 
in an ABM mode; laun ch contro l facilities, or the  III-X  silo issue; 
the  modern large ballis tic missiles or the  SS-19 issue; and the  
Soviet dism antli ng or destr uctio n of ICBM silo la unchers.

The committee is aware  th at  the  Soviets also raised  some compli
ance  issues with the  United States . In my view, the  only legitimate  
and real Soviet concern involved the  shel ters  over Minuteman 
silos.

Sena tor Stone. Mr. Chairman , may I c larify a point?
The Chairman. Sena tor Stone.
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Sena tor Stone. Mr. Graybea l, did you say th at  we raised eight 
issues, of which four were impo rtant .

Mr. Graybeal. I said th at  we raised  eight issues, of which the  
following four were the  ones th at  I considered, in my person al 
view, to be the most imp orta nt of those eight.

Sena tor Stone. It sounded like you said the  Soviets raised  eight 

issues.
Mr. Graybeal. Excuse me, sir, but  “no.” The Soviets also raised  

compliance issues in the  Standing Consultative Commission.
Sena tor Stone. So we raised those about their  perform ance and 

the n they  raised  this  one about ours, is t ha t it?
Mr. Graybeal. They raised severa l issues, but  the  one th at  I 

consider to be real  and legit imate  as a compliance question was the  
question  of the  shel ters  over t he Minu tema n silos.

In my view, the  SCC has proven to be an effective forum for 
raising , discussing, and resolving questions concerning compliance 
with  t he provisions of the SALT I agreem ents.

A variety of complicated issues has been raised  and discussed in 
a very direct  and frank man ner. Considerable useful inform ation 
has been exchanged  in the  process of clarify ing and removing the  
concerns.

Maintain ing the  privacy  of t he SCC proceedings has contr ibuted 
to these  useful exchanges. Ambiguous situa tions can be raised, 
discussed, and clarified with out outsiders immed iately  drawin g the 
conclusion th at  the re is a SALT “viola tion” and th at  the  agree 
ment s are  coming unglued.

The SCC has  proven  th at  sensiti ve issues can be raised, dis
cussed, and clarified with out revealing intelligence sources and 
methods. The SA-5  rad ar issue is an  example of this.

The sides have  notified each other in advance of issues to be 
discussed, and have used wri tten  and oral communications between 
reg ular sessions of the  SCC to  f ur the r express their  views.

The U.S. side did requ est a special session to discuss compliance 
questions and the  Soviets agreed without any serious problems or 
reservations.  The session proved to be t he star t of useful  exchanges 
on compliance issues in the  SCC.

In the  context of SALT II compliance questions, the  SCC will 
have a full menu imple ment ing the  SALT II agre ement and han 
dling various compliance questions which are  sure  to arise  in such 
a detaile d and complicated agreem ent.

For example, the  SCC is charge d with  working  out agreed crite 
ria  for determin ing which types of future  bombers  are “heavy 
bombers,” a complicated task  which has met with  difficulty  with in 
the  U.S. Government . We have not trie d to nego tiate  such crit eria 
with  the  Soviets to  da te.

Some comments on the  procedures and capabilities of the SCC to 
handle SALT II compliance questions follow.

The SCC has become the  recognized body for hand ling compli
ance questions. I recommend th at  it contin ue to be utilized for this 
purpose and th at  the “back cha nne l” be used to reinforce the  SCC 
and not replace  it. The “back cha nne l” to which I am referri ng is 
the  communic ations duri ng the  SALT I issues between Dr. Kissin 
ger, Mr. Dobrynin, and variou s members of the Soviet Governm ent.
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The inte rna l review process for evaluatin g the inform ation re lat ed to possible compliance questions and for deciding on which items to recommend be raised  with the  Soviets is thorough and includes all concerned members of th e executive branch. Consideration should be given to the desirability and mechan isms for appropria te committees of Congress to become involved in the  process, specifically when, where, and how to become involved.The SCC has the  capabi lities to handle the  likely compliance questions  and ambiguous situa tions which will arise  from a SALT II agreement.
The Soviets expect sensitive  issues to be raised in this  forum. They will continue  to press for “privacy” of t he SCC proceedings, which I think is a good idea while the  issues are  under considerations. I think , though, th at  the  resu lts of these  discussions warrant  a second look as to whether or not they  should be made public.
There must be a will to  raise  compliance questions or ambiguous situa tions as soon as we have our facts stra ight . The viability  of any arms control agreement requires early clarification  of compliance questions. Raising and clarifying such issues contributes  to the  confidence in the  agreement. Deferring or delaying adds suspicions and uncerta inties and could encourage  the  Soviets to test  our will and our intelligence capabi lities even more.Protection  of in telligence sources and methods is a critica l consideration  in deciding how to raise  and discuss an issue in the  SCC.There has been an effective mechanism for assuring the  protection of sensitive  sources and methods. This is one of the  key considerat ions  when a potential compliance question  is raised  within the  U.S. Government.
The manner in which the  issue is raised  is determined in large part by such considerations.
[Deleted.]
Mr. Graybeal. I am  unaw are of any case where the  p rotection of intelligence sources and methods has precluded the  United State s from raising, explaining , and defending its position on a compliance issue.
If U.S. securi ty is at  stake, the re is always the  option we exercised in the Cuban missile crisis—lay the  pictures on the table. But this  has not been necessary to date.
In my view, one of the most sensitive and dangerous area s of SALT II compliance questions will be the  likely necessary discussions of te leme try required to monitor the  provisions of th e agree ment. This discussion may be difficult to hand le and  will require the  greates t care to protect sources and methods, and to avoid gett ing caugh t on the  “slippery slope” or revealing your knowledge and need for d ifferent channels  of information .One mus t not let the  Soviets use the  SCC for intelligence collection, eith er to determin e our  sources or methods or to determine  how successful or unsuccessful our intelligence has been.Soviet uncerta inti es regarding our intelligence monito ring capabilities is, in my view, one of th e best deterrent s to possible Soviet cheating . They know too much already; we m ust make  every effort to avoid revealing even more.
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This is essen tial for U.S. security , as well as for monitoring 
SALT agreem ents.

Let me make a few gene ral observations now, Mr. Chair man.
First I will discuss Soviet incent ives to c heat.
I do no t believe th at  the  Soviets would enter  into any agre eme nt 

which required them  to cheat in order to att ain  the ir mil itar y 
objectives, or on which they  planned to cheat. This is not to say 
th at  they  will not press the  agre eme nt to its limit  or to tes t the 
United States.

When assessing the  likelihood of Soviet cheating, one mus t con
sider several interrela ted  factors. The Soviets would also consider 
these  factors.

The risk of being caught is a lways gre ate r than  zero.
There are costs to cheating: There are  likely delays in the  mili

tar y program; the re are  likely reduc tions in the  relia bility of the 
system if you cannot tes t it in the  optimum manner; and the re are 
likely monetary  costs.

Thus, the  Soviets will have to assess these costs against  the 
mil itar y gains  from chea ting and the  political implicat ions, if 
caught , versus these  mil itar y gains.

When assessing the  possible chea ting scenarios, it is i mp ortant  to 
eval uate  both the  Soviet normal practic es and possible “alt ere d” 
practices. It is my underst and ing  th at  the  intelli gence  community 
is doing this  in an excell ent manner.

I will tal k about moni toring the  spirit of the  agreem ent.
The “spirit of the  agreem ent” is an American invention. It has 

little , if any, meaning to the  Soviets. It is the  let ter  of the  agree
men t th at  counts. Un ilat era l inte rpreta tions and stat ement s are 
not binding  and cannot be relied upon to influen ce the  Soviets.

What about  Soviet compliance with  the  agre eme nt “as prese nted 
to Congress?”

The language of the  agree ment , the  agreed  sta tem ents and  the 
common understandi ngs reflec t what could be negot iated  and  wha t 
is bin ding on t he two parties.

Pres enta tion s to Congress can help expla in the  language and 
how it was derived, but  they  should not change  the  meaning  of the  
langua ge or the  scope of th e provisions of the  agreement.

Mr. Chai rman , duri ng my ten ure  as Commissioner, when I was 
asked to come up on the  Hill on the  SS-19  issue I was asked this 
question: If the  SS-19  is not a techn ical violation, it is sure  a 
violation  of the  agre eme nt as presented to Congress. D uring cert ain 
of the  explanations , the re were indica tions th at  our unila teral 
sta tem ent  and othe r means were controlling  the  light  versus  heavy 
missile problem. Tha t is why I use the  SS-19  as an example.

The Chairman. We ar e well aware  of tha t.
Mr. Graybeal. Yes, sir. I thou ght  you were.
It is often argued th at  the re should be more specificity in the 

langua ge of the  agree ment . From a compliance  viewpoint, the re 
are  imp orta nt considerations.

Clear and mut ually agreed  “defin ition s” are  essential to avoiding 
misu nderstanding s and to the  continued viabi lity of a n agre ement. 
Ther e must  be agre eme nt on wha t is limite d and the  na tu re  and 
ext ent  of t he limita tions.
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However, t her e are  instances when too much specificity can pose problems. For example, by placing specific qua ntit ativ e limits on what  was mean t by “not to tes t in an ABM mode” in SALT I, one could invite the  othe r side to design around the  limita tions;  frequently , general language perm its flexibility in challenging the activit ies of the other side.
I believe that  we were smart  in  not being too specific in delineat ing wha t we meant by “delibera te concea lment measures which impede verification” by national technical means, par ticu larly in the  te lemetry  case, both for challenge reasons  and for protection of sources and methods.
In my opinion, we will be in a bet ter  position to challenge future Soviet actions of concern tha n we would be had we tried  to get a very specific de finition of th e scope and nat ure  of “deliberate concealm ent measures” or to dete rmin e precisely wha t telemetry data  or channels are necessary for monitoring the  agreement and must not be denied the other side.
The exte nt to which U.S. monitor ing capabil ities and  limitations should be made public also involves several considerations.It is very importa nt that  the  U.S. public have confidence in our abili ty to monitor SALT agreements , and in our willingness and abili ty to raise  promptly  and resolve satisfactori ly compliance questions.
It is ext remely impo rtan t t ha t we protect our intelligence  sources and methods—they are  essen tial to our national  security and also to monitoring SALT agreements.
It is important that  the  Soviets be kept  unc erta in about our moni toring  capabilities . Such unc erta inty  is a deter ren t to cheating.
The difficult problem is to find the  happy  medium which meets all thr ee  of the above cr iteria. In my view, the  protection of intelli gence sources and methods is by far  th e most imp ortant  and should be the  dominant consideration  in deciding wha t should be made public.
I would like to make a few more general observations, Mr. Chair man, and then  I will complete my statem ent.
The intelligence community and CIA mus t avoid being labeled as either pro- or anti-SALT. Otherwise, the ir moni toring  judgm ents will not be considered creditable.
[Deleted.]
Mr. Graybeal. Monitoring the  detailed provisions of the  SALT agreement and the  SCC implement ing procedures will require a significant allocation of resources by the  intelligence  community. It is imp orta nt that  these  resources be allocated  to the  prior ity jobs and concerns, and not be was ted on inconsequen tial items.Monitor ing all the  specific detai ls of the  almost completely disman tled  ICBM laun ch sites  is, in my opinion, an example  of the  expenditure  of resources which could be profitably utilized on more press ing intelligence problems as well as more pressing SALT monitor ing problems.
In my view, t he linkage of resolution of one compliance issue to the  satisfactory resolution of ano ther separate issue is a mistake and should be avoided. Compliance issues should be considered on their  merits  and resolved accordingly.
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The SALT and SCC are  sepa rate  bodies, and should remain so. 
However, the  U.S. Commissioner should be kept fully apprised of 
the  SALT negotia tions and proposed language . He needs to know 
the  origin and purpose of the  various articles, agreed stateme nts 
and common un ders tandings  in order  to  implement  the agreement.

He can also provide useful advice on likely issues to arise  from 
the  proposed language. And, he can help assure that  problems are 
resolved in the  SALT negot iating  forum and not “solved” by a 
sta tem ent  “to  be worked out in the  SCC.”

In the  case of the  SALT II agreement,  as I have read it, I believe 
th at  the process has worked well and that  the SCC is charged  w ith 
its proper  implementing role.

Mr. Chairman, this completes a summ ary of some of my re
marks . I would be happy to try  to answer your questions.

[Mr. Graybeal’s prepared sta tem ent  follows:]
Statement of Sidney N. Graybeal, Former U.S. Commissioner to the 

Standing Consultative Commission, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear before your distinguished Committee. I 
hope that  my comments and answers to your questions will help the Committee in 
its considerations of SALT issues.

I. BACKGROUND AND APPROACH

I am appearing before you today representing  only myself. The mater ial that  I 
will be presenting in both my in itial state men t and in response to your questions is 
derived from publicly available information and from my memory of the  classified 
facts involving compliance questions raised in connection with SALT I. I have not 
requested or received any help from the Executive Branch; the views that I will be 
presen ting a re stric tly my own.

In order to assist you in calibrating  my remarks, a br ief review of my background 
and experience may be useful. After fourteen years in the  Centra l Intelligence 
Agency working on foreign missile and space activities, I joined the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency in 1964 and became directly involved in the preparations  
for SALT. I served as the Alte rnate Executive Officer throughout  SALT I. The 
President appointed me a Delegate on SALT II, and in Jun e of 1973 he appointed 
me the  U.S. Commissioner on the Standing Consultative Commission—a position 
that  I occupied u ntil November 1976. I returned to CIA as Director of the Office of 
Strategic  Research and remained in that  position until  my retir ement from the 
Government in mid-January 1979. I am currently  working for System Planning 
Corporation in Arlington, Virginia.

My prepared state men t is in the  form of an outline which I will be happy to 
expand upon dur ing the question period.

II. PURPOSE

To discuss Soviet compliance with SALT I, and the procedures and capabilities of 
the  Standing  Consultative  Commission for addressing  possible Soviet violations of 
SALT II. I will also try  to answer  any questions that  you may have.

III. SCOPE

My remarks will be divided into five general sections:
A. Background Considerations;
B. SALT History—primar ily in th e monitoring and verification context;
C. Standing Consultative Commission and SALT I Compliance Issues;
D. Standing Consultative Commission and SALT II Compliance Questions; and
E. Some General Observations.

IV. BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS

A. Arms Control and Nationa l Security.
1. There is nothing inconsistent in pursuing both strategic arms control and more 

and better strategic weapons simultaneously. Both can and should contribute to our 
net national security.
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2. Arms control should con tribute to our national security—not become an end in and of itself.
B. Any a rms control agreement boils down to one question which must be asked and answered by the President and the Senate:“Are we be tter  off with th is agreement or wi th no agreement?”C. There are  two main considerations which must be evaluated in answering this question:
1. What will be the net effect on U.S. security—milita rily and political?2. Can the agreement be “adequately” verified?What constitu tes “adequa te” verification involves a judgment.It depends in par t on what one considers constitu tes “an adequate deterre nt.” If one subscribes to the “minimum deter rence ” theory, then  one may not be too concerned over comprehensive monitoring capabilities for all provisions of the agreement . On the other hand if one is concerned about the viability of our deterrence, then  one will probably be concerned about our ability to monitor the  specific of all the provisions.
When someone uses the term “adequate verification,” i t is important  to ascertain  his criter ia for “adequate.”
One should also ask if we would face many of th e same monitoring problems— keeping track of Soviet strategic activities—without  an agreement? Does the agreement help ou r monitoring capabilities?D. Distinction between “monitor ing” and “verification.”1. The Intelligence Community is responsible for monitoring the  provisions of the  agreement . The Intelligence Community is also responsible for providing information on our monitoring capabilities and limitations both now and in the future.2. These monitoring capabilities and limita tions are a key input for determin ing whether or not we will have “adequate” veri fication.E. The Intelligence Community provides information concerning Soviet activities; the policy level decides whether or not these  activ ities constitu te a “violation” of the agreement and what actions should be tak en—when and in what forum.

V.  SALT HISTORY— IN  THE  MONIT ORING  AN D VERIFIC ATION CONTEXT
A. Secrecy is a national asset to the Soviets as we learned in the Surprise  Attack Conference in 1958. They expect to ex trac t a  price from us if they are to give up any significant aspect thereof. The differences between a closed and an open society have a direct bearing on monitoring and verification considerations; the relative importance of national technical means will be significantly different.B. The U.S. Strategic Nuclear  Delivery Vehicle (SNDV) Freeze proposal of 1964 was rejected by the Soviets purportedly for verification reasons—required  extensive on-site inspections for monitor ing the provisions. Soviet s trateg ic inferiority in 1964 was probably another main reason for rejection. Each side prefers to negotiate from a position of strength which the  Soviets were lacking in 1964.C. U.S. inte rnal  focus on strateg ic arms control shifted from limita tions on the delivery vehicles to limi tations on the  launchers in th e 1966 period. Launchers were more readily monitorable by U.S. natio nal technical means than the delivery vehicles (missiles) and have been the  main item limited by SALT agreements.D. There  have been major improvement in the U.S. Intelligence Community’s ability to monitor Soviet activities. These improved monitoring capabilities made SALT I and SALT II possible. One of the  key questions today is: “Have we overextended those capabilities in monitoring SALT II?”E. Positive Benefits from SALT I—In my view the re are  th ree significant  benefits from SALT I which are directly related to monitoring and compliance questions.1. “* * * not to interfere with the  national technical means of verification of the other Party.  * * *”

2. “* * * not to use delibera te concealment measures  which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the  provisions of this  Tre aty.”3. The establishment of the  Standing Consultative Commission—a permanent body with a broad cha rter—whose util ity and effectiveness I believe has been demonstrated.

VI. THE  ST AN DING  CONSULTA TIVE COM MISSION (SCC) AN D SALT I COM PLIANC E ISSUES
A. Standing Consultative Commission (SCC)

1. The basic charter  for the SCC is set forth in Article XIII of the ABM Treaty, which is referred to in Article VI of th e Interim Agreement and which is carried over in a slightly modified and expanded version in Article XVII of the SALT II Agreement.



17

2. The SCC’s main mission in the compliance area is to: “consider questions 
concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related situat ions which 
may be considered ambiguous. " (Emphasis added)

Both elements of this  basic mission are impor tant, and both have been the  basis 
for exchanges in the SCC.

3. The Memorandum of Unders tanding establishing the Standing  Consultative 
Commission was signed on December 21, 1972.

4. The “Regulations” for the  SCC entered into force on May 30, 1973. Importan t 
provisions of the Regulations are:

“The Commissioners shall, when possible, inform each other  in advance of the 
mat ters  to be submitted  for discussion, but may at  a meeting submit for discussion 
any mat ter within  the competence of the Commission.” (Para. 3)

“During intervals between sessions of the Commission, each Commissioner may 
transmi t writt en or oral communications to the other Commissioner concerning 
mat ters  within the  competence of the Commission.” (Para. 4)

“The proceedings of th e Standing Consultative Commission shall be conducted in 
private. The Standing Consultative  Commission may not make its proceedings 
public except with the express consent of both Commissioners.” (Para. 8) The SCC 
does not have a “veto power” over e ither  Government. Results and activities of the 
SCC may be made public if it  is considered in the U.S. interest to do so.

5. The SCC opened in Geneva in the spring of 1973 and has been meeting at  least 
twice annua lly with a Special Session called by the  U.S. in early  1975 to discuss 
some compliance questions.
B. SAL T I  compliance issues

The P resident decides on which issues will be raised in the SCC based on informa
tion provided by the Intelligence Community and recommendations from the  Special 
Coordination Committee—previously the Verification Panel. Compliance issues were 
first raised in the SCC during a Special Session convened a t the request of the  U.S. 
in early  1975. I will merely list the  issues raised by the U.S. arranged, in my view, 
in their order of importance to U.S. security. The Executive Branch has made 
available a highly classified paper covering these issues in detail. Rather than 
repea t information contained there in, I will tr y to respond to any questions you may 
have on items of pa rticu lar interes t.

1. Possible Testing of an Air Defense System (SA-5) Radar  in an ABM Mode.
2. Launch Control Facilities (“III-X Silos”).
3. Modern Large Ballistic Missiles (SS-19 Issue).
4. Soviet Dismantling or Destruction of ICBM Silo Launchers.
5. Concealment Measures.
6. Soviet ABM Radar on Kamchatka Peninsula.
7. Concealment at  an ICBM Test Range.
8. Soviet Reporting of Dismantling of Excess ABM Test Launchers.

C. SAL T I  compliance issues raised by the  Soviets
Although this Committee has asked me to address Soviet compliance w ith SALT I 

agreements,  the Soviets also raised some questions concerning compliance in the 
SCC which I am prepared to discuss if the  Committee so desires. Soviet issues 
include:

1. Shelters over Minutem an Silos—in my view the only real and legitima te Soviet 
concern.

2. Privacy of the SCC Proceedings.
3. Atlas and Titan I Launchers.
4. U.S. Radar on Shemya Island.
5. Dismantling or Destruction of the ABM Radar  under Construction at Malm- 

strom AFB.
D. Summary—Effectiveness o f SCC in hand ling compliance questions re SA LT  I

1. The SCC has proven to be an effective forum for raising, discussing and 
resolving questions concerning compliance with the  provisions of the SALT I  agree
ments.

A variety of complicated issues have been raised and discussed in a very direct 
and frank manner . Considerable useful information has been exchanged in the 
process of clarifying and  removing the concerns.

Mainta ining the privacy of the  SCC proceeding has contributed to the useful 
exchanges; ambiguous situations can be raised, discussed and clarified without 
outsiders immediately drawing the  conclusion tha t there is a SALT “violation” and 
the  agreements are coming unglued.

2. The SCC has proven that  sensitive issues can be ra ised, discussed an d clarified 
without revealing intelligence sources and methods. The SA-5 issue is an example.

48 -2 8 0  0 - 7 9 - 4
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3. The sides have notified each other in advance of issues to be discussed, and have used w ritten and oral communications between regular sessions of the SCC to 
further  express thei r views.

4. The U.S. side did request a special session to discuss compliance questions and the Soviets agreed without any serious problems or reservat ions—the session proved 
to be th e s tart of useful exchanges on compliance issues in the  SCC.

VII . ST AN DING  CONSULTATIVE COMMISSION (SCC) AN D SALT II COM PLIA NCE QUESTIO NS

A. The SCC will have a full menu implementing the SALT II Agreement  and handling th e various compliance questions which are  sure to arise in such a detai led 
and complicated agreement.

1. For example, the SCC is charged with working out  agreed criter ia for dete rmin
ing which types of future bombers a re “heavy bombers”—a complicated task which has met with difficulty within the U.S. Government. We haven’t tried  to negotiate 
such c riter ia with the Soviets.

B. Some comments on the procedures and capabilities of the SCC to handle SALT II compliance questions follow:
1. The SCC has  become the recognized body for handling compliance questions. I recommend that  it continue to be utilized for this  purpose, and that  the  “back channel” be used to reinforce the SEC, no t replace it.
2. The inte rnal review process for evaluating the information related to possible 

compliance questions and for deciding on which items to recommend be ra ised with the Soviets is thorough and includes all concerned members of the Executive Branch. Consideration should be given to the desirability  and mechanisms for appropriate  committees of Congress to become involved in the  process—when, where and how to become involved.
3. The SCC has the capabilities to handle  the  likely compliance questions and ambiguous situations which will arise from a  SALT II agreement.
The Soviets expect sensitive issues to be raised in th is forum; they will continue to press for “privacy” of the  SCC proceeding—which I think is a good idea while the issues are  un der consideration.
The s taff  of the SCC can be expanded by whatever expertise is required to handle the  issues to  be raised and discussed.
C. There must be a  will to raise compliance questions or ambiguous situations as soon as we have our facts straight. The viability of any arms control agreement requires early  clarification of compliance questions. Raising and clarifying such 

issues cont ributes to the confidence in the agreement. Deferring or delaying creates added suspicions and uncerta inties, and could encourage the  Soviets to t est our will and intelligence capabilities even more.
D. Protection of intelligence sources and methods is a critical consideration in deciding how to raise  and discuss an issue in the SCC.
1. There has been an effective mechanism for assuring the protection of sentitive intelligence sources and methods.
This is one of the key considerations when a potent ial compliance question is raised within th e U.S. Government.
The manner in which the issue is to be raised is determ ined in large par t by such considerations.
There is a senior intelligence officer (represen ting the DCI) on th e SCC delegation 

who provides continued guidance to the  Commissioner and the U.S. delegation regarding protection of sources and methods.
2. I am unaware of any case where the  protection of intelligence sources and methods has precluded the U.S. from raising, explaining and defending its position on a compliance question.
If U.S. security is a t stake, there is always the  option we exercised in the  Cuban Missile Crisis—lay the p ictures on the  table.
In my view, one of the most sensitive and dangerous areas of SALT II compliance questions will be the likely necessary discussions of telemetry required  to monitor the provisions of th e agreement. These discussions may be difficult to handle and will requi re the greatest care to protect  sources and methods, and to avoid getting caugh t on the  “slippery slope.”
3. One must not let the Soviets use the SCC for intelligence collection—eithe r to determine our sources or methods or to determine how successful or unsuccessful our intelligence has been.
4. Soviet uncertainties  regarding our intelligence monitoring capabilities is, in my view, one of the best dete rren ts to possible Soviet cheating. They know too much 

already; we must make every effort to avoid revealing even more. This is essential for U.S. security, as well as for monitoring SALT agreements.
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VIII.  SOME GEN ERA L OBSE RVA TIONS

A. Soviet incentives to cheat
1. I do not believe th at the  Soviets would e nter  into an agreement which required 

them to cheat in order to a tta in the ir milita ry objectives, or on which they planned 
to cheat . This is not to say that  they will not press the agreem ent to i ts limits or to 
test  the U.S.

2. When assessing the likelihood of the Soviets cheating, one must consider 
several inter related factors. The Soviets would also consider these factors.

The risks of being caught  are always gre ater  than zero.
There are costs to cheating:
Likely delays in the  program; Likely reduction in the  reliabil ity of the  system; 

and Likely monetary costs.
Thus, the Soviets would have to assess these costs against the military gains from 

the cheating, and the political implications if caught versus the  military gains.
3. When assessing possible cheating scenarios, it is important  to evaluate both 

Soviet “normal” practices and possible “al tered” practices.
B. Monitoring the “Spirit o f the Agreement”

1. The “spirit  of the agreement” is an American invention; it has little  if any, 
meaning to the Soviets. It is the letter of the agreement tha t counts. Unilatera l 
interpreta tions  and statements are not binding, and cannot be relied upon to influ
ence the  Soviets.
C. Soviet compliance with the agreement “as presented to Congress”

1. The language of the agreement, the agreed statements and the common under
standings reflect what could be negotiated and what  is binding on the two parties. 
Presentations  to Congress can help explain the  language and how it was derived, 
but they should not change the meaning of the language or the scope of the 
provisions of the  agreement. (SS-19 issue is an example.)

D. It is often argued that  there should be more specificity in the language of the 
agreement. From a compliance viewpoint, there are some im portant considerations:

1. Clear and mutually agreed “definitions” are essential  to avoiding misunder
standings and to th e continued viability of an agreement. There must be agreement 
on what is limited and the nature  and ex tent of the limitations.

2. However, th ere are instances when too much specificity can pose problems. For 
example, by placing specific quantitative limits on what was mean t by “not to test 
in an ABM mode” in SALT I, one could invite the other  side to  design around the 
limitations; frequently, genera l language permits  flexibility in  chal lenging the activ
ities of the other side. I believe that  we were sma rt in not being too specific in 
delineating what we meant by “deliberate concealment measures  which impede 
verification” by national technica l means—particu larly  in the telemetry encryption 
case—both for challenge reasons and for protection of sources and methods. In my 
opinion, we will be in a bette r position to challenge future Soviet actions of concern 
than we would be had we tried  to get a very specific definition of the scope and 
nature  of “deliberate  concealment measures” or  de termine precisely what telemetry 
data (or channels) are necessary for monitoring the  agreement, and must  not be 
denied the other side.

E. The exten t to which U.S. monitoring capabilities and limitat ions should be 
made public involves several considerations.

1. It is very important  that  the U.S. public have confidence in our ability to 
monitor SALT agreements, and in our willingness and ability  to raise promptly and 
resolve satisfactorily compliance questions.

2. It is extremely important  that  we protect  our intelligence sources and meth
ods—they are essential  to our national security  and also to monitoring SALT 
agreements.

3. It is important  tha t the Soviets be kept uncertain  about our monitoring capa
bilities—such uncertainty is a deterre nt to cheating.

4. The difficult problem is to f ind the happy medium which meets all three of the 
above criteria.  In my view, the protection of our intelligence sources and methods is 
by far the most impor tant and should be the dominan t consideration in deciding 
what should be made public.

F. The Intelligence Community and CIA must avoid being labelled either pro- or 
anti-SALT; otherwise, their monitoring judgments will not be considered creditable. 
I believe tha t Stan Turner and Ray McCrory have done an excellent job in this 
regard.

G. Monitoring the  detailed provisions of the  SALT agreements and the  SCC 
implement ing procedures will require a significant  allocation of resources by the 
Intelligence Community. It is important  tha t these resources be allocated to the
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priority  jobs and concerns, and not be wasted on inconsequential items. Monitoring all the specific details of the almost completely dismantled ICBM launch sites is an example of the  expenditure of resources which could be profitably utilized on more pressing intel ligence problems.

H. In my view, the linkage of resolution of one compliance issue to the satisfactory resolution of another separate issue is a mistake and should be avoided. Compliance issues should be considered on thei r merits and resolved accordingly.I. The SALT and SCC are separate bodies, and should remain so. However, the U.S. Commissioner should be kept fully apprised of the SALT negotiations and proposed language. He needs to  know the origin and purpose of the various articles, agreed statements and common understanding in order to implement the agreement. He can also provide useful advice on likely issues to ar ise from the language. And he can help assure tha t problems are  resolved in the SALT negotiations and not “solved” by a statem ent “to be worked out in the SCC.” In the case of the  SALT II agreement, I believe tha t the  process has worked well and tha t the SCC is charged with its proper implementing role.
J. SA LT  III  and the SCC

1. Don’t look to SALT III to solve SALT II monitoring/verification problems; SALT II must stand on its own feet. The SCC can press for cooperative measures in implement ing SALT II, but there is no obligation on the Soviets to cooperate where they are not bound by the agreement to do so. However, the  experience in the SCC to date indicates that  i t is the best forum to obtain Soviet cooperation on clarifying ambiguous si tuations. As long as the Soviets consider SALT to be in the ir national interests, they will make a concerted effort to preclude compliances questions from undermining the agreements. This is not to say th at  they  will not t est the system or challenge the United States on cer tain activities.
2. The SCC has a very flexible char ter, and could be used as the  forum for amending existing SALT agreements—including the SALT II Agreement if rat ified—if the SALT III negotiations get tied up in a multitude of grey area  systems involving time-consuming negotiations with our Allies and with the  Soviets. The SCC could be used to handle time urgent , primari ly bilateral, items separate from the SALT III negotiations, should this be considered a desirable course to follow.3. Need to do our homework carefully before we jump into  SALT III.
IX. Gentlemen, this concludes my prepared remarks. I will try  to answer any questions you may have.
The Chairman. Thank  you, Mr. Graybeal.
Firs t of all, let me call your atte ntio n to a Jack Anderson piece 

which appea red in the  Washing ton Post on Septem ber 21. I will 
read the  par ts that are  relevant. I believe you have the  item before you.

Mr. Graybeal. Yes, sir. I an ticip ated  your  question.
The Chairman. Good.
Let us go down to the  last paragraph  in the  first  column. I will 

begin reading a t t ha t point.
The issue involved the limit set on the  number of ballist ic missile launchers  in the Soviet navy’s vast submarine fleet, an important  weapon in thei r strategic  arsenal. Under  the 1972 t reaty , the Soviets agreed to a limit of 740 of these missile launchers.
If the  Soviets went over the  limit of 740, they were required to destroy or dismantle an equal number of older missile launchers. Yet, according to Central Intelligence Agency documents, the United States became aware  that  the Soviets had begun to exceed the 740 limit by August 1975.
United States intelligence estimated the number  of unauthor ized launchers at six and the State  Depar tment’s trea ty enforcement officials mulled over the violations for several weeks. But before they could decide how to push this part icular cookie, the Soviets blithely announced tha t they were indeed over the agreed upon l imit by 23 missile launchers.
Embarrassed intelligence officials did a hasty reassessment and “concluded tha t the Soviet repor t accurately reflects the status of the force under the agreement.”Like the  deadbeat who assures a creditor that  “the check is in the mail,” the Soviets promised tha t the 23 missile launchers  they “owed” us under  the trea ty would be dismantled by March 1976, as well as 27 more that  would have been replaced by new launchers by that date.
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When March rolled around, though, the Soviets had junked only 9 of the 50 
launchers. Blaming winter  weather for the delay, the Soviets then promised tha t 
the 50 launchers would positively, absolutely be on the scrap heap by Ju ne  1, 1976.

The State  Department bought the Soviet alibi about the weather, even though 
intelligence sources noted tha t the Russian winter  hadn’t prevented the  Soviets 
from putting missile silos together. It also bought the Soviet promise that  every
thing  would be hunky-dory by June.

Sure enough, when Jun e came, the Soviets assured our SALT watchdogs tha t the 
launchers had been dismantled. This was an  out and out lie.

Our intelligence agencies found tha t the 50 missile launchers weren’t junked  un til 
the next October, by which time the Soviets owed us several dozen more to  compen
sate for the ir continuing  production of new launchers.

Yet Vance, in his repor t to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 
21, 1978, tried to make the  Soviet cheating on the sub launchers seem like a 
trium ph of no-nonsense tre aty  enforcement by the United States.

The Chairman. Now, what have you to say about  that  rendi tion 
by Mr. Anderson?

Mr. Graybeal. If I may, sir, I will lead off on that  because it 
came up during my tenure as an SCC Commissioner.

Let me give a couple of words of background and a couple of 
specific comments.

The SCC developed agreed procedures for dismantling  and de
struc tion of ICBM launchers which became effective on July 3, 
1974. These procedures included a time—4 months—by which the 
prescribed dismantling and destruction procedures must be com
pleted.

When it became appar ent  that  the  Soviets would not meet this 
time requ irement in the  case of abou t 41 launchers,  it was decided 
to raise this  issue in the  SCC. Before the United State s was able to 
raise the issue, the Soviets acknowledged th at  they had not met the 
required schedule, purpo rtedly  for techn ical reasons, but would be 
back on schedule by a specific date, and agreed that  no more 
submarines with replacement SLBM’s would begin sea tria ls before 
completion of required dismantling  or destruction.

They did eventually  get back on schedule.
[Deleted.]
The Chairman. In this  case, the  Anderson artic le deals with 

submarine  missiles.
As they were adding missiles to the ir subm arine  fleet, what  

missiles were  they destroying?
Mr. Graybeal. As a  submarine  leaves for sea t ria ls—tha t means, 

when it leaves its port and not when it moves with in the  port— 
that  is the  sta rtin g date  from which you begin to dismantle  or 
destroy the  ICBM launcher , which is the  replaced laun cher for the 
SLBM that  is going to sea. So, the  idea is that  4 months  from the 
date the ICBM launchers,  which were SS-7’s and SS-8’s, would be 
dismantled or destroyed in accordance with agreed procedures and 
within 4 months those would go out of the  inven tory and the 
submarine  launcher  would begin to count when the subm arine  
went to sea. In the  Jac k Anderson artic le he is stat ing th at  those 
that  went to sea counted, but  the  ones that  were being dismantled 
or destroyed had not been dismantled or destroyed, and therefore 
they were still in the inven tory and there fore  you had an excess of 
ICBM and SLBM launchers .

The Chairman. Is he  r igh t about tha t?
Mr. Graybeal. In my view he is incorrect .
The Chairman. Why?
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Mr. Graybeal. [Deleted.]
So, I think  this is one case where the  Soviets were in clear violation of the  SCC procedures—it is the only case of a violation to my knowledge—in the sense that  they  did not dismantle  o r destroy these launchers within  the  4 months prescribed  period. I do not believe that  they had an excess of opera tional launchers during  that  p arti cular period. [Deleted.]
The Chairman. The charge  is t ha t the  Russians began to exceed the  740 limit  by August 1975 and I would like you to address that . It needs to be understood as to whe ther  o r not the  Russians in fact were o ut of compliance for an extended period of time.
Mr. Graybeal. I would like to make one other point before Mr. McCrory addresses that.
The Chairman. Certainly.
Mr. Graybeal. This is a point that  I mentioned earl ier,  about wha t actua lly consti tutes dismantlin g or  destruction.
The procedures that we worked out were very rigorous procedures. The purpose behind them was to assure  that  th at  launcher  was put  into a condition which precluded its ability to launch missiles in less time tha n it took to build a new one. To do th at,  we had a series of actions. [Deleted.] A whole series of items were removed.
[Deleted.]
The Chairman. I suppose th at  I am tryin g to get at two things. One is the  s tatement made here  th at  t he Russians began to exceed the ir 740 limit by August 1975 and th at  they  did not come back into compliance until  the  following October. I read th at  to be October 1977.
Mr. McCrory. May I address tha t, Senator?
The Chairman. Yes.
Mr. McCrory. There are  two separate issues here. One happened in 1975 and one happened in 1976 and under quite diffe rent circumstances.
The stat ement  that  the  Soviets began to exceed the  740 limit  by August 1975, according to our document , which is referenced here, meant simply that  at  that  time  they  had put  out new SLBM launchers above the  740 limit  and that  they  were therefore required to reduce. At the time th at  they  did that  and they  had to do tha t, they  had to begin dismantlin g or destruction—at the  t ime the  subm arine went on sea tria ls—and to complete it 4 months later . At the  time that they  indeed began to exceed, they  had initiated  dismantling or destruc tion of 34 launchers.
So, the  fact that  they  had gone beyond the  740 in August  had been compensated for by the initi atio n of dism antl ing or destruction of 34 launchers.
The Chairman. Did th at  begin in August  1975?
Mr. McCrory. I t was even earlier, actually .
The Chairman. I see.
Mr. McCrory. Then, with rega rd to the  stat ement  th at  the  Soviets blithely announced that  they  were, indeed, over the  agreed upon limi t [deleted] a s you know, the  Soviets and we are  required to repo rt on dismantlin g and destruction  on the firs t day of each SCC session.
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We, in the  intelligence community, provide an estimate  of what 
th at  Soviet repo rt will be ahead of time. Our estimate  at  t ha t time 
was that  they  would repo rt 6 and, although we did point out that  
the re was 1 submarine  th at  could have gone on sea tria ls [deleted] 
the  Soviets reported 23, which did not mean th at  they  were in 
violation because they  had already begun the  dismantling or de
struction  of 34.

So, th e question then was this: Was the  Soviet repo rt correc t or 
not. We were able to determine , indeed, th at  it was correct [de
leted].

The Chairman. All right.
You say that  the  dism antling of the  missiles under the  agree 

men t needed to be accomplished within 4 months of the time that  
the  subm arine  went out to sea for sea tria ls to compensate for the  
added missiles on th e submarine.

Mr. McCrory. That is right.
The Chairman. [Deleted].
Mr. McCrory. [Deleted].
But, in term s of it being destroyed—tha t is, the launch capabi lity 

being destroyed—yes.
The Chairman. Let me ask you th is question.
Were the  Russians  ever in violation of t he term s of th e inte rim 

agreement as d istinct from the  SCC procedures?
Mr. McCrory. The inte rim agreement placed a freeze on the  

number of ICBM launchers.  Therefore, if they  would have had 
more opera tional laun chers tha n they  were allowed, they  would 
have been in violation  of th e agreement itself. We have no evidence 
that  t ha t ever occurred.

The problem was meeting the  techn ical requ irem ents  of the pro
cedures  to have the  sites completely dismantled by those proce
dures  with in a prescribed time frame. They did not meet tha t.

Sena tor Muskie. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Sena tor Muskie.
Sena tor Muskie. It seems to me that  the  procedures are  designed 

to p rotec t the imperatives of the  t rea ty. Are you say ing that  failure 
to mee t requiremen t procedures would not necessarily  constitu te a 
violation  of the  tre aty  when the  purpose of the  procedures is to 
protect the  sa feguards of the  treaty ?

Mr. McCrory. I am merely saying, Sena tor, th at  the  treaty  did 
not provide for the  time period in which these laun chers would be 
done. It was the  procedures th at  were developed in the  SCC th at  
laid that  out, and they did not meet  t ha t commitment.

Senator  Muskie. But weren’t those procedures, in effect, a  clarifi 
cation  and definition  of the  requ irem ents  of the tre aty  and to the  
extent  th at  the  procedures were not met, wasn’t that  at leas t a 
techn ical breach of  the trea ty?

Mr. McCrory. Sir, I am not a lawyer and would leave th at  to 
others to say.

Mr. Graybeal. The inte rim agreement calls for the  development 
of procedures  for dismantling . The Standing Consul tative  Commis
sion is an implementing body. The Standing Consultative Commis
sion did develop those procedures. They were signed by Kissinger 
and Gromyko on Jul y 3, 1974. They a re a legally binding document 
on the  United State s and the  Soviet Union, just the  same as any
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othe r internation al agreement. They entered into force at tha t time. Therefore, the  Soviets were not in compliance with those procedures in terms  of meeting the 4 months, the  procedures  are implementing documents for th e SALT I agreements.They were submit ted to the  appropria te committees  up on the Hill for the ir information. They posed no new obligation in terms of limits, so they were not put up for advice and consent. But those procedures were all submitted. They are still all secre t and are main tained so at the  reques t of th e Soviets because of the  de tails in the definitions of launchers and activit ies in them.Sena tor Muskie. But is the  only question that  remains, then, whe ther  or not under the  precise compliance procedures these cons titute  a substantive breach—these tanks and othe r equipment—or, in fact, do not  represen t a violation of a commitment to destroy the  launchers? Is it jus t all technical?  Is t ha t wha t you are saying?

Mr. Graybeal. What  I am saying, sir, is that  the  purpose of those procedures was to put the  launchers into a condition which precluded the ir ability to launch a missile in less time tha n it took to build a new launcher. In order  to accomplish tha t, we—the United  State s—came forward with very rigorous, detailed procedures. We were not dismantling; the  Soviets were.We were able to get about 80 percent of what we went in with initially, on those procedures.
Cumulatively, ther e is a series of detailed  actions required to meet this  condition.
[Deleted.]
Sena tor Muskie. So, there is substan tial compliance within  the  time frame established by the  procedures?
Mr. Graybeal. Subsequent to t ha t one case where they  were out, subsequent to tha t they have met  the 4 months.
They agreed to th is 4-month period, of which we reminded  them. They agreed to th e 4 months, there fore they should have been able to meet it.
Sena tor Glenn [presiding]. Chuck, do you have any questions?Senator  Percy. Yes; I do. T hank you.
I want to thank all of you for helping  us today. With this ma tter  hanging as tight ly in the balance as it is, I canno t emphasize too much the  necessity of our  being convinced that  we have the  capability to monitor  and verify and the  will to carry  forward and press our case w ith the Soviets. We fortunate ly have a history to go back to on tha t.
Because of the confidentiality of it, we jus t have to form a judgment and then try  to convince our cons tituents that  we are convinced.
One factor that  has played heavily  on the  public impression has been Mel Laird’s position. When several of us went to the  Soviet Union with Hub ert Humphrey a few years  ago, the  day we left Laird’s article came out in the  Reader’s Digest, which sold 25 million copies. So I presented it to Mr. Brezhnev. He turn ed it over to Georgei Arbatov and I asked before we left if the  Soviets could give us an answer which we could put side by side with  the  artic le into our final report. We did ge t one.



25

Do you remem ber the  answer th at  t he Soviets gave to us? Was it 
a credible answer?

Then, could you comment on the  subsequent  article that  Mel 
Laird ran  saying th at  the  Soviets are chea ting and in which he 
stated that  the evidence was incont rover tible th at  the Soviet Union 
has repeatedly, flagrantly , and  indeed contemptuously violated the  
treaties to which we have adhered?

I happen to think  that  this  was a trade . We can stand up pre tty 
well outside of the “Great Grain Robbery,” the  one deal where we 
were outsmarted. But I thi nk  consis tently we have been able to 
hold up against the  Soviets. I think  in the  monitoring and inte lli
gence field we take second place to no one in the  world. We have to 
convince our cons tituents of that,  and Mel La ird is a  very powerful 
voice.

Can you give us a judgmen t as to whe ther  Mel Laird is right , 
whe ther  th e Soviet answers back to us were  convincing, and whe th
er or not there is an y credib ility to what he is saying, th at  they are  
flag rant ly and contemptuously violating our past trea ties?  Tha t 
would have a n effect on our future  dealings.

Mr. Graybeal. I will comment on Mr. Lai rd’s a rticles, the  ones 
that  I have seen. I have not seen and am not privy to the  response 
that  Arbatov gave you and therefore I am not able to comment on 
tha t.

On his December article, I thou ght  he stre tched the  facts consid
erably. I am unaw are of any case where the  Soviets have been in 
violation  of the  provisions of the  SALT I agreements—either the  
ABM Treaty  or the  Interim Agreement.

They have tested  our will. The  SA-5 rad ar in my view was one of 
the  most delicate and poten tially most damag ing of the issues. The 
SS-19 was in violation  of a U.S. unila teral statement. As I pre
pared  to emphasize in my prepared  stat eme nt, unilat era l sta te
ments do not carry any weight w ith the  Soviets; it is what is in the  
agreement.

The second article I think  also stre tched the  tru th . I read his 
article last  nigh t in the  current issue of Read er’s Digest, which I 
found to be much more stra ight forw ard and not stre tching the  
facts to meet a conclusion.

I know severa l friends of Mr. Laird, though I am not a personal 
friend  of his. I suggested th at  from my te nure in the  SCC I thought 
he was stre tching it a litt le bit.

I cannot  respond to your second question.
Sena tor Percy. Could I give you a copy of Georgei Arbatov’s 

reply  and ask you to give us enough inform ation  on it as to w heth 
er they  de alt squarely with us?

Mr. Graybeal. Yes.
[The following material was subsequently supplied for the  

record:]
Ambassador Buc hh eim ’s Respons e to Question Submitted by Senator 

P ercy

Question. What is your response to the reply to Melvin Laird’s art icle on “Is This 
Detente?” by G. A. Arbatov and G. A. Zhukov?

Answer. The article  of Mr. Arbatov and Mr. Zhukov is of interest for the  insights 
it may yield as to Soviet views on these matters. I shall not atte mpt a review of 
recent Soviet-American relations along th e lines of the  referenced article , but rather  
confine myself to the  matter  of compliance issues. As Arbatov and Zhukov say, a 
United States-Soviet Standing Consultative  Commission has been established to
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consider and resolve such questions. Over the  past 4 years, the United States  has raised and discussed with the U.S.S.R. several mat ters concerning Soviet activities related to compliance with the SALT I agreements.  In all cases, either the Soviet practices that  we questioned have stopped or subsequent acquisition of information has allayed our concerns. None of these practices had any effect on the  strategic  balance. Of course, we continue to monitor Soviet activities carefully.

Senator Percy. Mel Laird had charged the  Soviets with test ing a mobile ABM rad ar system in violation  of SALT I. The information provided the  committee suggests this rad ar is rapid ly deployable, but  not mobile.
Why do you believe the  Soviets are  const ructing a rapidly deployable ABM radar?  Has this been raised a t t he SCC?Mr. Graybeal. Not during  my tenu re.
Ambassador Buchheim. No; i t has not.
Senator Percy. It has not been.
Do you have any judgment as to why they are  cons tructing a rapidly  deployable ABM r adar or w hat may be behind it?Mr. Stoertz. I can speak to the ir ABM R. & D. program.Going back to the  ABM system which they  developed and then  deployed in limited numbers in Moscow, I recall in the course of the  SALT I ratification testimony the  rad ar and launching inst alla tions associated with th at  sys tem were illustra ted as be ing approximately the  size of the U.S. Capitol, each one of them. The system took, as I recall, somewhere between 7 and 9 years  to complete, even the  smal ler number of launching facilities, the  64 launchers that  were deployed at  Moscow.
Thei r ABM R. & D. program since th at  time has been working toward  developing more techn ically  effective ABM systems, one which would do bet ter  against ballis tic missiles accompanied by penetra tion  aids, and that  has also included a system, the  individual launch facilities  of which could be deployed somewhere on the order of 6 months, instead of about 4 or 5 years.This is what we mean by rapidly deployable.
Our judgm ent is t ha t the  Soviets, to  some extent like the  United States , but  with a fair amount of vigor and persistence, as is the case in all of t hei r programs, are  trying to put  themselves into a position first  to dete r any possibility th at  the  United State s would abroga te these  agreements  and, second, to be prepared, if abrogation occurred by eith er side, to deploy ABM defenses much more widely th an  a t Moscow.
In order  to be in a position to do th at,  they  need to have systems which could be deployed more rapid ly tha n those at Moscow.Tha t is w hat we believe is behind this. It is a  contingency development against  possibilities  which could occur in the  future.With respect to the na tur e of th e rad ar itself, the  thin g is built  on a fairly substan tial  base  which requires an excavation.[Deleted.]
Sena tor Percy. During  the  SALT I negotiat ions, the  Soviets told us that  they  would build a missile halfway in size between the  SS- 11 and the  SS-9. We the n issued a uni late ral  sta tem ent  th at  would define such a new missile as a heavy missile and, hence, inconsis tent w ith SALT I.
The Soviets then subsequently  buil t the  SS-19 and the  United States  accepted the  Soviet defini tion of heavy missile in SALT II.
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Inasmuch as the  Soviets first  teste d the  SS-19 in April 1973 and 
we did not raise  the  issue in the  SCC unt il ear ly 1975, would you 
explain wha t caused the  delay? Why did the  United States make  a 
uni late ral  sta tem ent  on heavy missiles in SALT I if it knew the  
Soviets would actually  violate it and if the  United Stat es was 
unwilling to stick by its position?

Mr. McCrory. While the  test ing of the  SS-19 began in April 
1973, it was not unt il lat er that  we were able to determin e in our 
analys is with any degree of precision wha t the  volume of that  
par ticu lar missile was.

[Deleted.]
Mr. Graybeal. May I comment on this,  Senator?
Sena tor Percy. Please  do.
Mr. Graybeal. Mr. McCrory is right on the facts of when we got 

the  informat ion. But I would like to go back a  bit.
The United States in SALT I did try  to get some constra ints  on 

light  versus heavy missiles. We were unsuccessfu l in nego tiating 
volume constraints .

We therefore made a uni late ral  statement. In my view, t he  rea
sons i t is u nilate ral  is because the Soviets knew full well what the 
size of the SS-19 was and they  were not about to agree to a U.S. 
sta tem ent  which said that  any missile exceeding 70 cubic meters, 
which is the  SS-11, roughly, would be a heavy missile and the re
fore would be counted in th at  category or would be illegal.

The Soviets did not  agree to tha t. So we made a uni late ral  
statement, and that  is the  reason for th e statement.

Why was the  issue not raised  earlier? There were debates  w ithin 
the  U.S. Government on how to approach this par ticu lar  problem. 
It was decided to take the  issue up in the  SCC, and  we did bring it 
up. We raised  it as being inconsisten t with our unila teral sta te
ment  at the  time. The discussions in the  SCC were term ina ted  
because SALT II was also under negot iation at  tha t time and SALT 
II was trying to define the  dividing line between the  ligh t and 
heavy. In my view, it  real ly is not in the  U.S. i nte res t to have  two 
fora negot iating  the same issue because you are  likely to buy the 
same horse twice. So, t he SCC stopped and we moved it over to the  
SALT forum for negotiation .

Senator Glenn . Chuck, would you yield?
Sena tor Percy. I would be happy to yield.
Senator Glenn. We have gone down the  same track, though, in 

SALT II, on that  exact item. We have agre ement on the  SS-19 as 
being the limiting size for the  futu re; yet we made a unila teral 
statement, on which they  have been silent , as to the  size of the  SS- 
19. So, we have gone down the  same track a  second time around, it 
seems to me.

We have said 90,000 kilograms, gross 3,600 kilograms throw- 
weight, and they  have rema ined silent.  This is wha t the  State 
Department repor ted to us.

Mr. McCrory. Senator, th at  is not quite  accurate .
What  we have said is th at  for the  purpose of our own new light 

ICBM we are  going to  use those figures. We did not say that  those 
were the  figures of the  Soviet system.

Sena tor Glenn . But both sides have agreed  that  th at  sizing of 
the  SS-19 would be the  limiting factor  on new.
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Mr. McCrory. T hat ’s right.
Sena tor Glenn. So, certa inly , our inte rpre tation,  as applied to our booster, which is the  SS-19 size, will be 90,000 and 3,600.Mr. McCrory. [Deleted.]
Senator  Glenn. I did not bring the  State Dep artm ent let ter  to us on tha t matter , which is stil l a bi t of a problem for me.I will pursue this fur the r on my own time.
Chuck, tha nk you for yielding.
Mr. Graybeal. May I jus t add to that  viewpoint? Something slipped my mind earli er, and I remem ber it.
At the time, you must remember  tha t the  curr ent issue, when we were negot iating  the SALT I agreement, was the  concern over the SS-9. T hat  was the big missile; th at  was the  big throw-weight; that was the  one it was argued was MIRVed or not MIRVed at tha t time.
The purpose was to try  to preclude the ir ability to put  the  SS-9 into an SS-11 hole. We could not get the  volume const raints, so we went to the silo dimension cons train t. The silo dimension does preclude  putt ing an SS-9 into an SS-11 hole. But it did not solve the  SS-19 problem, and no one should have dreamed th at  it solved it. I don’t think any of us working  at the  time felt th at  it would. [Deleted.]
So, it was that  conversat ion, which was between two advisers, and not an official Soviet sta tem ent  that  they  had a missile tha t was bigger tha n this.
We were clearly aware  that  t he re were going to be new missiles, and from that  statement, th at  they  were probably going to be larger.
Sena tor Percy. T hank you.
I have one la st question and it  has two pa rts.
I would appreciate very much an assessment comparing political leadership  in the  Soviet Union and in the  United States as to the sensit ivity of the  top political leade rship  to compliance questions.When they charge that  we have failed to comply or failed to adhere to the  trea ty, how fast does it get up to the  top political leadership  here  in contras t with  how fast and how sensitive are they to the  compliance mat ters? Do they jump righ t on them? Do we jump righ t on them?
How high an order of prior ity does it have in the  scheme of things for them  and how high in the  scheme of things for us?Second, because Je rry  Ford’s sta tem ent  this  week may be a crucial statement, as may Mr. Nixon’s, when he ret urn s to the United States , could you tell us to what  influences Mr. Nixon might  be subjected in China? Would they like to see this  treaty  fail? Would they like to see us tur n it down?
Mr. Graybeal. I will star t with two caveats. Firs t, I am not a Sovietologist. I do not profess to underst and  the Soviet mind. I have dea lt w ith the  Soviets for some period of time.
Senator  Percy. Well, you have  deal t with them  more tha n I have.
Mr. Graybeal. My personal view is that  t here are  about  15 or 20 people in the  United  State s who deserve the  term  “Sovietologist,” but  the re are about 10,000 of us who have met a Russian and who think we are . We are  the  dangerous ones. You want  to get to those 15 or 20. I am not in that  category. Therefore , I would not try  to comment on the Soviet atti tudes.
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I would like to make an observat ion, though, on your question 
concerning the  rapid ity with  which compliance questions get to the 
top level.

When the  Soviets raise  an issue with the  United States , it goes 
right to the  top level the  same day by a prior ity cable from the 
delegation back to the  top. It is then fed into the  proper mecha
nism and is discussed. The intelligence community brings  its moni
toring capabi lities to the  ma tte r and the n the  political  decision is 
made as to wha t we will do about  it.

In the  Soviet case, they  take the  SALT agreements  very serious
ly. The Commissioner, during my tenure , took any question con
cerning compliance extremely  seriously. In fact, regarding many  of 
the  more sensitive ones, at  his instig ation  more tha n ours, we 
would deal with them on kind of a one on one and with  the Deputy 
Commissioner and Executive Secretary  there, but still  formally 
passing statements.

I was clear from the  responses that  we got  back that  those were 
reach ing high levels. In fact, he alluded that  these  go to the  high 
est level, and by U.S. te rminology that  would mean the  President,  
so I assume it means  the Politburo and Brezhnev.

Sena tor Percy. I happen to think  th at  they  are  very sensitive to 
the  criticism th at  they were not adhering to this. They moved very  
rapidly. When I said that  we would like an answer before we leave 
the  Soviet Union to take back with us, they didn’t bat  an eye, and 
it was there.

So, I feel that  they  were sensitive to it, ju st as I would hope that  
we would be sensitive to it, too.

Ambassador Buchheim. I can only add a comment simi lar to 
Mr. Graybeal’s. I, too, am not a Sovietologist and I will even go 
fur the r tha n th at  and say th at  I am not an Americanologist. I 
cannot read the  American mind, eithe r. [General  laughter.]

You gentlemen  in your line of work probably are bet ter  at  it 
tha n anyone th at  I can thi nk  of. But I am not in that  line of work 
and I would not presum e to underst and  th e American mind.

I think you, Senator  Percy, hit  a key note in your rem ark  about 
the ir sensit ivity to cr iticism.

I think  most governmen ts view th e compliance question substan 
tiall y the  same way, but from opposite sides of th e mirror. As the  
discussion this  m orning has shown again, we are enormously preoc
cupied with our abili ty to catch them  cheating. I think  they  are, 
with  at least  as much emotion, preoccupied with  our not forever 
going around the world calling  them liars and cheats.

Most people do not enjoy th at  and do not respond well to it. 
Certa inly  most governments do not respond well to  it.

I th ink  i t is probably much overdone.
If I have any personal critic ism of Mr. Laird’s articles, it is the  

contribution that  such artic les make  to overdoing that  approach to 
life.

I think  we can look to the  Soviets for pre tty  good behavior if we 
ourselves temper our public expressions. They will tolerate  pre tty 
much any form of address in a confidential  c ircumstance. The word 
“chea ting" in fact comes up in SCC discussions because th at  is 
wha t some of these understandings are  all about, to find out 
whether someone has been chea ting or not and to assure  that  
someone does not cheat. But they do not tak e well to it out in the
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street. I would not take  well to it out in the  street  and I am sure you would not take  well to it out in the  s treet.

I agree  with Mr. Graybeal about the  rapidity  with which these questions  reach  the top. I am quite convinced that  they  get ther e very fast and that  is where they  a re decided.
There  is also the aspect, in my opinion, of th eir  trying to maintain both the  fact and appearance of reasonable balance in the behavior of the  two sides. Whereas  we find it enti rely  reasonable to set aside Titan and Atlas laun chers—how m any is it?
Mr. McCrory. It is 177.
Ambassador Buchheim. We find it enti rely  reasonable to set aside 177 ICBM launchers,  some of which are subs tant ially  intact.  

We find absolutely nothing wrong with that  because we are the good guys. We did not und erta ke to destroy them with  the rigor that is required in the  procedures that  were later established. [Deleted.]
I think  the  image of balance is a grea t driving  factor. In my opinion, much of the ir preoccupation has been reflected in another  negot iating  forum with which I am familia r. It is very  well summarized by the  sta tem ent  that  an agreement mus t not only be good, but it mus t look good. It must  look b ilate ral.
Sena tor Percy. Gentlemen, I wan t to tha nk  you very much indeed for your help.
Mr. Stoertz. From that  point of view, might I add jus t a few comments.
All of w hat has been said would be consis tent with wha t we have discussed from time to time before in this  very room, namely the  decisionmaking author ity in the  Soviet Union being limited to a very narrow circle of people who engage in both the  weapons planning  and the SALT negotiation decisions. From the  point of view of the ir perceptions  of the  way they  should be trea ted  as superpowers, and so on, and their  dete rmin ation to comply with the let ter  of the agreements, for example, I would judge that  the ir decision to acknowledge being in arrear s, for example, on some of the dismantling and destructio n requ irem ents  was, first,  difficult for them. I do not perceive th at  this would be blithe. This would be something which would cons titute an admission on their  part and could n ot have been made without the  highest leade rship  authorizing it.
As far  as what  the  Chinese might  be saying to Mr. Nixon, I do not happen to know, but we can check, as to wheth er the re are any specific indications. As you know, in general, the  Chinese have been calling  atte ntio n to Soviet hegemonism. They have been calling atte ntio n to the  continued Soviet improvement of mili tary  force. Prim arily , however, I believe they  have been calling att ention to the  dangers of Soviet conventional, local, and naval capabilities  and have not stressed especially the  s trateg ic balance.That is just what they  g enerally have said and wha t they might be say ing to Mr. Nixon one does not know.
Ambassador Buchheim. [Deleted.]
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The Chairman [presiding].  Would you explain one thin g to me, 
please. It may have been th at  you explained it while I was out of 
the  room. If so, I apologize for the  repeti tion.

With respect to the  Tita n missile silos, we have a number th at  
have been emptied in Idaho and they  were sold off a nd have been 
used for various  purposes. For example, pesticides and other poi
sons have been put  into one and I don’t know wha t the  others are  
being used for.

There was some discussion of using them  for the  storage of 
wheat at one time.

In any case, the re they  are. What is t he  Russian atti tud e toward  
them  if and when the time  ever comes th at  the  Unite d States 
should have to destroy an inte rna tion al ballist ic missile or any 
other weapon? Would the  same stan dard s apply und er the  t reaty  to  
us? Would we have to proceed to demolish the  silos in the  same 
manne r th at  we require the  Russian s to  do?

Ambassador Buchheim. Tha t is one of the  unhappy  feat ures  of 
these  agreem ents. They are  strictly  b ilate ral.

The Chairman. I had assumed  th at  the  answe r would be yes.
Mr. McCrory. But the  SALT II Treaty specifically excludes the  

177 Atlas  and Tita n laun chers from havin g to be dismantled or 
destroyed.

Mr. Graybeal. I thi nk  th at  the  Soviets dragged this  out as an 
unre alist ic issue. They were not concerned about these  launchers. 
They probably knew as much about the  disposition of them  as we 
did. They brought it up for two reasons. In my view one is kind of 
keep the  scorecard even. If we are raisi ng compliance questions, 
they  like to raise  compliance questions. When we raise  questions 
about  dism antlin g of excess ABM laun cher s in accordance  with  the  
procedures, they  would raise  questions about techn ical problems, 
costs, an d so forth.

So, they dragged this one out. The U.S. Governmen t at the  time  
provided us with  excelle nt inform ation on the  stat us of all 177 
launchers,  which ones w ere sold, th eir  disposition, and so for th. We 
even went out and took some pictures of them. They clearly were 
outside the  purview of this.

The Soviets would not let it drop because of other issues th at  
were still ther e, and it was the n resolved in the  SALT II agree 
ment. There  is no question  th at  those laun cher s are  out. We do not 
have to buy  t hem  back from the  f arm er or do anything.

The Chairman. How could the  Russia ns verify th at  they  are  not 
still being used for the ir original purpose? Wh at methods  would 
they  have for veri fying this ?

Mr. Graybeal. They would have thr ee means  in my view. One is 
their  natio nal technical means. The second is t he  amount of l ite ra
ture th at  is published in this  country. They can go to the  records of 
the  county and read th at  the  silo has been sold and is now being 
used as a residence, or a bar, or whatever. Plus, they  can drive 
around and look. They can just walk out to the  things , walk up to 
them.

Ambassador Buchheim. That is true . But they  will never adm it 
th at  these  treaties provide for verifica tion by means of looking at 
Time magazine. They will insis t th at  it be by nati ona l technical
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means and if it  cannot be done in th at  way, they  a re going to  fight it.
The Chairman. Senator Glenn.
Sena tor Glenn. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman .
Mr. Graybeal , you suggest in your sta tem ent  that  we mus t have the  will to raise compliance questions  a t the  table in the SCC. Then you talked about the spir it of the  agreement. You stressed both those things in your reading, and I think they are stressed adequate ly in your statement.
With regard to the first,  do you feel that  we have been too hes itan t in raising these issues a t t he  SCC?
Mr. Graybeal. During my ten ure  as Commissioner, I do not believe we were hesi tant.  We delayed raising issues in the  case of the  SA-5 for wha t in my view were good and sufficient reasons.The SCC is a  formal body; it  is tak en seriously by th e Soviets and by the United States. You do not raise  an issue in the  SCC lightly.[Deleted.]
Mr. Graybeal. So, in my experience, I think it was legitimate  to be sure your facts are correc t and not a delay in raising it concern.Senator Glenn. Well, I was not talk ing jus t about  the  SA-5 thing. I was, in general,  asking w hether, as an expe rt in this  area, you thou ght we had been too hes itant about  raising some of the items. We have  ra ised some and some th at  have concerned me very much revolve around our uni latera l statements.
This was your second point.
You spoke of the  modern large ballis tic missile, whether they could go from the  SS-11 to the  SS-19. Tha t was a uni late ral sta tem ent  and they rubbed our noses in that  one. The SA-5 was sort of the  same way, although they stopped afte r we took that ma tter up with them. The ABM rada r at  Kam chatka was another  uni late ral statement.
I have been looking into the ma tte r of unila teral statements ra ther  fully. I have asked for a rundown of this  by the  State Department, which they have given us. I then , some 5 weeks ago, asked for certification th at  these were all of our un ila teral sta tements. I was guaranteed last  Wednesday, I believe it was, by Mr. Cutler, th at  I would have the  final paper in my hand about  the stat us of this within  2 days, and we a re now into  Wednesday of the following week. So it is now going on to the  sixth  week that  we have tried  to ge t th is information from the admin istra tion.
I am beginning to be very suspicious that  some of the  people down the street a re not cooperat ing w ith us.
But let me ge t to my second point.
You have stressed  that  the  spirit of th e agreement is an American invent ion and it has little, if any, meaning to the  Soviets. I t is the  let ter  of th e agreement that  counts. Unilateral  inte rpre tations  or stat ements are  not binding and canno t be relied upon to influence t he  Soviets.
That is a  very powerful statement. We are going into  some of the un ila teral statements and this rela tes to our colloquy of a few moments ago regarding the  SS-19.
We can say that  we made a uni latera l stat ement  on tha t. Then you can say t ha t that  was our understanding of it and it applied to our boosters. This then  leads me back to the  conclusion th at  we do
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not have a definition to which the  Soviets have agreed on wha t 
they  agree to when they  say the  SS-19 will be the  limit. They 
mis interpre ted before what we said and I presume that  they  can 
mis inte rpre t once again what we have said.

There are some six tota ls in this  uni latera l stat ement  lett er, 
some of them very important, which the  Sta te Departm ent has 
given us. I will not go into all of them  now.

But I am very concerned about the uni late ral  stateme nts th at  we 
set out early  in the  SALT II nego tiating process. I do not wan t to 
see us go down that  route  again, that  of unilate ral  statements. We 
were going to make  sta tem ents of record or something like tha t. 
But once again, it appears to me that  we are  going down the  
primrose path of un ilat era l state men ts, our interpre tations . Admin- 
ins trat ion  officials have indica ted in their  testim ony that  they  feel 
these  are  binding and th at  the  Soviets have acquiesced to them  by 
the ir silence. Yet the  record shows th at  not to be tru e in SALT I.

I don’t know whe ther  you wish to comment on that  or wha t you 
think  our posture should be with regard to the  uni late ral  sta te
ments that  we have made.

I am going to follow through  on this. We have to have some 
resolution, it seems to me, before we approve the  trea ty. Either  the 
Soviets agree th at  these  are  the ir unde rstan ding s or that  they  
agree with our understandings  as expressed in our unilat era l sta te
ments, or we pass this  tre aty  with the  cavea t th at  any breach of 
our understanding , as we have put it forward  in our unilat era l 
statement, will be the  subject of abrogat ing this  trea ty. We should 
have that  understood going in. I don’t see how we can do anything 
else b ut that  because some of these uni latera l stat ements are  very, 
very important items.

Ambassador Buchheim. Senator, I could not agree with  you 
more.

I th ink  two points must be made, though.
I think uni late ral  sta tem ents are  useful because I think  they  

convey what the  meaning and will of t he United Stat es is, wh at we 
have in mind. But they  are  not legally binding and we should 
never deceive ourselves th at  such stateme nts are  legally binding 
upon the Soviets.

< The SS-19 un ila teral sta tem ent  was un ila teral because we could
not get agreement.  So we went  ahead and made a statement. 
[Deleted.]

Sena tor Glenn . Let me follow up on tha t. Did they  deploy? Do 
they  have SS-16’s deployed now, to the  best of your knowledge?

Mr. Graybeal. I would defer to the intelligence community.
Mr. McCrory. [Deleted.]
Senator  Glenn . Aviation Week this  week has an article, “SS-16 

Deployment Raises Sena te Questions.” They claim that  some par ts 
of the  intelligence community [deleted] say the re are  40 SS-16’s 
now deployed with a 5,000 nautic al mile range and so on. This says 
th at  the  adm inist ration elected to ignore this  in July of 1978, 
according to congressional officials, whoever those might be.

Now we have not yet approved  SALT II, so technically they are 
not in violation of anything. But, to come back to the  spir it of the 
agreement sta tem ent  which you made, certainly the  intent of what  
they  a re doing is open to question.



33

not have a definition to which the  Soviets have agreed on what 
they agree to when they  say the  SS-19 will be the  limit. They 
mis interpre ted before what we said and I presum e that  they  can 
mis inte rpre t once again w hat we have said.

There  are some six total s in this  uni late ral  sta tem ent  lette r, 
some of them  very important , which the  State Dep artm ent has 
given us. I will not go in to all of them  now.

But I am very concerned about the uni late ral  s tatements th at  we 
set out early in the SALT II nego tiating process. I do not wan t to 
see us go down that  route again, th at  of un ilat era l state men ts. We 
were going to make stat eme nts of record or something like tha t. 
But once again, it appears to me that  we are  going down the 
primrose path of uni late ral  s tatemen ts, our interpre tations . Admin- 
ins trat ion  officials have indica ted in the ir testimony th at  they  feel 
these are  binding and that  the  Soviets have acquiesced to them  by 
the ir silence. Yet the  record shows th at  not to be tru e in SALT I.

I don’t know w hether you wish to comment on that  or wha t you 
think  our posture should be with  regard to the  un ila teral sta te
ments t ha t we have made.

I am going to follow through on this. We have to have some 
resolution, it seems to me, before we approve  the trea ty. Either  th e 
Soviets agree  that these  are  their  unde rstan dings or that  they 
agree with  our understandings  a s expressed in our un ila teral stat e
ments, or we pass this  treaty  with  the  caveat  th at  any breach of 
our understanding,  as we have put  it forward in our unilatera l 
stateme nt, will be t he subject of a brogating this  trea ty. We should 
have th at  understood going in. I don’t see how we can do anyth ing 
else b ut th at  because some of these uni late ral  sta tem ents are  very, 
very imp orta nt items.

Ambassador Buchheim. Senator, I could not agree  with  you 
more.

I th ink  two points mus t be made, though.
I think  uni late ral  stateme nts are  useful because I think  they 

convey what  the meaning and will of the  United State s is, what we 
have in mind. But they  are not  legally binding and we should 
never  deceive ourselves that  such sta tem ents are  legally binding 
upon the Soviets.

< The SS-19 uni late ral sta tem ent  was uni late ral  because we could
not get agreement. So we went  ahead and made a statement. 
[Deleted.]

Senator  Glenn. Let me follow up on tha t. Did they  deploy? Do 
they  have  SS-16’s deployed now, to the  best of your knowledge?

Mr. Graybeal. I would defer to the intelligence community.
Mr. McCrory. [Deleted.]
Sena tor Glenn . Aviation Week this  week has an artic le, “SS-16 

Deployment Raises Senate Questions.” They claim th at  some parts 
of the  intelligence community  [deleted] say the re are  40 SS-16’s 
now deployed with a 5,000 nau tical  mile range  a nd so on. This says 
th at  the  adm inis tration elected to ignore this  in Ju ly of 1978, 
according to congressional officials, whoever those might be.

Now we have not yet approved SALT II, so technically  they  are 
not in violation of any thing . But, to come back to the  spi rit of the 
agre ement stat ement  which you made, certainly  the intent of what  
they  are doing is open to question.
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You have to take each of the  unila teral stateme nts and evaluate 
it. In the  case of the  u nilate ral  s tate ment on th e SS-19, thi s clearly  
had no effect. It was uni late ral  because we could not reach an 
agreement.

In the  case of the  U.S. uni late ral  sta tem ent  on deployment of 
mobiles, that may or may not have had an effect. The SS-16 was 
tested. It could have been deployed a t th at  point in time. [Deleted.]

So, did our uni late ral  stat ement  have a bear ing on tha t? Was 
that  something  the Soviets judged was sufficiently  important to the 
United States th at  we would have taken actions on the agreement, 
or delayed, or so forth, on our other activities?

Tha t s tate ment may o r may not have had an effect.
The United States made a uni late ral  stat ement  on the  SA-5 

radar. We said using an air  defense rad ar for range  safety or range  
ins trum entatio n is not prohibited . Well, they  used an SA-5 rad ar 
purportedly  for range  inst rum entatio n and range safety and they 
mentioned our unila teral statement. Tha t one may have hu rt us. 
We had to get th at  one clarified, as Ambassador Buchheim men
tioned.

I find it difficult to make a generic, blanke t stat ement  that  
uni late ral  statements are  good or bad. I think  you have to look at 
each one of them. When you make them, you make them  for 
specific purposes. But they  should not—I emphasis this —they 
should not be considered binding upon the  Soviets. They are  not in 
any sense.

Sena tor Muskie. It is so easy to make unila teral stat eme nts if 
you are for treaties in order to reassure  the  body of concerned 
public opinion in this  country. There  is a  te mptation to make some 
statements. Has the  temp tation to make such stat eme nts been such 
as to create  significant ambiguities with  respec t to our real  secu
rity  interests in this  field? You know, I am now talk ing about 
politicians.

There  is a temptat ion to use uni latera l stateme nts to pick up a 
vote or two on the  Senate  floor.

Sena tor Glenn . Oh, we wouldn’t do tha t. [General  laughter.]
Senator  Muskie. I just wan t to know whe ther  it performs a 

service or a disservice to us, overall. Again, I am asking for a 
gene ral stat ement  which you a re trying not to make.

Ambassador Buchheim. I can make some very rudime ntary com
ments about tha t, Sena tor Muskie.

The firs t one would be that  un ila teral statements,  if they  are  to 
be used at all, have to be used with extreme care and for very well 
defined purposes. The example of the  un ila teral stat ement  that  
bore eventually on the  SA-5 rad ar case which Mr. Graybeal men
tioned is the single one with  which I have had the  most personal 
experience. From that  I th ink  one could draw the  conclusion that  
the  Soviets do pay atte ntio n to these  statements; but that  does no t 
mean that  they abide by them, nor does it necessarily mean that  
they  are  always good for us. When I say they  pay atte ntio n to 
them, I mean th at  the Soviets have shown clear signs, in at legist 
the  case I mentioned , and I think  in others , th at  in defending 
themselves against a complaint from us they  would try  systemati 
cally and with a great deal of precision to argue the  appropr iate 
ness of what  we claim they have done by describing it in terms
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that  do not make reference to any of these  uni late ral  statements 
but clearly  are consistent with them.

[Deleted.]
Senator  Glenn. Isn’t it tru e that  in all this  negot iating  usually  

the  uni late ral  sta tem ent  is made afte r we have failed to get agree
ment  on that  p arti cular item.

Ambassador Buchheim. Yes, sir.
Senator  Glenn. We have kicked it around and kicked it around 

and cannot get agreement,  so the n we make a unila teral statement 
saying here is our understanding.  On the  face of it, it means we 
were unable to get agreement on it. So, they  will disagree  if we 
table it at  the SCC.

Ambassador Buchheim. Tha t may be a littl e bit harsh, though, 
Sena tor Glenn. It is possible a nd I th ink  i t does happen, sometimes, 
that  aft er hacking  away on someth ing that  we aspire to get and 
afte r listening to the ir arguments and perceiving the  complexities 
involved in implem enting wha t we s tart ed out to get, we can  come 
to th e sober judgm ent th at  we are bet ter  off without it.

Senator  J avits. Would you yield for a question at this point?
Senator  Glenn. Yes.
Senator  J avits. What about uni late ral  s tatement which says tha t 

we a re going to do something and we believe it is p ermitted  by the  
trea ty? Why isn’t th at  effective?

In other words, if they demur, they  say so, or they can cancel the  
trea ty. We go ahead and do it.

Isn’t that  a useful reason to have a uni late ral  s tatem ent?
Ambassador Buchheim. If thoughtfu lly assembled and properly 

recorded and if we rea lly need to do t ha t-----
Senator  J avits. I will give you a  very practical example.
We really mean to transm it nuclear  inform ation to our allies in 

Europe, notwithstanding  SALT II, and we are  going to say so.
So, they  are  going to rati fy the  treaty  after we have made that  

high level public sta teme nt. That could be useful, right?
Ambassador Buchheim. Yes, sir.
Mr. Graybeal. I th ink  it  is useful there.
I think  the comment made earl ier, Senator, while you were out, 

as Mr. McCrory mentioned, th at  we are  going to use these  figures 
for the  distinct ion between light  and heavy—well, that  is not 
agreed to, but  it is a U.S. unila teral stat ement  and we have made 
it. We are going to follow that.

If they  bring  t ha t up late r in the  SCC we can say: Hey, wait, we 
told you wha t we were going to do and that  is more tha n you did, 
so we have  a good defense.

So, uni late ral  stateme nts of th at  nature can, in many cases, be 
useful.

I would like to emphasize one point. Silence does not mean 
agreemen t. If you make  a uni late ral  sta tem ent  and  the  othe r 
fellow says nothing, do not assume that  he has agreed with it.

Sen ator Glenn. We have had testimony before us that  certa inly 
indicated  t ha t we think,  because they  are silent , th at  i t means they 
do not disagree wi th us.

Mr. Graybeal. That gives him maximum flexibili ty for futu re 
activity.

Sena tor Javits. And they  know wha t you are  going to do.
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The Chairman. Gentlemen, I am going to have to go to the  floor, 
he re is ano ther Dole motion up on the  comm ittal of th e Panama  
nabling legislation.
For the  record, I would like to point out to represen tatives of the  

Jtate Departm ent who are  here  th at  we have not yet had a reply 
o my let ter  of Septem ber 17, 1979, and we need to have a reply 
iupplied. I ask t ha t the  st aff pursue this.

If any of th e questions that  have been prepared  for this  hearing  
ire not asked, the  committee would like to have wri tten  replies to 
shose questions to complete the  record.

Finally , Sena tor Percy has asked for the  adm inis trat ion’s re
sponse and reaction to Mr. Arbatov’s response to Mel Laird’s a rti 
cle. We would like to  ob tain that  for Senator  Percy.

I th ink  tha t covers everyth ing I need to  say.
Sena tor Muskie, I am sorry  to interrupt .
Sena tor Muskie. Not at all.
The Chairman. Oh, the re is one other thing.  [General laughter.]
Sena tor Muskie. I guess you weren’t too sorry. [General laugh

ter.]
The Chairman. I think  it would be a good idea if the  executive 

branch carefu lly reviewed the  testim ony this  morning, the  ques
tions and answers in this  hearing  w ith a view toward declassifying 
as much of i t as can be declassified because I think  that  would be 
helpful  in  connection with  th e debate  on the  t reaty.

I wonder i f the  exper ts from the adm inis trat ion here today would 
review the testimony with that  in mind to see i f it  can be sanitized 
in such a way as not to entail any security risk. Unless th at  means 
omitting too much, we can then use this  in the  debate on the  
trea ty.

Sena tor Muskie, this  time it is for sure.
Senator Muskie. I was happy to yield for purposes of your 

making  th at  point, Mr. Chairman. It would be very helpful if at 
least  the  flavor of this  discussion could be used hopefully  to reas
sure, if th ere  is a basis for reassurance, th at  our security inte rest s 
are  seriously considered and seriously  weighed and th at  the  final 
judgments are  though tful and balanced.

It leads to  the question I would like to ask now.
It involves how decisions to raise  issues and not raise  them  are  

reached. Are there guidel ines for th at  purpose? Can you say any
thing about the  process?

[Deleted.]
Ambassador Buchheim. [Deleted.]
Sena tor Muskie. Severa l years  ago, Senator  Green, Senator Moss 

and I went to the  Soviet Union to study the ir hydroelectr ic pro
gram, which was the n in the  early stages of development. We had 
to negot iate our itinerary. We wanted  to  see places like Bra tsk and 
Krasnoyarsk . We wan ted to be sure  t ha t if they gave us permission 
to v isit Bra tsk and Krasnoyarsk  t ha t they  could visit Niagara  Fa lls 
and Hoover Dam. [General laugh ter.]

Yes. Those are two of our major  secre t insta llations. [General 
laughter.]

I take it from this  description th at  decisions as to w hether or not 
to table  an issue are  pre tty  much of an  ad hoc process ra ther  tha n 
based upon any crit eria or guidelines. It would be useful, for exam-
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pie, in congressional committees  such as this, in trying to identify 
the  basis for a  final decision to raise  it or not to know this.  Is there 
any util ity in trying to establish guidelines for this?

The problem is to explain wha t you are  doing.
Ambassador Buchheim. It seems to me, Senator,  that  from the 

ordinary considerations of commonsense, we ought not to get into 
something that  really would pre judice sources and methods consid
erations, not to get into something that  is tru ly triv ial and just  
annoy everybody who is concerned, not to get into something tha t 
would consume intelligence collection assets beyond any possible 
value of the subject. From then on I think  it really  is an ad hoc 
process. Of course, it has to recognize t ha t any query we make has 
to have some direct or indirect relationship to the term s of some 
existing agreement. We can’t just go in and say, “I would like to 
know what  you are doing over here,” because that  would lead to 
madness. But, beyond that  it seems to me that  it is, and probably 
ought to be, ad hoc.

Mr. Graybeal. I would like to add two comments.
First, there is a very effective interagency mechanism when 

intelligence comes up in  connection with the  provisions, and that is 
reviewed very rigorously and the  decisions or recommendations to 
the  Pres iden t are made in that  forum. The Pres iden t then makes 
the  decision.

But in my statement I emphasize the  point that  you wan t to be 
sure you have all of your facts in because the re is basically a 
momentum, which was reflected in Sena tor Percy’s question about 
Mel Baird, to kick the Russians as quickly and as hard as you can. 
Well, you know, you j ust  may have a soft toe and you may kick 
and hu rt yourself. It is like a chess game where you have to play 
three or four moves.

I think  this  is a beaut iful example  of a case where you have to 
think the  second and thi rd move in that  chess game before you 
decide to jump.

That  is why I thin k in issues like this, like the SA-5, and like 
others, that  it is incumbent upon the  executive branch to have all 
the facts in and then make a decision on that  basis, and look at 
U.S. programs.

[Deleted.]
Mr. Graybeal. T hat  is just an observation.
Sena tor Glenn. Ed is concerned about  this, so it is very, very 

real. I think  how we make these  decisions is extremely impor tant.1 You know about the  SALT sellers traveling  all over the  country.
; We are spending millions of dollars putt ing this treaty  forward, 
i You can imagine, if we approve it, how likely anyone is to want  to 
, table major violations early  on in this  trea ty. They will become 
J nonexistent. They will be so muffed over that  by the time they get 
. to the  President, who will probably be like any President, he will 

not be likely to table anything for a while, especially afte r all the
huge sales programs going on now for the  tre aty.

I think  this  procedure  that he talk s about is very important.  I 
< think somewhere we have to ge t cut into this  loop in some way. I t’s 

not that  we should be the  whistle  blowers over here, but  afte r all 
the effort being put into selling SALT, I think  some protection has
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to be bui lt in, and Sena tor Muskie obviously is concerned about  it. 
I am, too.

Sena tor Muskie. There is the problem of specific charges that  we 
never see answered unless it is your privilege to atte nd a session 
like this. We get statements from the  Pres iden t so we know that  
the  Consultative Commission has been used to  raise issues with the 
Soviets. We are  told that  they  have all been satisfactori ly resolved.

But wha t does tha t mean?
The public is le ft hanging. The public is more inclined to believe 

a specific charge that  is not specifically answered tha n it is to 
believe a  general  defense that  does not focus. It is a tough problem.

Mr. Graybeal. I think  Sena tor Glenn’s point about  your ap
proach and procedures is very important.  But I would like to 
respectfully differ with one point that  Sena tor Glenn mentioned.

Tha t is this: If this  agreement is ratified and ente rs into force, 
the  adminis tration would be reluct ant  to raise a compliance issue.

Having worked in the  a rms control arena for about 12 years, one 
thing th at  you learn is th is. If you really believe th at  arms  control 
can cont ribute  to U.S. security and you have an agreement,  the  
viability of t ha t agreement depends upon the  early  raising of any 
compliance question and removing it. If you let that  s et and fester, 
it will become a boil and undermine the agreement.

I think  if the  Senate ratif ies and the  adm inis trat ion approves 
this  agreement and next  week the re is an item that  comes up, the 
adminis tration would be well fit to go to the  SCC immediately and 
clarify it because it will undermine  the agreement.

So, sir, respectfu lly I would differ w ith you on that  point.
Sena tor Glenn. I believe th at  every thing that  comes up at the  

SCC goes to the  Intelligence Committee.
Hans, is th at  right?
Mr. Binnendijk  [committee staff]. Yes, sir. Tha t is wha t we are 

told.
Sena tor Glenn. The minu tes of the SCC, all of th at—is that  

correct, it all goes?
Mr. McCrory. T hat  is not correct, sir.
Sena tor Glenn. I was going to suggest th at  perhaps we should 

write  something into this  tha t would require things to be submitted 
to this committee. But I do not wan t to proli ferate this information 
unnecessari ly among committee.

What is submi tted to the  Intelligence Committee that  we, in 
turn , have access to so t ha t it gets the  h ighest priority?

Ambassador Buchheim. All six of the  interested committees re
ceive a  record of any unde rstan dings that  are  reached at the  SCC.

Sena tor Glenn. All of th e things brought up at  the SCC th at  a re 
being considered, or where CIA has some new inform ation  o r some
thing and it is brought before the  SCC and is considered there, and 
then somebody says no, we don’t wan t to bring  th at  up, and a 
decision is made not to table  this  at  the  SCC—is th at  information 
also made available to the Intelligence  Committee?

Ambassador Buchheim. Not to my knowledge, unless it is by 
virtu e of the content of the moni toring  reports or something like 
tha t.

Mr. McCrory. The intelligence rela ted to compliance is b rought 
to the atte ntio n of the Select Committee.
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Senator  Glenn. Wha t other kinds of intel ligence would there be 
besides intelligence rela ted to compliance? Tha t is w hat the  SCC is 
all about.

Mr. McCrory. I mean th at  they  have access, for example, to our 
monito ring reports.

Sena tor Glenn. Do they  have  available to them  the  minutes of 
the  SCC meetings? I am refe rring to your own SCC repre sentative  
meetings  here, of this interagency working group.

Ambassador Buchheim. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. McCrory. No; they do not.
Senator  Glenn. Tha t is where decisions would be made, I pre

sume, as to what is going to be tabled  on the  American side, what 
is going to be brought before the  SCC. Is that  right?

Ambassador Buchheim. That is correct. I do not make those 
decisions. The people who work with me in the  Commission do not 
make those decisions. It is the  interagency working group that  
prepares the  facts and the  options and lays them  before the  Pres i
dent, with or without recommendations, depending upon the 
nature of each topic.

Sena tor Pell [presiding]. I f I could, I would like to ask two very 
shor t questions.

Firs t, wha t is the  classified portion of your sta tem ent  that  you 
mentioned? The sta tem ent  th at  you delivered is itse lf classified.

Ambassador Buchheim. I believe that  refers to a much longer 
classified supplement. The sta tem ent  I read today is a very brief 
summ ary of two things,  an unclassified  pape r and a classified 
paper.

Sena tor Pell. I read your statement. Is the re a more classified 
supplement on our desks?

Ambassador Buchheim. Yes, it should be there. It should look 
like this [indicating].

Here  is a copy, Senato r, and you may keep it.
Sena tor Pell. T hank you.
My second question is, W hat percen tage of your time  is devoted 

to a discussion of alleged Soviet v iolations as opposed to U.S. viola
tions? Is i t about 50-50?

Ambassador Buchheim. Th at is a  proper rela tive  question, but  it 
is not a proper absolute question because only a small fraction  of 
the  time for discussion in the  SCC is devoted to compliance ques
tions. I canno t give you a number, but  the  overwhelming prepon
derance of the  time spen t in the  SCC deals with implementation 
questions. [Deleted.]

Senator  Pell. Well, what about the  time th at  is devoted to 
compliance question, wha t is the  percentage?

Ambassador Buchheim. It comes pretty close to half and half. 
The Soviets will pre tty  much insis t on tha t, on approx imately an 
equal num ber of topics. I f it looks like the ir activi ties are  becoming 
excessively prom inen t subjects of discussion, they  will see to it that  
the re is something against which we will have to defend ourselves.

Senator Pell. I think  the  supplements apparen tly may not have 
been dist ributed to the  committee, the  supplements to your sta te
ment. I will leave it to the staff to work out.

Ambassador Buchheim. I believe that  may be a mechanical 
mat ter.
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Mr. Sauerwein. Senator, we have copies back here  for everyone. 
Sena tor Pell. Good.
Gentlemen, let me tha nk you for your presenta tions to the  com

mittee.
If the re are  no furth er questions, this  meeting is adjourned . 
Thank you a ll very much.
[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the  committee adjourned , subject to 

call of the Chair.]





A P P E N D IX
[Letter  from Thomas Graham, Jr ., Gen eral  Counsel, Arms Control and  Disarmament Agency, tra nsmi ttin g a 

history of the  Standin g Consultat ive Commission to Sen ator Church.]

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Washington, September 24, 1979.

Hon. Frank Church,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman: In connection with the Committee hearings scheduled for 
July  25 on SALT I Compliance, I have enclosed a concise history of th e Standing 
Consultative Commission. This study was presented  by Ambassador Buchheim to 
the Select Committee on Intelligence when he testified on SALT I Compliance on 
July  18, 1979.

Sincerely,
Thomas Graham, Jr.

Attachment.

A Concise History of the Standing Consultative Commission (SCC)
In the first session of SALT, in 1969, it was suggested that  there by a  continuing 

process for consultation following conclusion of any agreements, in order to provide 
a mechanism for discussing and resolving the problems which might possibly arise, 
and thus  to make such agreements more viable. Both sides agreed on the probable 
utility of a permanent b ilateral body which would be charged with functions related 
to (a) implementation of a  strategic arms limitation agreement, and (b) considera
tion of questions concerning compliance with its provisions. The early proposals of 
both sides for the provisions of a SALT agreement contained a draf t article tha t 
provided for the  establishment of a Standing Consultative Commission and set forth 
its functions and responsibilities. Soon, agreem ent was achieved on the tex t of 
Article XIII (Attachment 1) of the ABM Treaty which was signed on May 26, 1972. 
The corresponding article of the Interim Agreement  limiting strateg ic offensive 
arms was Article VI (Attachment 2).

The Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) was formally established by the 
Memorandum of Unders tanding between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. of December 21, 
1972, (Attachment 6). It is a join t U.S.-U.S.S.R. body charged with promoting 
implementation of the objectives and provisions of the ABM Trea ty and the  Interim  
Agreement limiting strategic offensive arms of May 26, 1972, as well as the Agree
ment on Measures to Reduce th e Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War of September 30, 
1971 (Article 7 of tha t Agreement  is Attachment 3).

In connection with the SALT agreements already  in force, the Commission is 
responsible for a number of important functions which are specifically set forth in 
Article XIII of the ABM Treaty. In particular, it is a forum for considering ques
tions of compliance with obligations assumed unde r such agreements, for reconciling 
any misunderstandings  or uncer taint ies arising  in the performance of those obliga
tions, and for considering possible proposals for increasing the  viability of agree
ments already concluded as well as possible proposals for fur the r strategic arms 
limita tion measures.

Pur usant to the Memorandum of Understand ing and the provisions of Article 
XVII of the SALT II Treaty signed in June, 1979 (Attachment 4), the SCC is charged 
with simila r implementation functions with respect to tha t new strateg ic arms 
limita tion agreement.

Each Government is represented on the  SCC by a Commissioner and a Deputy 
Commissioner, who are  assisted by such staff and advisors as they deem necessary. 
Sidney N. Graybeal of ACDA served as U.S. Commissioner unt il November, 1976. 
Ambassador Robert W. Buchheim was designated Acting U.S. Commissioner in 
January, 1977, and Commissioner in August, 1977. Brigadier General Harry A. 
Goodall, USAF, succeeded Brig. Gen. William F. Georgi, USAF (1973-75), Brig. Gen. 
Frank E. Serio, USA (1975-77), and RADM Edward F. Welch, Jr ., USN (1977-78) as 
deputy U.S. Commissioner in April, 1978. General-Maior (Brigadier General) G. I.

43



44

Ustinov and Ambassador Victo r P. Karpov, the  orig inal  U.S.S.R. Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner, served in those positions from 1973 unt il the y were succeeded, respectively , by General-Maior Vikto r P. Starodubov and  Mr. Vadim S. Chu- litsky,  in March, 1979. The Commission holds periodic sessions in Geneva,  at  leas t twice annually at  times mutua lly agreed between Commissioners, and may be convened for addi tiona l sessions at the reques t of e ith er Commissioner (see Attach me nt 5 for chronology). Between sessions, the  Commissioners communicate  w ith one another through diplom atic channe ls concernin g any ma tte rs within  the  competence of th e Commission.
The Regu lations of the  SCC (At tachment  7) provide  th at  the  proceedings of the  Commission shall be private. We believe th at  this has  faci lita ted direct and frank exchanges conce rning s trat egic weapons systems and  oth er ma tte rs related to SALT agreem ent  implementat ion.  Of course, it is understood th at  the SCC Commissioners will keep  thei r respective Governm ents  fully  informed, in accordance with  the  relevant processes and  procedures of those  Governments. This method of opera tion enhances the  possibilities of cont inuing those direct and  fra nk  exchanges  which are  necessary if th e SCC is to c arry out effectively its assigned responsibil ities.The SCC convened its firs t session on May 30, 1973, and  on th at  d ate  brought into force the Regulations which  govern its in ter na l opera tion.  Since th at  time,  fourteen sessions have  been held and  major item s of business worked  on as described below.Two Protocols on Proc edures Governing  Replacement, Disman tling or Dest ruction,  and  Notificat ion Thereof—one for strategic  offensive arm s and one for ABM systems and  thei r componen ts—were comple ted and agreed upon by the  SCC in Jun e, 1974, and signed by S ecre tary  of S tate Kiss inger a nd F oreign Min iste r Gromyko in Moscow on Ju ly 3, 1974. The  provisions of these docu men ts govern the  replacement  of cer tain  older ICBM launchers,  and  launch ers  on older  subm arine s, by ballis tic missile l aun che rs on modern submarine s as permit ted  under  t he  Interim  Agre ement, as well as the dism ant ling  or des truc tion  of weapons systems and componen ts in excess of those permi tted by the  ABM Tre aty  and  the  Interim  Agreement.
In October 1976, th e two SCC Commissioners signed a Sup plementa ry Protocol to th at  Ju ly  3, 1974, Protocol on Proc edures for ABM Systems  and  Their Components mentione d above. The Sup plementary Protocol reg ula tes  the  rep lacement  of ABM systems and thei r components which  is permi tted  under  the ABM Treaty, as well as the  exchange  of ABM syste m deployment are as which is permi tted  by the  Protocol to the  ABM Tre aty  which was signed in Moscow on Ju ly 3, 1974. (The la tte r Protocol limi ts each side to one ABM deployment area. However, the  U.S. has  the  rig ht to exchange its ABM deployment  area  in defense of ICBM’s for one in defense of th e nat ion al capital, and  the  U.S.S.R. has  the  rig ht to exch ange  its ABM defense of the nat ion al capital for a n ABM deploym ent area  in defense of ICBM’s.)The  SCC has also t aken up items in connection with  e nha ncing imp lem entatio n of the  Agreem ent on Measures to Reduce the  Risk of Outbreak  of Nuclea r War. In ear ly 1975, discussions began on the  subject of a  mea ns of fa cili tat ing  and  speeding  the  tran smission of th e imm edia te not ifica tions provided for under  th at  Agre ement on Measures, and  over the  nex t several  SCC sessions an imp lem ent ing docum ent was worked out and agreed . This document, a Protocol on the  Use of Immedia te Noti ficat ions in Implementa tion  of t he  Agreem ent on Measures, was signed by the  SCC Commissioners and became effective  in  September 1976.Art icle  XIV of the  ABM Trea ty provides th at  t he  Tre aty  be reviewed at  five-year interv als  following its en try  into force. The firs t such review was conducted in the  SCC; a joi nt communique was issued on the  review on Novem ber 21, 1977. Also in connection with  implem entatio n of the  ABM Treaty,  there were  usefu l discussions dur ing  SCC sessions in 1977 and  1978 conce rning  be tte r mu tua l under standing of some aspects of cer tain  provisions of the  Trea ty. Those discussions  should fu rth er  enh anc e the  viabili ty and effectiveness of the ABM Trea ty.During  the  firs t 1979 session  of th e Commission, which coincided in tim e with  t he  final stages of the SALT II nego tiations,  the  SCC began its work  on some of the  imp lem entatio n procedures which will be needed to reg ula te the  activiti es of both  Parti es  upon en try  into  force of the Treaty. Specifically, work was done on procedur es un der which strategic  offensive arm s in excess of the  perm itte d num bers will be dismantle d or destroyed.

An im porta nt agen da item  has  been the  discussion of compliance- rela ted questions. The  SCC, as a body dealin g with implem entatio n of U.S.-U.S.S.R.  agre eme nts,  ope rate s in accordance with  Presiden tially-approved inst ruc tion s. It provides a direc t-con tact forum for discussing and  clar ifyin g ques tions of compliance and re la ted, possibly ambiguous, situatio ns. The SCC has  shown th at  it can perform a valu able  service and be usefu l in clar ifyin g and  remov ing ques tions and  ambigui ties
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related to implementation of, and compliance with, the provisions of complex and 
sensitive arms control agreements.

Attachments: 1. Article XIII of ABM Treaty,  2. Article VI of Interim Agreement, 
3. Article 7 of Agreement on Measures, 4. Article XVII of SALT II Treaty, 5. 
Chronology of SCC Sessions, 6. Memorandum of Unders tanding of December 21, 
1972, and 7. Regulations of the  SCC.

[Attachment 1]
ABM Treaty

ARTICLE XIII

“1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, 
the Partie s shall establish  promptly a Standing  Consultative Commission, within 
the framework of which they will:

“(a) Consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and 
related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

“(b) Provide on a voluntary basis such information as eithe r Par ty considers 
necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;

“(c) Consider questions involving unintended interference with national technical 
means of verification;

“(d) Consider possible changes in the strateg ic situation which have a bearing on 
the provisions of this Treaty;

“(e) Agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismant ling of ABM 
systems or the ir components in cases provided for by the provisions of th is Treaty;

“(f) Consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for furthe r increasing the viability 
of this Treaty, including proposals for amendments in accordance with the  provi
sions of this Trea ty; and

“(g) Consider, as appropr iate, proposals for fur ther measures  aimed at limiting 
strategic  arms.

“2. The Partie s through consultation shall establish, and may amend as appropri
ate, the Regulations of the  Standing Consultative Commission governing procedures, 
composition and other relevant matters.”

[Attachment 2]
SALT Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972 

ARTICLE VI

To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Interim  
Agreement, the Partie s shall use the Standing  Consultative Commission established 
under Article XIII of the  Treaty on the Limitation  of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 
in accordance with the provisions of that  Article.

[Attachment 3]
Agreement on Measures To Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War 

ARTICLE 7

The Parti es undertake  to hold consultations, as mutua lly agreed, to consider 
questions relatin g to implementation of the provisions of this  Agreement, as well as 
to discuss possible amendments thereto aimed at fur ther implementation of the 
purposes of this Agreement.

[Attachment 4]
SALT II Treaty of J une 18, 1979 

ARTICLE XVII

“1. To promote th e objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, 
the Parties shall use the  Standing Consultative Commission established by the 
Memorandum of Understanding  Between the  Government of the United States of 
America and the  Government  of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding 
the Establishment of a Standing Consultative Commission of December 21, 1972.

“2. Within the  framework of the Standing  Consultative Commission, with respect 
to this Trea ty, the Part ies will:

“(a) Consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and 
related s ituations which may be considered ambiguous;
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“(b) Provide on a voluntary basis such information as either Party considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the obligations assumed;“(c) Consider questions involving unintended interference with nationa l technical means of verification, and questions involving unintended impeding of verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty;“(d) Consider possible changes in the strateg ic situation which have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty;
“(e) Agree upon procedures for replacement, conversion, and dismantl ing or destruction , of strategic offensive arms  in cases provided for in the provisions of th is Treaty  and upon procedures for removal of such arms from the aggregate numbers when they otherwise cease to be subject to the limitat ions provided for in this Treaty, and at regular  sessions of the Standing  Consultative Commission, notify each other in accordance wi th the aforementioned procedures, at  least twice annually, of actions completed and those in process;“(f) Consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for fu rthe r increasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;
“(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further  measures limiting strategic offensive arms.
“3. In the Standing Consultative Commission the Part ies shall maintain by category the agreed data base on the numbers of strategic offensive arms established by the Memorandum of Unders tanding  Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establ ishment of a Data Base on the Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms of June  18, 1979.”“Agreed Statement. In order to m ainta in the agreed data  base on th e numbers of strateg ic offensive arms subject to the limitations provided for in the Treaty in accordance with paragraph 3 of Article XVII of the Treaty, at each regular session of the Standing  Consultative Commission the  Partie s will notify each other  of and consider changes in those numbers in the following categories: launchers of ICBMs; fixed l aunchers of ICBMs; launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs; launchers of SLBMs; launchers of SLBMs equipped with MIRVs; heavy bombers; heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers; heavy bombers equipped only for ASBMs; ASBMs; and ASBMs equipped with MIRVs/’

[Attachment 6]

Memo randum  of Unde rstanding Betwe en  the  Gov ern ment of the  UnitedStates of America  and  the  Governm ent of the  U nion  of Soviet SocialistRepub lics  Regarding the  Esta blishment of a Stan din g Cons ultativ e Comm ission

The Government of the United States of America and the  Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics hereby establish a Standing Consultative Commission.

The Standing  Consultative Commission shall promote the objectives and implementat ion of the provisions of the Treaty between the U.S.A. and the  U.S.S.R. on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of May 26, 1972, the Inter im Agreement between the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms of May 26, 1972, and the  Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War between the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. of September 30, 1971, and shall exercise i ts competence in accordance with the  provisions of Article XIII of said Treaty, Article VI of said Interim Agreement, and Article 7 of said Agreement on Measures.

h i .
Each Government shall be represented on the Standing Consultative  Commission by a Commissioner and a Deputy Commissioner, assisted by such staff  as it deems necessary.

IV.

The Standing Consultative Commission shall hold periodic sessions on dates mutually agreed by the Commissioners but  no less than two times per year. Sessions shall also be convened as soon as possible, following reasonable  notice, at the request of either Commissioner.
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v.

The Standing Consultative Commission shall establish  and approve Regulations 
governing procedures and other relevant mat ters  and may amend them as it deems 
appropriate.

VI.

The Standing Consultative Commission will meet in Geneva. I t may also meet at 
such other places as may be agreed.

Done in Geneva, on December 21, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and 
Russian languages, both texts being equally authen tic.

For the Government  of the United States of America:

For the Government of the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republic:

[Attachment 7]
Stand ing Consultativ e Comm issio n

protocol

Pursuant to the  provisions of the Memorandum of Unders tanding between the 
Government of the United States  of America and the Government of the  Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establ ishment of a Standing Consultative 
Commission, dated December 21, 1972, th e undersigned, haying been duly appointed 
by the ir respective Governments as Commissioners of said Standing  Consultative 
Commission, hereby establish  and approve, in the form attached, Regulations gov
erning procedures and other  r elevant mat ters of the Commission, which Regulations 
shall ente r into force upon signa ture of this Protocol and remain in force un til and 
unless amended by the undersigned or their  successors.

Done in Geneva on May 30, 1973, in two copies, each in the English and Russian 
languages, both texts being equally authent ic.

Commissioner, United States of  America. 

Commissioner, Union of  Soviet Socialist Republics.

[Attachment]
Stand ing  Consult ative Comm issio n

REGULATIONS

1. The Standing  Consultative Commission, established by the Memorandum of 
Unders tanding  between the Government  of th e United States  of America and the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establ ishment 
of a Standing Consultative Commission of December 21, 1972, shall consist of a  U.S. 
component and Soviet component, each of which shall be headed by a  Commission
er.

2. The Commissioners sha ll alte rnately  preside over the meetings.
3. The Commissioners shall, when possible, inform each other in advance of the 

mat ters to be submitted for discussion, but may at a meeting submit  for discussion 
any mat ter within the competence of the Commission.

4. During intervals between sessions of the Commission, each Commissioner may 
transmi t writt en or oral communications to the other Commissioner concerning 
mat ters within the  competence of the  Commission.

5. Each component of the Commission may invite such advisers and exper ts as it 
deems necessary to pa rticipa te in a  meeting.

6. The Commission may establish working groups to consider and prepare specific 
matters.

7. The results  of the discussion of questions at the meetings of th e Commission 
may, i f necessary, be entered into records which shall be in two copies, each in the 
English and th e Russian languages, both texts being equally au thentic .

8. The proceedings of the Standing  Consultative Commission shal l be conducted in 
private. The Standing  Consultative  Commission may not make its proceedings 
public except with  the express consent of both Commissioners.

9. Each component of the  Commission shall bear  the expenses connected with its 
participation in the Commission.



48

Report Entitled “Compliance With SALT I Agreements,” July 1979, 
Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs

The purpose of this paper is to provide a brief account of the background, discussion, and status of those questions related to compliance with the SALT agreements  of 1972—the ABM trea ty and the Inter im Agreement on strategic offensive arms—which have been raised by the United States and the U.S.S.R. It also provides a brief discussion of matte rs which have been mentioned in the press but which have not been raised with th e U.S.S.R.
Even before talks with the U.S.S.R. on the subject of strategic  arms limitation began, the  United States established, in the  framework of the Nationa l Security Council (NSC) system an interagency group known as the Verification Panel to study questions concerning SALT, wi th special atten tion to matter s of verification of compliance with the provisions of possible agreements. During the preliminary t alks in November and December of 1969, the  United States proposed, and the U.S.S.R. agreed, to create a special stand ing body to deal with  questions of implementation  of agreements which might be concluded, including questions which might arise concerning compliance. This reflected early  recognition and agreement that  such matters would require special a ttent ion in connection with any agreem ent as complex as one limiting the strategic weapons of the United States and the U.S.S.R.Article XIII of the ABM treaty of May 26, 1972, provides for a Standing  Consultative Commission (SCC) to, among o ther things, “consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations assumed and related  situations which may be considered ambiguous.”
Article VI of the Interim Agreement provides tha t the  parties use the SCC in a similar manner in connection with that  agreement . In December 1972, during the first session of SALT II, the SCC was formally established.
Since the conclusion of the 1972 SALT agreements, procedures have been established within the U.S. Government for monitoring Soviet performance and for dealing with matters related to compliance. All intelligence information is carefully analyzed in the context  of the  provisions of those agreements, and recommendations on questions which arise are developed by interagency intelligence and policy advisory groups with in the NSC system. Current ly, these a re an Intelligence Community Steering Group on Monitoring Strategic Arms Limitations and the Standing Consultative Commission Working Group of the  NSC Special Coordination Committee. Should analysis of intelligence information indicate that  there could be a question concerning compliance, this lat ter  group reviews and analyzes the  available information and provides recommendations. The President decides whether  a particular  question or issue is to be raised with the U.S.S.R. based on the study and recommendations of the  Working Group and, if necessary, the departmen t and agency principals who comprise the Special Coordination Committee or the NSC itself. After discussion of any question is opened with the U.S.S.R. in the Standing Consultative Commission, the positions and actions taken  by the U.S. representatives are also guided in the same manner.

Questions raised by the United States
Launch control fac ilities (special-purpose silos).—Article I of the  Inter im Agreement states: “The Parties undertake  not to sta rt construction of additional fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers afte r July  1, 1972.”In 1973 the United States  determined tha t additional silos of a  differen t design were under construction at a number of launch  sites. If these had been intended to contain ICBM launchers, they would have constituted a violation of Article  I of the  Inter im Agreement.
When the United States raised its concern over this construction with the  Soviet side, the  U.S.S.R. responded th at the silos were, in fact, hardened  facilities built for launch-control purposes. As discussions proceeded and additional intelligence became available, the United States concluded that  the silos were built  to serve a launch-control function.
In early  1977, following fu rther discussions during 1975 and 1976 and a review of our intelligence on this subject, the United  States decided to close discussion of this matter  on the  basis that  the  silos in question were being used as launch-control facilities. We will, of course, continue to watch for any activity which might warrant  reopening of this matter .
Concealment measures.—Article V of the Inter im Agreement  and Article XII of the ABM trea ty provide th at  each party shall not “* * * inter fere with the national technical means of verification of the other  Par ty * * *” nor “• * * use deliberate concealment measures which impede verification by nat ional technical means of compliance with the provisions * * *” of the  agreement or th e treaty. Both artic les
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provided that  the lat ter  obligation “* » * shall not require changes in cur ren t 
construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.”

The United States has closely monitored Soviet concealment practices both before 
and afte r conclusion of the  1972 SALT agreements. During 1974 the exten t of those 
concealment activities associated with strategic  weapons programs increased sub
stantially. None of them prevented U.S. verification of compliance with the  provi
sions of the ABM treaty  or the Inter im Agreement, but there was concern that  they 
could impede verification in the  future if the pat tern  of concealment measures  
continued to expand.

The United States stated this concern and discussed it with the Soviet side. In 
early  1975 careful analysis  of intelligence information on activities in the U.S.S.R. 
led the  United States to conclude that  there no longer appeared to be an expanding 
pat tern  of concealment activities associated with strateg ic weapons programs. We 
continue to monitor Soviet activity in this area  closely.

Modern large ballist ic missiles (SS-19 issue).—Article II of the  In terim Agreement 
states: “The Partie s undertake  not to convert land-based launchers for light  ICBM’s, 
or for ICBM’s of older  types deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers for 
heavy ICBM’s of types deployed after that  time.”

This provision was sought by the  United States as par t of an effort to place limits 
on Soviet heavy ICBM’s (SS-9 and follow-ons). We did not, however, obtain agree
ment on a quant itativ e definition of a heavy ICBM which would constrain increases 
in the  size of Soviet light ICBM’s (SS-11 and follow-ons). Thus, the U.S. side sta ted 
on the  final day of SALT I negotiations [May 26, 1972]:

“The U.S. Delegation regrets that  the Soviet Delegation has not been willing to 
agree on a common definition of a heavy missile. Under these circumstances, the 
U.S. Delegation believes it necessary to state the following: The United States would 
consider any ICBM having a volume significantly greater tha n that  of the larges t 
light ICBM now operational on eith er side to be a heavy ICBM. The U.S. proceeds 
on the  premise tha t the Soviet side will give due account to this consideration.”

The U.S.S.R. delegation main tained  the position throughout SALT I that  an 
agreed definition of heavy ICBM’s was not essentia l to the understand ing reached 
by the  sides in the Inter im Agreement on the subject of heavy ICBM’s and made 
clear that  they did not agree with the  U.S. stateme nt quoted above. When deploy
ment  of the SS-19 missile began, its size, though not a violation of the Inter im 
Ageement provisions noted above, caused the United States  to raise the  issue with 
the Soviets in early 1975. Our purpose was to emphasize the importance the United 
States  attached to the distinction made in the Inter im Agreement between “light” 
and “heavy” ICBM’s, as well as the  continuing importance of that  dis tinction in the 
context of the SALT II agreem ent under negotiation at the time. Following some 
discussion in the SCC, further  discussions of this question in that  forum were 
deferred because it was under  active consideration in the  SALT II negotiations.

Subsequently, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations agreed in the  SALT II Trea ty on 
a clear demarcation, in terms of missile launch-weight and throw-weight, between 
light and heavy ICBM’s.

Possible testing o f an air defense system (SA-5) radar in an AB M mode.—Article 
VI of the ABM trea ty states: “To enhance  assurance of the  effectiveness of the 
limitat ions on ABM systems and the ir components provided by this Treaty, each 
Par ty undertakes : (a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radar, other than ABM 
interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabili ties to counter  strate 
gic ballistic missiles or th eir elements in flight tra jectory , and not to test them in an 
ABM mode * *

On April 7, 1972, the United States made a  sta tement to clarify our interpretation 
of “tested in an ABM mode.” We noted, with respect to radars, tha t we would 
consider a radar to be so tested if, for example, it makes measurements on a 
cooperative target vehicle during  the  reen try portion of its trajec tory or makes 
measurements in conjunction with the test  of an ABM interceptor missile or an 
ABM radar at the same test range. We added tha t rada rs used for purposes such as 
range safety or instrumentation  would be exempt from application of these criteria.

During 1973 and 1974, U.S. observation of Soviet tests of ballistic  missiles led us 
to believe tha t a radar associated with the  SA-5 surface-to-air missile system had 
been used to tra ck strateg ic ba llistic missiles during flight.

A quest ion of importance in relat ion to this activity was 'whethe r it represented 
an effort to upgrade the SA-5 system for an ABM role. The Soviets could have been 
using the radar in a range instrumentation role to obtain precision tracking; on the 
other  hand, the activity could have been par t of an effort to upgrade the SA-5 
system for an ABM role or to collect data for use in developing ABM systems or a 
new dual  SAM/ABM system. Although much more testing, and testing  significantly 
differen t in form, would be needed before the  Soviets could achieve an ABM capabil-
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ity for the SA-5, the observed activity  was, nevertheless, ambiguous with respect to 
the constra ints of article VI of the ABM trea ty and the related U.S.-stated interp re
tation  of “testing in an ABM mode.” If  the activity was designed to upgrade the SA- 
5 system, it would have been only the first step in such an effort. Extensive and 
observable modifications to other  components of the system would have been neces
sary, bu t these have not occurred.

The United States raised this issue based on the  indications that  an SA-5 radar 
may have been tracking ballistic missiles during the reen try portion of the ir flight 
trajectory into an  ABM te st range.

The Soviets maintained tha t no Soviet air  defense radar had been tested in an 
ABM mode. They also noted tha t the  use of non-ABM radars for range safety or 
instrumentation was not limited by the ABM treaty .

A short  time later, we observed that  the radar activity of concern during Soviet 
ballistic missile tests had ceased.

The United States has continued to monitor Soviet activities carefully for any 
indications tha t such possible testing activity might be resumed.

Soviet reporting of  dismantling o f excess AB M test launchers.—Each side is limited 
under  the ABM treaty to no more tha n 15 ABM launchers at tes t ranges. During 
1972, soon after the ABM t rea ty was signed, the Soviets dismantled several excess 
launchers at the Soviet ABM test range.

On July 3, 1974, the agreed procedures, worked out in the SCC, for dismantling 
excess ABM test launchers entered into force. After the  detailed procedures entered 
into effect, the U.S.S.R. provided notification in the SCC that  the  excess ABM 
launchers at the Soviet test  range had been dismantled in accordance with the 
provisions of th e agreed procedures. Our own information was that  several of the 
launchers had not, in fact, been dismantled in complete accordance with those 
detailed procedures.

Even though the launchers were deactivated prior to entry into force of the 
procedures, and thei r reactivation would be of no s trategic  significance, The United 
States raised the mat ter as a case of inaccu rate notification or reporting to make 
known our expectation tha t, in the  future , care would be take n to insure tha t 
notification, as well as  d ismantling or destruction, was in stric t accordance with the 
agreed procedures.

Soviet ABM radar on Kamchatka Peninsula.—Article IV of the ABM trea ty 
states: “The limitations provided for in Article III [on deployment] shall not apply to 
ABM systems or thei r components used for development or testing, and located 
within current or additionally agreed test ranges.”

In October 1975 a new radar was installed at the Kamchatka  impact area of the  
Soviet ICBM test  range. Since art icle IV exempts from the limitat ions of artic le III 
only those  ABM components used for development or testin g a t cur ren t or addition
ally agreed ranges, location of this  radar, which the United States  identified as an 
ABM radar,  on the Kamchatka Peninsula could have constituted establishment of a 
new Soviet ABM test range.

This s ituation, however, was made ambiguous by two facts.
(1) Just prior to the conclusion of the SALT negotiations in 1972, the United 

States  provided to the Soviet delegation a list of U.S. and Soviet ABM test ranges 
which did not include the  Kamchatka impact area. The Soviet side neither con
firmed nor denied the accuracy or completeness of the U.S. listing and indicated 
that  use of national technical means assured against misunderstanding of a rticle  
IV.

(2) The presence of an older type ABM radar could be viewed as having estab
lished the Kamchatka impact area as an ABM test range at  the  time the ABM 
treaty  was signed.

Though the location of a new ABM rad ar on Kamchatka was not strategically 
significant, it was decided tha t this matter  should be raised with the  Soviet side in 
order to se t the record straight.

We brought the situa tion to the attention of the Soviet side. The U.S.S.R. indicat 
ed that  a range with a rad ar instrumentation complex existed on the Kamchatka 
Peninsula on the date of signa ture of the  ABM trea ty and that  they would be 
prepared to consider the  K amchatka range a current test  range within the meaning 
of artic le IV of the ABM treaty . The United States continued the exchange to 
establi sh tha t Kamchatka is an ABM test  range, that  Sary Shagan and Kamchatka 
are  the  only ABM test  ranges in th e U.S.S.R., and tha t article IV of the ABM treaty  
requires agreem ent concerning the e stablishment of additional tes t ranges.

The Soviet side has acknowledged that  Kamcha tka is an ABM test  range and that  
it and Sary Shagen are  the only ABM test  ranges in the  U.S.S.R. In addition, 
agreem ent has been reached in the  SCC clarifying the estab lishment of ABM test 
ranges.
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Soviet dismantling or destruction of  replaced ICBM launchers.—Under the  Inte rim agreement and the protocol thereto of May 26, 1972, the U.S.S.R. was permitted to have no more th an 950 SLBM launchers and 62 modern, nuclear-powered ballist ic missile submarines. In addition it was provided that  Soviet SLBM launchers in excess of 740 might become operational only as replacements for older ICBM and SLBM launchers, which would be dismantled or destroyed under  agreed procedures.Such procedures were developed in the SCC and became effective on July 3, 1974. The procedures include detailed requirements for the dismantling or destruction actions to be accomplished, the ir timing, and notification about them to the  other party.
By early 1976 the  Soviets had developed a requirement to dismantle 51 replaced launchers. It soon became apparen t to the United States  that  the  Soviets would probably not compete all the  required dismant ling actions on all of the launchers on time. Therefore, the  United States decided to raise this question with the Soviets, but  before we could do so, the  Soviets acknowledged tha t the dismant ling of 41 older ICBM launchers had not been completed in the  required time period. The Soviets explained the situat ion and predicted that  all the dismantling actions would be completed by Ju ne 1, 1976, and agreed to the U.S. demand that  no more submarines with replacement SLBM launchers begin sea tria ls before such completion. Both conditions were met.
Since th at  time, although we have observed some minor procedural discrepancies at  a number  of those deactivated launch sites and at others  as the replacement process continued, all the launchers have been in a condition tha t satisfied the essentia l substan tive requirem ents, which are  that  they cannot be used to launch missiles and cannot be reactivated in a short time. As necessary we have pursued the question of complete and precise accomplishment of the detailed requirements of the agreed procedures.
Concealment at test range.—Provisions of the interim Agreement per tinent to this discussion are:
Article V (3): Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures  which impede verification by national technica l means of compliance with the provisions of this Inter im Agreement.”
Agreed s tatemen t concerning launcher dimensions: “* * * in the  process of modernizat ion and replacement the  dimensions of land-based ICBM silo launchers will not be significantly increased.”
Agreed sta teme nt concerning test and training launchers : “* * * there shall be no significant increase in the number of ICBM and SLBM te st and training launchers, or in the number  of such launchers for modern land-based heavy ICBMs * * ♦ construction or conversion of ICBM launchers at test ranges shall be undertaken only for purposes of testing and training .”
In early 1977 we observed the use of a large net covering over an ICBM test launcher undergoing conversion at a test range in th e U.S.S.R.There was agreement in the United States that  this subject could be appropriate for discussion in SALT in the  context of th e ongoing discussions on the  subject of delibera te concealment measures in connection with the SALT II agreement. The subject was initia lly raised in this context.
In addition we also expressed our view th at  the use of a covering over an ICBM silo launcher concealed ac tivities from national technical means of verificat ion and could impede verification of compliance with provisions of the Inter im Agreement; specifically, the provision which dealt with increases  in dimensions of ICBM silo launchers as recorded in the agreed statement quoted above. The United States took the  position th at  a  covering which conceals activi ties at an ICBM silo from nationa l technica l means of verification could reduce the confidence and tru st which are important to mutual efforts to establish  and main tain strategic arms limitations.It has been the Soviet position tha t the provisions of the  Interim Agreement were not applicable to the  activity in question. Nevertheless, they subsequently removed the  ne t covering.

QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE  U.S.S .R .

Shelters over minutem an silos.—Para graph 3 of article V of the Inter im Agreement states: “Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of th is Inter im Agreement. This obligation shall not require changes in cur ren t construction, assembly, conversion, or overhau l practices.The United States used shelters which were either 300 or 700 square feet in size over Minuteman ICBM silos to provide environmental protection during  initial construction as well as modernization, from 1962 through 1972. Beginning in 1973, in connection with modernization and silo-hardening work, prefabricated shel ters of about  2,700 square  feet were used. From four to twelve of these shelters were in



place over silos a t any given time, for from 10 days to 4 weeks depending upon the 
severity of the weather.

The Soviets raised th is subject, tak ing the position th at the activity was inconsist
ent with article  V of the  Interim Agreement  since it could be classified as de liberate 
concealment and tha t, therefore, it should cease. The United States, based on the 
nature  of the shelters  and the ir use strictly for environmental purposes, not for 
concealment, believed th at  their use was consistent with artic le V.

In early 1977 the United States  decided to modify the use of environmental 
shelters over Minuteman ICBM silos based on explicit confirmation of the common 
view shared by us and Soviets t ha t neither side should use shelters over ICBM silos 
that  impede verification by nationa l technical means of compliance with the provi
sions of the Interim  Agreement.

Our use of shelters  was modified by reducing the ir size almost 50 percent in 
recognition of tha t understanding. The Soviets, however, said that  the modified 
shelters still hindered their national technical means in carrying out thei r verifica
tion functions. The United States  responded tha t it had modified the shelte rs in 
response to stated Soviet concerns, tha t it had always been and remained in compli
ance with the  provisions of the Interim Agreement, and that  it believed that  no 
fur the r action was necessary.

In November 1978, in the SALT II negotiations, the Soviet side raised a question 
regarding the distinguishability of launchers equipped for  non-MIRVed Minuteman 
II and MIRVed Minuteman III ICBM’s. They said that  the problem of distinguisha
bility was aggravated by the use of shel ters over Minuteman launchers.

The U.S. side made clear to t he  Soviets th at  our use of  shelters over Minuteman 
silo launchers  was for environmental  protection only and that  it was not a deliber
ate concealment measure. In the  inte rest  of satisfying both sides’ verification con
cerns, however, we indicated that  we were prepared to forego the use of the 
shelters. Subsequently, because of our view of the importance  of verification and 
because of the s tated Soviet concern, we decided to d iscontinue using these shelters. 
In May 1979, in the context of resolving the distinguishabili ty issue, the United 
States  ceased using the shelters  in question.

The sides subsequently agreed to record, in a common unders tanding to para 
graph 3 of article XV of the SALT II Treaty, tha t no shelte rs which impede 
verification by national technical means shall be used over ICBM silo launchers.

Atla s and Titan-I launchers.—The protocol developed in the SCC governing re
placement, dismantling, and destruction of strategic offensive arms, as noted above, 
provides detailed procedures for dismant ling ICBM launchers and associated facili
ties, one principle of which is that  reactivat ion of dismantled launchers should take 
substantial ly more time than construct ion of a new one.

There are 177 former launchers for the obsolete Atlas and Titan-I ICBM systems 
at various locations across the continenta l United States. All these launchers were 
deactivated by the end of 1966.

The Soviet side apparent ly perceived an ambiguity with respect to the status and 
condition of these  launchers, based on the  amount of dismantling which had been 
done and its effect on thei r possible reactiva tion time. They raised this issue in 
early 1975.

The U.S. view was th at  these launchers were obsolete and deactivated prior to the 
Inter im Agreement and were not subject to tha t agreem ent or to  the accompanying 
procedures for d ismantling or destruction. However, we did provide some informa
tion on their conditions illus trat ing that  they could not be reactivated easily or 
quickly. The discussion on this question ceased in mid-1975.

Radar on Shemya Island.—Article III of the ABM treaty  states: “Each Par ty 
undertakes  not to deploy ABM systems or th eir components except * • • wi thin one 
ABM deployment area ♦ • * centered on the Party ’s national capital * * * and 
within one * * * deployment area * * * containing ICBM silo launchers * *

In 1973 the United States began construction of a new phased-array radar on 
Shemya Island, Alaska, at the western end of the Aleutian Island chain. The radar 
became operational in early  1977. This rad ar is used for national technical means of 
verification, space tracking, and early  warning.

The Soviets raised a question in 1975, suggesting that  the radar was an ABM 
rad ar which would not be perm itted at  this location.

The U.S. side discussed this ma tter  with the Soviets and as a result, we believe, 
eliminated any concern about possible inconsistency with the provisions of the ABM trea ty.
( Privacy o f SCC proceedings.—Para graph 8 of the regula tions of the SCC states: 
“The proceedings of the Standing Consultative Commission shall be conducted in 
private. The Standing Consultative Commission may not make the proceedings 
public except with the express consent of both Commissioners.”
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Prio r to the special SCC session held in early  1975 to discuss certa in questions related to compliance, several articles appeared in various U.S. publications with wide circulation.  These articles speculated about the  possibility of certain Soviet “violations” of the SALT agreements which were to be discussed and tended to draw the conclusion that  there were violations, based on what  was purported to be accurate intelligence information.
The Soviets have expressed to us t hei r concern about the importance of confidentiality in the  work of the SCC and about the  publication of such items. They were apparently particularly concerned about press items that  may appea r to have official U.S. Government sanction.
We have discussed with the Soviets the usefulness of mainta ining  the privacy of our negotiations and discussions and limiting speculation in the  public media on SCC proceedings, as well as the need to keep the  public adequately informed.In March 1978, the Soviets repeated the ir position on the need for privacy of SCC proceedings and objected to the release to the public, in February 1978, of the  U.S. paper on compliance with the SALT I agreements. The United States  responded by explaining the factors underlying the  U.S. view on the  need to provide the  public with information concerning compliance. The Soviets have not formally raised this matter again since th at  time.
Dismantling or Destruction o f the AB M Radar Under Construction at Malmstrom  AFB.—When the ABM trea ty was signed on May 26, 1972, the United States had ABM defenses under construction in two deployment areas for the  defense of ICBM’s. Since the ABM trea ty permi tted each party  only one such ABM system deployment area, the United States immediately halted the construction, which was in its early  stages, at  Malmstrom AFB, Montana. Specific procedures for the  dismantl ing or destruction of the  ABM facilities under construct ion at  Malmstrom were negotiated as part of th e protocol on procedures for ABM systems and the ir components, signed on July  3, 1974.
Dismantling of the ABM facilities under construct ion at Malmstrom was completed by May 1, 1974.
In late 1974 we notified the U.S.S.R. in the SCC th at  dismantling activities at  th e Malmstrom site had been completed. Somewhat later , the  Soviet side raised a question about one detailed aspect of the dismantling which they apparen tly felt had not been carried out in full accord with the  agreed procedures.We reviewed with the Soviet side the actions taken by the  United States to dismantle the  Malmstrom site and also showed them some photographs of the before-and-after conditions there . The question was apparently  resolved on the basis of tha t discussion.
U.S. radar deployments.—Para graph 2 of article  I of the ABM tr eaty states: “Each Par ty under takes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the terr itory of its country  and not provide a base for such a defense * * In paragraph (b) of artic le VI, the  sides undertook “not to deploy in the futu re radars  for early  warning of strateg ic ballistic missile attack except at locations along the  periphery of its national terri tory  and oriented  outward.” An agreed stateme nt initialed by the Heads of Delegation on May 26, 1972, states: “The Part ies agree not to deploy phased-array radars having a potential (the product of mean emitted power in watts  and antenna area  in square miles) exceeding three million, except as  provided for in Articles III, IV, and VI of the Treaty , or except for the purposes of track ing objects in ou ter space or for use as natio nal technica l means of verification.”When the ABM treaty entered into force, the  United  States  had deployed as par t of its ballistic missile early  warning system (BMEWS) two large radars on U.S. terr itory—the phased-ar ray FPS-85 radar in Florida  and a nonphased-array rad ar in Clear, Alaska. Since that  time,  the  United States has constructed a large phased- array radar on Shemya Island (see discussion above) and has initia ted construction of two, large phased-array radars (PAVE PAWS) for early  warning  of SLBM attack . The lat ter  are located at Otis Air Force Base, Massachuset ts, and Beale Air Force Base, California.
In October 1978, the Soviets expressed concern that  the PAVE PAWS radars, along with the  other  large phased-array radars in the  United States, could enable the United States to have a rad ar base for an ABM defense of U.S. te rritory. They asked the United States  to clarify this matter.
The United States responded in the  SCC to the Soviets’ expressed concern over our radars.  We advised the Soviet side that  the PAVE PAWS radars are for early warning of strategic  ballistic missile attack and that  the ir deployment is in full compliance with the ABM treaty. We said that  they are replacing older early warning radars which have become obsolete and that  as a secondary function they will be used for track ing objects in outer  space. Addit ionally, we provided technical information—much of which is in the  public domain—to make clear that  they are



for early warning and are not ABM radars. We noted that  the other  rada rs men
tioned by the Soviets provide early warning coverage from other areas  in the United 
States. The Soviets took note of this clarification.

OTHER QUESTION S AN D CHARGES

The process of monitoring Soviet activity and analyzing the information obtained 
in order to decide whether any part icular matter  needs to be raised with the Soviet 
side has been described above. Activities not raised with the U.S.S.R. as ambiguous 
or of possible concern have also been examined by the United States. In those cases, 
analysis of the available intelligence informat ion showed that  they did not warran t 
discussion or categorization as inconsistent with the  agreements.  Generally, it has 
been the practice to  avoid public discussions of these  matters .

From time to time, articles have appeared in U.S. periodicals and newspapers 
alleging Soviet violations of the provisions of the  SALT I agreements.  As indicated 
earlier,  these reports  or commentaries have been generally speculative and have 
concluded or implied that  violations or “cheat ing” by the  Soviets had  taken place.

Among the subjects most recently or frequen tly mentioned are those listed below.
“Blind ing ” of  U.S. satellites .—Soviet use of something like laser energy to “blind” 

certain U.S. satell ites could be an activity inconsistent with the  obligations in 
article XII of the ABM trea ty and article V of the  Inter im Agreement  “not to 
interfere with” or “use deliberate  concealment measures” which impede verifica
tion, by national  technical means, of compliance with the  provisions of those agree
ments.

In 1975 information relevant to possible incidents of th at  nature  was thoroughly 
analyzed, and it was determined that  no questionable  Soviet activity was involved 
and that  our monitoring capabilities had not been affected by these events. The 
analysis indicated that  the events had resulted from several large fires caused by 
breaks along natu ral  gas pipelines in the U.S.S.R. Late r, following several repor ts in 
the U.S. press alleging Soviet v iolations and in response to questions about those 
reports, the U.S. press was informed of those facts by several U.S. officials.

Mobile ABM.—From time to time, it has been stated  that  the U.S.S.R., in contra
vention of artic le V of the ABM treaty , has developed, tested, or deployed a mobile 
ABM system, or a mobile ABM rada r, one of the  three components of a mobile ABM 
system.

The U.S.S.R. does not have a mobile ABM system or components for such a 
system. Since 1971 the Soviets have installed at  ABM test ranges several radars 
associated with an ABM system currently  in development. One of the types of 
radars associated with this system can be erected in a matter  of months, rather  
than  requir ing years to build as has been the case for ABM radars  both sides have 
deployed in the past. Another type could be emplaced on prepared concrete founda
tions. This new system and its components can be installed more rapidly  than
Erevious ABM systems, bu t they are clearly not mobile in the sense of being able to 

e moved about readily or hidden. A single complete operational site would take 
about hal f a year to construct. A nationwide ABM system based on this new system 
under  development would take a matter of years  to build.

ABM testing o f air defense missiles.—Article VI of the trea ty specifically prohibi ts 
the  testing  in an ABM mode of missiles which are not ABM interceptor missiles, or 
giving them ABM capabilities. Our close monitoring of activ ities in this  field have 
not indicated that  ABM tests or any tests against strategic ballistic missiles have 
been conducted with an air  defense missile; specifically, we have not observed any 
such tests of the SA-5 a ir defense system missile, th e one occasionally mentioned in 
this connection in the open press.

Mobile ICBM’s.—The development and testing of a mobile ICBM’s is not prohibi t
ed by the  In terim Agreement, but the United States stated in SALT I tha t we would 
consider deployment of such systems to be inconsistent with the objectives of the 
agreement . We do not believe the  Soviets have deployed an ICBM in a  mobile mode.

The possibility that  the Soviet SS-20, which is a  mobile intermediate-range ballis
tic missile system, has been given or could be given ICBM range capabilities has 
been discussed in the  press. The SS-20 is being deployed to replace older medium- 
and interm ediate -range  missiles. It is judged to  be capable of reaching the  Aleutian  
Islands and western Alaska from its present and likely deployment areas in the 
easte rn U.S.S.R.; however, i t cannot reach the contiguous 48 States  from any of its 
likely deployment areas in the Soviet Union.

While the range capability of any missile system, including the  SS-20, can be 
extended by reducing the total weight of its payload or adding another  propulsion 
stage, there is no evidence tha t the Soviets have made any such modifications to the 
SS-20. We have confidence tha t we would detec t the necessary intercontinental  
range testing of such a modified system.
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Denial of  test information.—It has been reported  in some articles on SALT that  
the Soviets have violated the Inter im Agreement  by encoding missile-test telem etry 
and that  such activity is contrary to the  provision of artic le V of the Inter im 
Agreement. Such act ivity would be inconsistent with those provisions of the  Inter im 
Agreement if it impeded verification of compliance with agreement provisions; it 
has not been considered to have done so. The SALT II agreement includes a specific 
provision th at neither party may del iberate ly deny telemetric information whenever 
such denial impedes verification of the provisions of the treaty .

Anti sate llite systems.—It has been alleged that  Soviet development of an a ntis ate l
lite system is a violation of the obligation not to inter fere with national technica l 
means of verification of compliance with SALT provisions. Since development of 
such systems is not prohibited, this program does not call into question Soviet 
compliance with existing agreements. The actual use of an anti sate llite system 
against U.S. national technical means is prohibited, but this  has not occurred.
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