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. At the time I assumed the job of Chief of Nuval Operations on 1 July 1970, 

the United states was in the second of the Beven SALT phases which preceded the 

May 197~, treaty and interim a6reement. This ?hase had beb~ on hpril 16, 1970, 

and lasted until August 14, 1970, a period of 120 days, and was the second 

lon&est of the series and the moat episodlC . it took place at Vienna. The U. S. 

had gone into this phase wi th a program. tha t consisted of four major options: 

Option A, 1n whicn no U. S. program was inhibited, MIRV's were peroitted and 

12 safeguard aites were authorized i n the AHM field, and then Uptions ~, C, 

and D, eoch of which yrovided for anti-ballistic missile sites to be zero or 

NCA only, this has a SUP to Moscow who had advocated zero or HCA at S~ LT-l. 

These AtlM options had been designed as tradeoffs to get ~BCOW to agree lo an 

01Tenslve missile ceiling with 250 or, as a fall-bflck, a 300 limit on SS-9'6. All 

f our of the optionc provided for 1,710 ballistic missiles for both sides (this 

permitting the U. S. to retain its 1,054 ICBM's unu its 656 8OB""'6) nnd bombers 

to remain at existing levels. Options A and B were called low and C and D were 

called lugh. Only Option C banned MIRV's; D called for there to be 1,710 ballis-

tic missilce at the outset but droppin6 to 1,000 by 1978, at the rute of 100 per 

year. All of these options permitted freedom to mix one-way; th~ t is, either 



Tape Side A 
Part 4 

-2-

aide could take land-based missiles to see, end each option had 11 collateral 

constraints which prevented improvement in the capabilities of both sides. 

These four options had been briefed on 16 March to the major Congressional 

leadership by the President vith key members of his advisors present, and 

when the President had come down in favor of Options C and D aO his choices, 

he received a great deal of praise from the leadership which indicated that 

there was support for the kind of an option that would reduce our total arma-

ment. 

On the tenth of April, 1970, an ~SDM-51, the President had announced that 

Option C - the option to ban MIRV - would be put forward first, and Option D -

which required reductions - would be put forward aecond, and that the NCA would 

be put forward first on the defensive side with zero sites as the second choice, 

but actually zero preferred. 

~ith regard to the problem of verification of a ~V ban which would have 

been required if Option C had been approved, the su~gestion thnt it would be 

by national means stayed in the paper dealing with these options up until it 

reached the National Security Council. There it was broadened to include a 

requirement that there be on-site inspections to verify that MIRV bene were 
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being obeyed. This action ~~gered the bureaucracy a great deal, within the 

arms control community, which considered that this was almost a last chance 

to achieve a ban on MIRV, with the U. S. about to conclude its oon MIRV testing 

and about to deploy Minuteman HI in June of 1970, and Poseidon seven months 

later. This bureaucracy felt that the requirement for an onsight inspection, 

known to be an anathema to the Soviets, loaded the option in such a way that 

it would be unacceptable to the Soviets as an option. There wae even some 

thought that the President had mads the decision to load Option C in this way 

to make a MIRV ban unacceptable to the Soviets, or that Kissinger might have 

done so as a compromise to get JCS support for higher options. At that ti~e, 

the Central Intelligence Agency , the State Department, and the Arms Control 

and Disarmament Agency had favored naticnal meansand had favored accepting 

the risks on the theory that at sorne point cheating ~~th regard to a MERV ban 

would be caught, but the JCS position prior to my arr1val had been agai.nst it. 

All of these arguments first begged the basic quest10n 1s whether even 

onsight inspect.ion of the kind that either side would plausibly permit could 

detect 11IRV cheating, since a MIRV program packaged in a missile would be very 

hard to detect without the most detailed and scientific examination. 
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Soon after the SALT-II had begun in Vienna, the Soviets bud rejected 

Option 3, the MIRV ban, at the outset without even exploring whether or not 

the U. S. was willing to drop the requirement for an on8ight inspection to m&ke 

it acceptable to us, with a cleer signal thnt the Soviets had every intention 

of going forward with MIRV tests themselves and wanted to have MIRV's in order 

to capitalize on their larger throw-weight of their missiles. During ~ earlier 

two visits back to Washington, I had detected a certain amount of optimism 

within the Administration about the prospect of negotiating strate6ic arms 

l i mitations with the SOviets, however, by the time I took the job the Soviets 

hnd already rejected Option C and, in a single dey, rejected Option D, which 

was the proposal to reduce total numbers of ballistic missiles; the Soviets 

taking the p08ition that both Options C and D were just the United states tak-

ing one-sided positions for its am! advantage. Option C, the Soviets felt, 

~~8 the U. S. effort to free Ie permanently their inferiority and to add insult 

to injury by demanding onsight in8pections to check thie inferiorIty, whereus 

to them they suggested that D appeared to reduce the Soviets r,reatest advantage 

and force them to C where the U. S. had advantages; this latter because at the 

time the 1,710 limit was put forward, the Soviets had the preponderance of 

their strategic missiles in land-based systems. 
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On the other hand , the Soviets had accepted the NCA on the defensive eide 

within a week and then concentrated on bein~ ambiguous themselves while await-

tog "the renl" U. S. positions. 

1'he deal that was X-st&mped at the time that I returned t o \'ashin,;ton 

which had been accepted by the Soviets - that iE, that they could retain their 

Moscow site under the "NCA Option" while the U. S. safeguard was li~ited - was 

so good that it was one th~t they mi6ht well have come up with themselves, and 

I think that there was general agreemeot within the JCS at the tine I took over 

thBt it was whllt Newhouse in "Cold Dawn" came to refer to as "intellectual 

blunder," designed to provide symmetry ",hich would carry over into the offensive 

arene and which, of course, was later abnndoned in thet arena. 

Also, before I took over, the U.S., after the Doviete accepted the NCA, 

then pressed the Soviets to return to a zero Aal, referrinb hack to the dis-

cussiona that had taken place in SALT-l aD the rationale, and the U. S. 

delegation had been considerably needled ~ the Soviets for having chnnged 

its uind to go from one to zero and finally back to four 8i tes. The SALT 

Delegation was back in Vashington when I roulrned for a m~Jor review. The JCS 

had re-addressed eight SALT iecues which had been wrapped up on 22 June 1970, 

and a major review "as ,(oint: on in the Verification Panel beginning :':'4 June, 
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so that the basic JCS positions which I inherited ",hen I became a member of 

that corporate body were based on that 2~ June 1970 position peper and these 

positions were that land mobile ICBM's Ghould be banned, thb.t there should be 

no res t rictions with re~ard to the mix between land-b~sed and sea-based systems 

and that the O. S. should maintain the right to have ~50 of Lhe loILB:.!' 5, equiva-

lent to the huge Soviet S5-9 ' s . The JCS opposed a limitation on strategic bo~bers 

and air defenses and said that if they were forced to count bombers within the 

azgregate limi ts of strategic vehicles that we should use 430 bombers added to 

the 1,710 ballistic mis811es to "et the at:bregste total. \lith regard to :41< 

and rF~ missiles , we stated that these should be oxcluded froo the agreement 

if the Soviets excluded their limiUltions on forward- baaed =ystems . The JCS 

endorsed limitations on submarine-launched, cruise nissllee, of which the Navy 

had none nnd the Soviet Navy baa 8 grea t many, and they proclaimed that the 

lighter (TAC) aircraft deployed overseas were outside the scope of any strategic 

arms limita tions and abain said that we should exclude the Soviet MR and IRllM's 

if the Soviets would exclude our forward-ba~ed systemn, includinti TAe aircraft. 

I me t with P~ul Nitze during the period prior to ~ 1 July takeover end he 

expressed very s t rong concern that the optlmim felt wi thin the Administration 

in general about the prospect of SALT negotiations "6.S unjustified. It wes his 
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view that the only baeis for optimism about concluding negotiatlons was under 

the aS6u~ption that the United States would continue to erode i t s positions 

until they becn.':'le undesirable from the U. S. point of view and acceptable to 

the Soviets. \lithin four days after I took over the Chief of Naval Operations 

nnd became I:. member of tho JCS, Mr. Nixon, on tha fourth of July, slilned NSDH-61. 

This provided, in addition to the four options I have previously outlined, to. 

fifth option - Opt1.on E - which was written in the White Houee by Henry Kissinger 

and his steff, W8.S not shown to the Department of Defense and WIlS, a ccordin,;; 

to the llSC Steff, designed not to be !lccepteble to all agencies in Washington 

but rather to be one that would be negotiable. It call ed for no ben on MIRV's, -
no reductions in ballistic missiles. It, therefore, specified an aggregate 

total of 1,900 ... hieh would not require the Soviets to reduce liIly blt would, 

after allowing for the 1,054 U. S. ICBM ' s and 656 U. s. SLa~'s, leave only 

190 B-52's out of the 500 13-52'6 then in the operatlnt:; forces. (There \00115 a plan 

over the yecrll to come do\/O to ;;:50 .) ThiE n=ber of 190 .,Bve equality of bombers 

to both sides but in addition, of course, the Soviets retained their ~50 veri 

large SS-9' s. This NSDM-69 was subsequently mcdified on 22 July 1970, by 

NSD:-I-73, end placed in the form of a formal proposal by IISDM-74 on 31 July , 

end was actually presented to the Russ inns at Vienna on the fourth of AU~lst, 1970. 
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One of the remarkable aspects with regard to Option E, which suggests that 

Henry Kissin;:;er wall at that point aw~re th" t he was pulling li fal>t one, is 

that Con~ression8l leaders were not briefed on it althou&h the Allies were . 

'rhin~s were moving fairly rll,lid1y for a new member on the JCS block und 

my partic1p"- tion in the balance of this GALT II phatie waD ntinimal. My recorda 

indicute that we did not deal with it In my first JCS rneetin;;; on the sixth of 

July, but that on the tenth there was f.n expression of concern as to the leaks 

in the \/ashill6ton Post on the SALT negotia tions. Chalmers Roberts had repol ted 

fairly accurately on the President ial decision in the 4 July NSDM, the memorandum 

attached to which \illS dated 9 July. At thnt 10 July meeting it WIlS noted that 

the total of 1, 900 strate~ic vehicles in the NSUi wee a couple of hundred less 

than what the JCs t s had reco!:Ullended, and also mentioned that the Russiens had 

been g iven some evidence of \i1Ul ting to stop talking at Vienna and toke their 

summer vacation and if they bave indicr tion of "entia.; to quit too &oon, 

Junooasl1dor l:1'11th bad been authorized to t.ell Se:nenov thet the U. S. was just 

about to present a new package . By 13 July the JCS ' s were concerned that the 

subject NSU1 had been worded in such a way thnt a reduction in bombers was 

required w1d that no new silos could be constr~cted . The l~tter point VDS 

especially serious since it denied the U. S. the opportunity of the two- wey 

flow to build large meglltonnuge missiles like the SS-9, while at the S8l!le 
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time forcing the United States to "ive up its su erlority in bomber mege.tonnage. 

Ad:niral Moorer noted at that meetin" tha~ he had been able to get briefing gardens 

t o the NA1'O countries chan"ed tc provide infonnation acceptable to the JCS con-

cerning the problems wi th bombers and with t wo-way flow. July 17, Admiral 

Hoorer expressed concern about the Soviets trying tc give t he picture ·m the 

world of being allied with the United States, while at the same time we noted 

that the NATO Council was apprehensive over the omission of l1RBM's from NSDM-69 . 


