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ANOTHER TRY AT SA!.T 

My indoctrination into the world of ALT can best be described as one in 

which I prepr.red by previous experience to be reuciy for Ii complexi ty of issues, 

but not reedy for the new style developing in the ar~6 control bureaucracy -

that of stampeding the normal etuff precess. 

I had spent a fascinating tour in the a~S control buciness as the Director 

of Arms Control in the Office of the ~6si6tant secretllry of Defense for Inter-

national Security Affairs, from AUbust 1962, until November 1963. I bud served 

as en Assistant to Paul Nitze on CUban Affairs du r ing the tine thut he wat a 

member of the XCOM of the National Security Council, durinz tJ::e Cubnn 1116811e 

crisis. As a result of tha t crisis Bnd the tcare that the leadership in both 

super- powers had received toot nucleur war haa nearly occurred, interest in 

negotiation of tr.e ban on the teste of nuclear weapons increased on both sides. 

(This was one of three programs adopted by the Soviets in the aftermath of the 

Cuban minsile crisis. A second one was to initiate the largest str8te~ic con-

Iltruction progr am in history. A third "as to initiate the second largest 

ms.ri time construction in h1ator;r. All three pro.;rrunG were ?I:.rt of an lnter-

related strll tegy: to reduce the risks of nucleur \lar and to shift the 

"correllltjon of forces" in a wny thllt would mllke it possible for Soviet forclgn 
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policy objectives to be supported qy increasingly awesome Soviet military capa-

bility relative to the West.) 

Rather rapidly after the Cuban missile crisis, those of us in the arms 

Control business begun to get indic~tions here and there from the Soviet 

as 
Embassies and negotiators/to ways in which previous impasses might ba overcome. 

In a matter of weeks it was apparent that the Soviets wanted a test ban treaty 

and would be reasonable as to its terms. In a matter of months it was clear 

that we could get the treaty . The treaty had to be li~ted to a ban on testing 

in the air and water, but with tests underground permitted in order to get the 

agreement of the then Joint Chiefs of Staff. I had gained a great deal of 

respect in this process for the statutory requirement for the JCS to be military 

advisors to the President. Because they were recognized in law 8S such, the 

Congrese expected the JCS to be ready to testify on the advice they had given 

when it O~~e time for the Senate to exercise its constitutional right to advise 

and consent. And because the Chief Executive knew that this was to be expected, 

he had to pay greater heed to the advice than would ba the case if the decisions 

of the Como&nder in Chief were not to be examined in the Senate. In essence, the 

JCS military advice is avai lable at two critical points when a treaty or arms 

control agreement (which must Qy law, whether treaty or lesser deale with a 
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foreiL~ power, be submitted to the Congress) 1s beIng considered. The first 

is when the Preeident, givin6 consideration to all factors, makes a judgment as 

to whether to end a specific arcs control relbtionship with another power. 

Second, is when the Congress determines whether or not to approve. And as the 

President must give consideretion to the military aspects of the proposed arr&nge-

ment a6 evaluated by the JCS, and IlS he must further Give weight, politically, 

to Congressional reaction to that sarne military advice when they he~r durIn~ 

the advise and consent period . This gives the JCS greater clout in the arms 

control field then in many other~. I had observed the great emphasis that the 

Kennedy Administration put on getting JCS support during the test ban neeotiations. 

I had devoted a great deal of time and effort to the two-way flow of information, 

between the White House and the Defense Department, necessary to achieve thbt 

end. And I had observed a Test Ban Treaty more likely to serve long-term O. S. 

interests emerge from this process. 

At the time the 0. S. ent;ered the Test Ban Treaty with the U.S.S.R., those 

of us in the arms control arene, in general , considered it as just a first step -

a contract between ourselves and someone we didn't trust and who didn't seem to 

trust us - to ascertein whather enough common thought and dogma could e!1lerge to 

permit a series of contracts. ~e were already then talking about a non-
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proliferatlon arrangement, a hot lIne, a ban on we pons of mass destruction 

in space, linitation on the use of seabeds for strategic weapons - all of 

which have subsequently cone to pSGs. And we then believed ~h&~ somewhere 

I 

down the road it might prove possible to achieve what we then refer to as a 

Separable First-Stage Disarmrunent Proposal - Imd "hat later became known as 

SALT. 

In 1962, Paul Ni tze and I had tried to think throu&h the interW'oven com-

plexities of a Separable First-StaLe Disarmament Agreement. ~e collaboreted on 

a 10n6 paper which W88, I think, definitive for it time, wld was well received. 

I quote here some of the key thoughts to delAonstrate : (1) that I WIlS among 

those who supported efforts in the arms control field; (2) I appreciated the 

complexities of arms control; (3) I waa not wedded to agreements for the sake 

of agreement but rather agreement for the improved security of the United 

States and the world in general. 
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With this detailed awareness of the potential complexities of SALT, with 

the knowledge of the key role that the JCS had played on the Test Ban Treaty, I 

felt in May of 1970, as I planned ~ orientation activity for the 1 July assunp-

tion of Command of the U. S. Navy, a need for rapid acquisition of the detailed 

knowledge I ~ould need to deal vith SALT problems. 

I sent out a message to line up a visit to Vienna to the SALT DeleGa tion 

as part of ~ return trip home by way of Europe. I had in mind that Paul Nitze, 

who was the best mind in the Uni ted States on such iS5ues and who was the Secra-

tary of Defense ' s representative in the Delegation and ~ old friend, would be 

able to get me up to speed rapidly. But the bureauc~cy stepped in . I received 

word from Governor bhaffee's office tha t Admiral Tom Moorer considered it in-

appropriate for me to villit ~ former boss , thut the connotation would be .Tong, 

and had sugt;ested instead that the JCS representative, Lieutenant General Roy 

Allison, meet ne in Brussels and give tha t briefing. This ~~e done. The brief-

lng covered the ongoing issues well but did not give me tha t wider vision of 

the dynamics of world and super-power politics wi t hin which these iscues were 

being discussed, nor the insight into t he domestic considerations which were 
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relevant. All this I had to wait to get from Paul Nitze when he returned from 

Vienna to Washington, as he did fortuitously in June 1970, when the S,LT Delegation 

temporarily recessed. 

The briefinl,;s from Paul llitze and Generl>.l Allison recapitula 'ced what lwd 

bl>.ppened as I entered the SAL theatre officially on 1 July 1970, after the 

drama had begun. An effort had been made durin5 the laGt months of the Johnson 

hdninistration to get negotiations started but it had floundered in part because 

the new Administration was unwillino to commit itself to carrying on work begun 

by the previous regime . After an initi"l period of reluctance to do so, the 

Nixon Adoinistration had developed an interest in such disou6&ions. Several 

factors .ent into that development. There wa s a popular view tha t it was a 

wny to prove most stability than to liquidate the arms race . It seemed likely 

that the U. S. Congress would kill the AEM ( l~ Safeguard Anti- Ballistic Missile 

Programs) in the not too distance future and, ther efore , that the U. S. should 

try to get a negotiatad agreement in exchange for the Al:lM before Congress killed 

it anyway . Some held tnat we should give parity of strategic arms to the U.S.~ . R., 

despite the fact that she had only half our GroBs National Product, in order to 

prove good faith and promote psychological relief from Russia's feeling of 

military inferiority. Some held that the most urgent concern was to reduce the 
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fear of first strike by so constraining the AIlM systems that the first stri ker 

would not have been able to deal with any surviving ballistic missiles f rom 

the victim and therefore would be prevented from a first strike. 

There was an overwhelming desire, throughout the Government, to stop Soviet 

development of their huge S5-9 missiles and other I Cli~ I S. It was thourht th~t 

SALT might provide a centerpiece for East-West negotiations with which to leg1ti-

mize other negotiations - for example, the O.S.- U.S.S.R. negotiation over Berlin. 

It was considered desirable to have a negotiation on a matter exclusive t o the 

Big Two. It was felt that the negotiation could contribute to the political 

enhancement of the Administration deomestically. 1bere was a view that SALT 

would serve both as the servant and the beneficiary, a transition from Cold Wa r 

to negotiation. 

Until the Fall of 1969, the initiation of SALT was linked to progress in 

South Vietnam and in the Middle East. After tha.t it "as de-coupled. In l!\Y 

judgment this may have been satisfactory as a tactic, rut as a permanent 

erosion of position it leaves real question. I think Inter when Soviet interest 

was whetted, and after their &eneral tentative commitment to detente, a deciaion 

to establish an inter-locking relationship among several major negotiations 
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could have provided great benefit to the United States. 

The Soviets had much to gain from SALT. They undoubtedly saw these talks 

as an opportunity to help Congress to kill Safeguard and MIRV developments 

through the euphoria of disarmllment talks. They sought a period of better rela-

tiona with the United State6 to give them political maneuvering room to deal 

with the PRC. They saw it as an opportunity to set back U. S.-Western IDlrope 

super-power to 
relations to establishing a/super-power relationship and by achieving negotiated 

Soviet strategic superiority. They needed our trpde and our tecmology. And 

they aspired to gain free world acceptance of the U.S.S.R. and Warsaw Pact -

World War II ,;ains in Europe. These talks began in a milieu of Soviet expansion 

of both their sea-based and land- based strategic missiles, including their giant 

SSll-9 l s with new triplet 'Warheads (MRV's), and U. S. deployment, within a limit 

of missile numbars that had been constant for many years as a matter of policy, 

of MIRV's (Multiple Independently Retargetable Vehicles) in both the land-based 

Minuteman and sea- based Poseidon forces. 

After much study by several task forces set up to deal with verification, 

cheating, central systems, etc., an 80-page report had been prepared by the 

NSC Staff which Mr. Nixon had reportedly read . Nine options had emerged 

from these studies. These options ranged all the way from one, going back 
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to the Johnson era of the summer of 1968, to more recent ones, and ranged all 

the way from zero Ah~ launchers to proposals of 100 to 1,000, later changed to 

"some set Wld equivnlent number. " The scope of these options was quite large 

in othor ways. Some permitted }URV' sj others prohibited them. Some disregarded 

bombers in the proposal; others limited bombers ; Eome permitted mobile land-based 

launchers; others did not. 

After thiE menu of options wns prepnred, a decision wae made to li"l t the 

SALT Delegation during its firet talk, SALT I, at Helsi nki, to n general discussion 

of the major issues: ABH, MIRV, links between them, and not to discuss any of 

the options. This waa done and unknown to the SALT Dele~8tion, Dobrynin was 

secretly advised tba t this bad been done and tha t no optlons would be pu t forward 

at Helsinki. 

General Allison pointed out that in a JCS action, dated 16 September 1968, 

the JCS had sta ted "Reduc tion in vorld tensions should precede arms con trol 

measures and that the Czechoslovakian i nvasion made it inappropria te to start 

at that time . " He further reported that on 8 August 1969, the JCS had suggested 

a treaty of nine to ten years duration and had reafflrmed their belief that the 

strategic systems should consist of a triad of "ir-, land- and sea-based systems . 

He went on to report that after the JCS ~d revieved National Security study 
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!1emor811dum 28, they concluded that any 8/.1:r treaty should not be longer than 

six years with re-negotiations one year p:lior to that end point, ana that they 

had also called for a withdrawal clause in any agreement. He reported tha t in 

llot'ernber of 1969, he had given hie own views on a number of matters incl uding 

tho fact that the JCS are mili u,ry advisors Wld should not m.!ike ams control 

?roposals while endorsing a limited approach to SALT. I took exception to this 

view of arms control since it seems to me the. t the rnilitary balance resulting 

from a~D control s~reements is an overriding constraint, every bit as conclusive 

as budgetary decillions and that the JCS must be similarly lnvolved wIth any 

moans for limiting military power and for determlng its relationship to the 

power of potential adversaries. 

Both Paul Iii tze and Roy Allison believe that the question of defense of 

the National Co~d Authority was e primary issue and would continue to be po, 

end Paul Ni tze was alreudy convinced thdt the Soviets were interested in usinr; 

forward-based syste~e as a ~y of demanding Buperiority of central systems. It 

wBe Peul Nitze'p view that Henri Kissi~er's view of .he 9 OptIons that had been 

put forward in N8n'-j fom 10''''5 th"t e8"h of them c:onstl tuted >,otent.ial U. 8. 

positions, alre~dy worked through the Govenlm~~tal bureaucracy, and therefore 

eubject to the exclusive control of the White House to use as they sa.w fit 
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My impression of the first round of SALT which had lasted from November 17, 

1969 to December 22, 1969, WB.S that not mu ch had been accomplished, th:J.t some 

probress had been lJlllde with regard to "etting B.cquainted ond establishing methode 

of operation. It was apparent that the Soviets had revealed a major concern in 

one which they would seek to use to their advanta.ge by surfAcint; tho FBS (Forward-

Based ~YBte~e), ~~d the fact that theve tactical nuclear systems in Europe could 

reach Soviet territory .here~s the Soviet MREM ' s and IRRM'e in Europe could not 

reach U. S. terri tori would 1:9 tree ted by the Soviets as a reason for malntaining 

a greatly superior number of central systeJls. It ~;n8 all'Oo clear to me that the 

Soviets "'ere using t he SALT talks to sew concern among our NATO allies and to 

seek to crecte uncerte.inty in the minds of our sea leadership throue;h their 

approaches to us about provocative attacks, etc . 

Paul Nitze reported that prior to SALT II he hAd been making the case thht 

there \las Ii distinct linka" e bet\leen the MIRV preble:n and the AB!1 problel:l and 

that the Soviets ~ere quite apparently concerned about the U. S. advantage In 

AB"l ' S and concerned that this would t; l ve them inadequate £'SSUI'snce that they 

could :;et through our A13W s. fie felt that \!)ur "HlingnesB to negotiate an 1Jl)! 

treaty at ;arity, or in other vords to siva tt~ Sovieta the opportunity to head 
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off our lead in this field was negotiating leverage that could be used to great 

advantago with regard to the offensive deW. and had been urging that it bo so 

considered. 

NOTE TO BOB: 

I, therefore, skip what I believe comes in here and get on with 

diving thr?ugh the JSC notes, having previoualy taken us up 

through the oonclusion of SALT I in August. 

It " 

My first six week~ in thd job of Chief of Nava.} Operations and 8.6 a 

mellber of the JCS, have coincided with the last six ,'eeks of SALT II \/hich 

ended on August 14, 1970. Durin.,; this perlod some significant thlng~ had 

hap;:.ened, not only with regard to the: addition of Option E by the .. hite House, 

but also becau5e the Senate Armed Services Cornmlttee had r ejected four new 

Safeguard &ites which left two sites already funded and two for which the long 

lead Urne had been funded, but it seemed likel;t thut. lie llould 10l:e those l~tter 

two sites on the floor of the Senate. Also, Secretary 1'.i5sin,;er had been acquired 

to brief ConereEls concerning the need for ACIlM financinb in ardor t o have negotia-

tin& leverage. This took place on the ~Jrd of July, ju s t one day before the 

Soviets were scheduled to be briefed on our U. S . A13H posltion . The attendance 

-
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at the meeting was desultory from among the 13 Senators and 13 Representatives 

invi ted , and aleck apl'eoreci concerninG his "bar;{inlne chip poin t n jn the nel<S-

paper the day after he gave the briefing and there was some Ilcri:nony uGsociuted 

wi th the br iefing oocl1uoe Ilenr,{ Kis5in.;cr was re,>roached for Mving briefed 

NATO first . 

As r reviewed the bidding upon the concluaion of SAL1' II , r saw r eU60n for 

concern . First, with the submission of Option E at Vienna on 4 Au~~st, the O. S. 

fo r the first t1..1e hsd deplarted from the concept of a freeze of strate!;ic systems 

whi ch wouln .;i ve the Uni t",d St... Les :.ome advWlt.abe . Cecond, tho [oviets .. ere 

quarreling that evan ttda number wUS unsati sfactory to the~ &nd hintinG that 

they would come ujl one of their own which :;eemed to me w"uid have to be Ol1e 

~iving them distinc t advantage in nu~bere. The Soviets hud ~de it cleer t~. t 

they were .soing to de=d some co:npeneation in centr"l oysteos becauE>e of our 

a.dvantage in for wli.rd- based 6~'stells c.nd yet at tile same time one coulc sense 

an officill.l a i r of optimislD wi thin the Governl'lent , undoubtedly for ,Xllttical 

purposes .i th the Congrcssionul election::; comin" up , and in my dlEc~a~ions 

"lth malube!'!: of the NSC Stbff it waf; clear that they coneidered again ttJll t 

the White House be.d a tool kit of options from which it could put forward 

additional choices Il!! 800n (' s the P.ussic.n5 rejected the one wHhout necessarily 
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having to he.ve any discu:lsion or adversary deoote within our own GoverMlent, 

e.s for eXf!.lllple wilen Option E was put, fOr>lhrd. I also sa'" very little prospect 

of a satisfactory AK1 deal 61 ven tha t the Soviets \lere still refueing t.o aisoues 

any reasonable restralntB on radar controls. t1y yarticipation in the process had 

been liml ted to the following. 

On July lOth In a meeting of the JCS, there was concern about the f"ct that 

Chalmers Roberts had carried in the ~ash1n~ton Post a thoroughly accurate report 

of th8 Presidential deci~ion on Option E, and we noted that the decision to go 

for a number of 1900 ... ·ehlcles wall do couple of hundred balow wh .. t the JCI> had 

recommended. loIe "'ere also somewhat concerned about the sense of hB.ste on the 

part of the Administration which haa instructed Am~ssador Smith to iell Samenov 

thB. t the U. 1:> . "'as abou t to present .. nsw jJackhbe in 01'1 er t.o keep the ltussians 

at Vienna when they .. ere talkinl> about getting on with their su!lllJler vacation. 

La a JCS meetlng on the 13th of July, we expressea concern that tne Nl>ll~-69 had 

been worded in such It .... ay that a I'eduction in bombers WIiS required and that no 

new sil06 could be constructed. "e considered tc.e latter especiai.Ly serious 

since it cienied us the op}JOrtuni ty of B two-way flow to wila missiles oj' large 

megatanuebe, .... Uile lit the S8~e time forcing the U. o . to give itB superiority 

in bomber megatonnage . hld on 17 July, AUmiral Moorerflrlt thnt he W86 leery 
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thu t the Soviets were trying to give a picture of being allied ,,1 th the U. S. 

8lld the i:npllct that this wae having on our allies. It "as clear at thct ti.,e 

that the North Atlantic Council was ap¥rehensive over the omission from our 

options of cont.rols on HIJil-!' a ",hieh well! t.he major threat facing t.hem. 

I WRO worrled ubout the report t hht henry Kissinger in the Verificatio~ 

Penel Meeting of 15 July h ... d said we've got to "separute negotiations from 

objectlveD." It see!lled to me that that was something the liussie.ns never do 

and something the U. S. has fl'equently tended to do which has led to unfortunate 

results. 

The true measure of the need for me to pay &r eet perso~ll.l attention to 

the stn..teGic ituatlon WI.S driven home to me in the JCS MeetinG of 29 July 

when the Chiefs were briefed by General Iblloway, Commender of the strateGic 

Air Co~nd nnd also Co~~der of the Joint Strateaic Targettng System,on 

the results of his latest evaluation in the field of strategic war. This 

briefing covered the threa~ll.Dd the force levelS, the damage analysis and 

the consequences of an execution of an exchange in nuclear weapons. It 

painted a grim picture on the relative strengths of the two sides on the 

outcome and on the relative position of greet disadvantage that we would 

have after an exchange . 
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It demonstrated not only the need for the United States to develop a 

\leapon .,hlcb WIlS a good , hard-target killer by achleving greater accuracy 

and higher yield 


