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Test imony by Henry S. Rowen on t he Vlad ivostok Agreement 
Befo re the Int erna t ional Security and Scient ific Affairs 
Subcommittee of t he House Committee on International Relations 

June 25 . 1975 

I welcome the opport unity t o appear before this Committee to 
discuss the a greement recent ly a rrived a t in Vladivostok as well a s 
the ent ire Strate~ic Arms Limitation Talks process . I believe tha t 

i t is an ur~ent matter t ha t the Congress pay more attention t o the 
SALT process and t he decision of the Committee t o hold these hearings 
is to be commended. 

Sinc e this is my firs t appearance be fore this Committee . I 
would like to s ay somethin g about my bac kground in t his area. I 

am Professor of Public Mana gement a t St anford University . In the 

pa st I have be en Deputy Assistant Secret ary of Defense for Int er­
na t ional Security Affairs . Assis t a nt Direc tor of the Bur eau of the 
Bud£e t and President of t he Rand Corpora tion . With respec t to my 

research activit ies in t his area. from the early 1950s I have con­
t ributed to some of the major analyses of stra t egic powe r and t o 

concepts of de t errenc e ; f or example . I was a co-aut hor of a work 

which formula t ed the "second s t rike " concept about which we have 
heard so muc h in SALT . Recently I have been ac t ively involved in 

work on the requirements for de t errence and st ra t e gi c doc t rine in 
the light of rapidly changing military t echnologies . 

The views I express here are. of cours e . my personal ones. 
The first question that I wi sh t o a ddress is whe ther or not 

the a ~reement outl ined a t Vladivostok meets the national security 

interests of the U. S . This ques t ion is not ea sy to answer, in 
the six months since the summit the text of the agreement ha s no t 
been made public . However . ba s ed on public informa tion I be lieve 
the a £reement does not meet the na ti on~ security in t erests of the 

U. S. I will state the reasons why I rea ch this c onclusion . The 
second ques t ion . then . is wha t changes should he made in order for 
i t to meet these needs? I will also havesome observations t o make 
on this question . But f irst some ~eneral c omments on Vladivostok 
and the SALT proce ss . 
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Ba s ic Defects and Cont radictions in Vladivostok and in the Ent ire 

Salt Process 
The Vladivostok agreement ha s been criticized by conservatives 

a s ei vin~ awa y too muc h t othe Soviets and by l i berals a s s e tt in~ 

ceilines on f orces which are too hi ~h . There is merit in bot h 
criticisms , but ne i t her of t hem ~oes t o t he hea r t of t he problem 
not only with Vladivos t ok but wi t h t he entire SALT process . In 
my view , t he U. S . approa ch t o SALT suffers f rom a number of serious 

defec t s . 1) It has been ba sed on a st ra t e ~ ic concept which is wrong 
and whi c h has been rejected by t he Adminis t ra t ion in ot her import ant 
policy cont exts ; 2 ) I t is premised on the faulty not i on t ha t we 
ha ve been em;a eed in a n "uncont rolled arms race;" 3) I t is int ernally 
incons i stenc on ma t ters of ~rea t import ance ; 4) I t is based on 
pr emis es which are clearly not shared by the Sovie t Union ; 5) I t 

ar~ues unoersuasively tha t without SALT I t hings would have been 
eve n wo r se ; 6) I t ma kes dub ious claims tha t equa li.y has been 

provide d f or; 7 ) I t a ssumes t ha t t he very concept of controlling 
"stra tee;ic" arms i s a meanin~ful ob j ec t ive per se ; 8 ) I t a s sumes 

that preserva tion of the sta t us guo i s t o be pr eferred to an adapt ive 
process of change ; and 9 ) It a s sumes t ha t t he pra ct i ce of summit r y 
and "back channel" diplomacy is t he appropria t e wa y t o generate 

useful a ~reements . 

~he Imolicit Assumption of Mut ual Assu r ed Dest r uction 
Perha ps the mos t fundament al defect in the U. S . approa ch t o 

SALT i s the mutual a ssured destruc ti on doc t rine, t he doc t r ine that 
holds thac any use of nuclea r weapons will inevi tably result in civil 
des t ruc t ion on a ~enocida l scale . This is a doc trine which holds 
tha t the appropria ce criteri on fo r developin~ and procuring a nuclear 
force is its use a ~ains t civil populations ; moreover , this is a ll 

essential if an ever-escala t in~ arms race or a nuclear war is t o be 
preyen~ed . 'l'herefor e , the leve l s of " stra te~ic" arms don' t ma tter 

because there is a l a r"e excess of "overkill " on both sides . !lor 
i s e ua l ity or equivalence in forces needed . Even a ~reement is 
really unnecessa ry ; unila t eral reductions ca n be made . However , in 

other c on~exts hi.c:h -overnment offic i a Is includin o: -c he Pres ident; , 
his Nationa l Secur ity Advi so r and the Spcre t a ry of Defense , have wisely 

a t ~acked this doctrine as be in~ incons i stent with American values 
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and securi ty interes ts . They have advocated a policy of increasin~ 
discrimina t eness and flexibility in the use of both non-nuclear and 

nuclear force . In short , i t has been reco~nized in non - SALT cont exts 
that i t would no t be t o our interest , or t o tha t of the Sovie t 
Union or t o any o t her na t ion , t o ene-a ~e in indi scr imina t e nuc lea r 

warf are . This would be s uicida l . Ye t this is the basic assumption 
in SALT. I t has t he effect one might expec t I if what is a t stake 
is de :;rees of "overkill , " then allowins; the Soviets a preponderance 
in warheads or throwwei~ht or not countin~ cla sses of Sovie t bombers 
able t o hit t he cont inental U. S . in the a s; reement is not a ma tter 

of much import ance , merely a technical de t a il . I t appears tha t t he 
President 's Advisor on Na t ional Securi ty who ha s ar~ued so co~ently 
and persuasively for fle xib ility and rest ra int in the planning a nd 
use of nuclea r forces should meet the Secret ary of State who , in 

defendine- SAL~ , holds tha t t he levels and types of strate ~ ic force s 

do not ma t ter because it will not affec t t he capa ci t y of either side to 
des t roy human life . ~he formula t ion of t he Secre t ary of St a t e , 

assumine- t hat the forces are well prot ec t e d , can be launched , can 
pene~ra te t o tar~et and a re di re c ed a ga ins t population and popula ti on 
only , is correc t enou~h . The grea t powers poss ess more t han enough 
nuclear wea ponry t o kill hundreds of mil lions of people . But t he 
for mulation of t he Na ti onal Security Advisor implies t hat t his is 
the wron~ cri t erion by which to jud~e these fo rces . In this instance 
I a ~ree wi th t he Na t ional Securi ty Advisor , 

I do not want t o be misunderstood . I am not in favor of 
simply multiplyin~ numbers of launchers , vehicles or nuclear warheads . 

I would be quite happy to see thes e numbers reduced . Bu t the cri teria 
tha". are a ppropria te fo r makin£T decisions in t hese matters are complex . 
They have not he en employed a dequately in SALT. 

The Asse r tion Tha t We Have Been In An Uncontrolled Arms Race 
A central argumen t i n SALT i s t he a rre stin ~ of wha t is called 

the "stra t e l'" ic arms ra ce ." We are tol d tha t SALT I made a be e; inning 
in nu-tin~ these srmaments under some restraint , that the most 
dan~erous t hine- t o a im for is a qual ita t ive ed ~e over one's ma j or 
r ivals , t hat for the fi r st t ime the arms ra ce is b~in" level l ed off , 
or ca poed , or ha s rea ched a ceiling . Some la titude must be given 
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to the rhetorical inflation which is customary in t hese matte r s . 
Nevertheless . the re is a problem in reconcilin~ such effusions with 
the f act that real U. S. spending for these arms fe ll from the la te 

fifties to 1972 by a f actor of 2 t o 3 . 5 . depending on how one does 
the reckoning . Mo reover . tot al mega tonna ge in the stra tegic forces 
fell by 60% a nd the total number of offensive and defensive warheads 
by 25% . (To be sure . the number of offensive warheads doubled ; not 

al l of t he indexes declined . ) Note that these indexes declined 
before the SALT negotiations began. Also no t e tha t the Vladivostok 
a greement has produced the interpretation that spending for stra tegic 
arms would have to go up . 

The SALT arms r ace rhetoric als o r efers to a quali tative 
a rms race. The assumption here is that new technology is bad ~ ~. 

This is an assumption that permea tes the SALT process . It wa s central 

in the ar~uments whic h led to the trea ty limi t ing anti-ballistic 
missile defenses even a fter our proposed deployment of ABMs had been 

shifted to the prot ec tion of fixe d ICBMs and even though such de f enses 
promised t o increase stability . I t appears in proposals to limi t 

mobile ICBMs or cruise missiles despite the fac t tha t such innova tions 
promise t o provide better protected forces or . wi th cruise missiles . 
reduce dependence on nuclear weapons in the defense of a llies . In 
real ity new technolo~y can be good or ba d for U. S . security depending 
on how it is us ed . New technology introduced in the 1960s increased 
stabili ty of the military balance a nd enabled us to reduce strategic 
budget s . I don ' t wa nt us to fore go such possibilities in the future . 
New weapons that reduce dependence on nuclear weapons for the defense 

of allies or reduce first strike instabilities or lmp uove the con­
trollability of forces are generally t hought to be good and I a gree. 
Some SALT limits ha ve had the opposite effect . 

There Exist Large Inc onsistencies 
I t is inevitable tha t there are inconsistencies among the 

objectives of public policy . Choices and trade -offs have to be made . 

3ut some of these inconsistencies occur a t a fundamental level in 
SALe . For example , a security objective oft en ci t ed in SALT is 

reducin~ the incentive for one side to launch a large scale nuclear 
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attack a gainst the other . This is the "first-strike" stability 

objective . Concern here has f ocussed on growin~ vulnerability of 
ICBM silos . This ha s been a reason f or seeking limits on total 
numbers of missiles. missile throwweight and MIRV limitations . 
Ye t SALT vircually eliminated the principal means of providing 

protec tion to these fixed land based forces . the ABM. The growing 
vulnerability of our Minutemen missiles (a problem which is tempered 
by the belief t hat our SLBM and alert a ircraft fo rces are largely 

survivable) wa s significant ly worsened by SALT I . In tha t case . 
saving the a ~reement was thought to be more important than saving 

the force . 
I have cited the inconsistency between the position that on 

the one hand we should seek to limit and constrain any use of nuclear 
weapons and rn t he other hand that none of this makes any difference. 

Other inconsistencies are rela ted to the concepts of the quantitative 
and quali t a t ive arms race which the SALT process is s upposed to halt. 

One mi~ht expect tha t if SALT doesn't seem t o make things safer it 
should a t least s a ve us money. But Vladivostok sets a ceiling for 
missiles and aircraft that tends to impel us t o buy more systems or 

delay the ret irement of some others. 
Another example concerns our lack of barga ining leverage. Much 

has been made by our principal SALT negotiator s ince the beginning 
of t he weakness of the U. S. bargaining position . Only in the field 
of ABM t echnology did we have a clear advantage and it is no accident 

that the two sides arrived a t the most far reaching agreement in this 
area. But , it has often been lamented. we had little bargaining 

levera ~e in offensive systems because we had so few new sys t ems in 
the pipeline . Clearly t he mood of the Congress over the last several 
years has not been support ive of increases in the defense budget. 
The only way significant increases in R&D for new strategic programs 
could have been obtained would have been for the President to have 
engaged in a major effort to explain the importance of such programs 
to the Con~ress and public . Making a case for "barpainin~ chips" 

would not have been Rood enough . But the Adminis t ra t ion was boxed 
in by its stopp ina - t he-arms -race rhe toric and by the effort to promote 

de t ente . Unlike the Soviets. we could not simultane ous ly promote 
detente and push for an increase in arms . A choice was made and i t 
wa s to continue to leave our negotia tors wi t h little leverage . 
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Inconsistencies have abounded. SALT, when criticized , is 

defended in terms of the blessin~s of detente, detente, when viewed 
skeptically , is supposedly saved by the accomplishments of SALT. 

How is it possible for an arena of policy to be so rich in 
inconsistencies? It appears to be the produc t of a process in whic h 
there arefew objectives other than arriving at a greement and then 

the next agreement and so on wi th little attention paid to sUbstantive 
and enduring inte rests of U. S. security. 

The Soviets Operate on Different Premises Than We Do 
The conclus ion that there is too much overkill and that nuclear 

force levels don't matter very much does not seem to have been accepted 
by the Soviets . They have been diligent ly adding to their long range 

rocke t and bomber forces and developing and deploying new missiles 

(four ICBMs , two SLBMs versions) and a new strateFic bomber . More ­
over, there is rea son to believe tha t they have still other new systems 
in the R&D pipeline. During the course of the 1960s and ' 70s our 
intelligence es t imators went from thinking that the Soviets would 
a ccept a position of inferiority in these arms t o believing that 
they would go for parity only to fi nd tha t they are shooting fo r clear 
superiority in important dimensions. Meanwhile, during this period 

we were cutting back on expendi t ures in real terms for strategic 
offensive and defensive arms . Evidently the Soviets have been operating 
on a different theory . I t is a theory that lS most unlikely to 
include a c'u~ : :y wag ing a nuclear war , but it 1s one that evidently 

sees s ome advanta f e in military strength--even having more or better 

nuclear arms . Th is, in thei r view , nudges ~he world correla t ion of 
forces along a little faster in the direction in which they say i t 
is moving anyway . 

SALT to them appears to be a means , not to the end of reducing 
stra te~ic instability or the level of arms , but to the end of gaining 
an a dvanta ge in the continuing competition wi t h the U. S. 

We tend to a ssume that the Soviet Union , like the U.S., f a ces 

the choice be ween arms control and competi ti on . It isn ' t understood 
tha t the Soviets have chosen both . to compete with us usinp arms 

control as one t a ctic amonq others . 
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Al thou~h the Soviet Union does not appear to share our view 
of the perils of the arms competit ion, it's spokesmen do no t refrain 
from playin~ back our r he t oric on this topic. Though our strategic 
budge ts have been going down and our new wea pons introductions 
la !'"gina: while the Soviets have been going up , Mr . Brezhnev has recent l y 

complained bitterly about our soaring defens e bud~et and ~ new 
mili t a ry systems which he says are forcing them t o great er efforts . 

He does not lack a fine, unselfconscious sense of how to negotiate 
in a competitive rather t han a cooperative spiri t . 

The Are:ument t hat Things Would Have Been Even Worse 

If there had been no agreement in SALT I or a t Vladivostok, we 
are told , the Sovie ts would have built up much more than they have 
in stra tegic arms . (The proble~ then,was no t really an arms race 

because we weren't running f as t enough.) I s t his then the heart of 
the a re:ument ? In 1972 we were told tha t the U. S. had t o settle for 
infe riori ty in t he number of missile submarines ( 62 vs . 44 ) because 
the Sovie t s were building a t the rate of 8 or 9 per year, would go 

on to build 80 or 90 in five years , and because we had none under ccnstnxtion. 
In short , we fac ed a ~rowing numerical margin about which we could 
do no thing in the next five years . Afte r Vladivostok we are t old 
tha t the U. S. intelligence projec t ions showed that the Soviets, in 

abs ence of t he agreement , would ha ve increased the ir strate~ic 
offensive capacity even more than they can do under the agreement . 

What do such assert ions mea n? It does not mean tha t the Soviets 

will be able to kill significa nt ly more Americans . Nor does it mean 
tha our fixed ba sed forces will be significantly less vulnerable 

since this will be dete rm ined mos t ly by t he number of warhea ds the 
Soviets can deliver a nd by t heir a ccuracy , pa rame te rs which a re not 
going to be significant ly lim i ted by this or any a greement . Opera ti onally 
it means 1) that the Soviets must re t i r e some old miss iles, SS-7s , 
8s , 9s , and Ils , if they want to buy a lot of new ones and stay wi thin 
the limi t of 2400 t ot al, a nd 2 ) that they might not be able to have 
as many MIRVed missiles in t he 1980- 85 period than in the absence of 
the a !'"reement , (a s s uminv that they don ' t withd raw from the agreemen t 
by then) . 
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These putative limi t a t ions on t he Soviets should be viewe d 

skeptically in light of our sorry performance in making Ions run 

estimates of the size and character of Soviet strate~ic forces . 
Perhaps we are being spared an even worse fa t e but the re is no ques ­

tion but that the Soviets under SALT I have continued to carry out 
a major build-up of stra tegic arms . They will be able to continue 

thi s build -up under Vladivos tok . The evidence is overwhelming tha t 
they intend to exploi t every advantage open to them t o the fulll 

modifications to silos to increase t he size of t he missiles , cold 
launch to increase missile throwweight , new missi le launching sub­
marines, and the introduc t ion of new, larger, MIRVed and more accura t e 
missiles in large numbers and long range bombers . Sovi et expendi tu re s 
for t hese arms can be expected to continue to grow; there is no reason 

t o expect tha t the se expend i t ures will grow any less rapidly than 
they would in the absence of t he agreement. 

There is no comparable set of forces a t work in the U. S . Thos e 

who have been concerned about the high Vladivostok levels can relax . 

Political r ealities within the U. S . are very likely going to keep 
us from a ttempting to ma tch the Sovie t s in these expenditures . 

Vladivostok Does No t in Fact Provide for Equal ity in Strategic Forces l 
Vladivostok is a big improvement over SALT I in t erms of 

providing fo r equa l t reatment in the parameters of forces explici t l y 
mentioned in the a greement . Equality, or equivalence . expressed in 
terms of "equal a g;!; rega tes" i s , of course, the central claim of 

Vladivostok I 2400 stra t eg ic systems on both s ide s . 1320 of which may 
be MIRVed . But how should stratei:!:ic ca pa ci ty be measured? ~'here is 
no s i ngle index which adequately r epr esents "stra tegic" power , not 

the number of missiles . launchers , throwweignt , warheads , me ga tonnage 
or equivalent megatonnage . silo hardness , miss ile or bomber range , 
a ccura cy , or dol lars . These a re all useful measures , but there are 
many others I have omitted . Taken in combination, they of course 
contain more informa ti on ab out rela t ive strength than any single 

one does . But even then it is a f allacy to ma inta in that the essence 
of strategic power is represented comple t ely or even adequa tely by 
these oa rameters . This does not mean that nothin rr is known or tha t 
anyone ' s guess is as good a s a nyone else's . These are incomplete 
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but use f ul indexes . However, the ne ¥ot iating process inevitably 
singles out a few of them for incorpora tion in an agreement . The 
agreement may explicitly limit some , indirectly affect others a nd 
leave t he rest una ffected . Those omitted are no~ necessarily less 
important . They ma y be harder to measure or to cont r ol , a s in the 
c a se of accura cy , clea rly an impor t ant parame t er . 

In Vladivos tok a few of the many possible i mpo r t ant parame ters 
were incorporated in the a greement in a way which leaves the U. S . in 

an inferior position in some of t hese or in ot her parame t ers . Specifically , 
the U. S . is left in an inferior posit ion in 1) heayy I CBMs (whic h we 
are precluded from acquiring because of the silo limitat ions carried 

over f rom SALT I), 2 ) t ot al missile throwweight (a ¥a in because of 
silo limi t a tiDns , although we could increa se our throwwe i~ht capacity 

wi th in exis ting cons t r aints ) , and 3) st ra te~ic bombers (i f the Soviet 
proposal fo r not counting it , a s reported by t he press , is accepted 
by us) . Why has thi s occurred? The simplest explanation is tha t 

these dispari t ies were the price of an agreement . Vladivostok defenders 
say tha t some of these , for example the dispari ty in throwweight , 
merely codify an existing s i tua t ion, one produc ed by t he U. S . choosing 
to buy small missiles and t he Soviets large ones . I do not f avor 

efforts to ma t ch Soviet throwwei ght or even t o undertake a major 
effort in increasing missi le size . However, and th is is the central 
point , there is a big difference between dispari t ies which flow from 

unila t eral decisions which can be cha n~ed on the ba sis of new technology 
or changed circumstances and our a ccepting in principle an uneQua l 

positi on intended to exist for a long oeriod of time . In the circum ­
s~ances of the 1960s and early 1970s it a ppeared sensible to U. S . 
decision makers t o opt for improving t he protection , accuracy , and 

f lexibi li ty of ou r stra t eFic forces . They decided not to a dd siFnificantly 
to throwwei~ht or t o add launchers or vehicles . But experience ha s 
shown t hat chan~es f requently have to be made on a stra teFic posture 
i f i"t is to remain economica l and effec t ive . Vip ha ve ha d to make a 
number of basic cha n<>"es in the past seve ra l decades and we will have 
to make some nia j or ones in t he next deca de . For pxaT'1ple , we will 
need to find a n a li:erna tive to silo ba sed IC BMs . I'ie may a lso have 
to make some now unexpected cha nFes . Anyone who claims to see clea rly 
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our stra tegic pos t ure needs throu~h 1985 canno t be t aken serious l y . 

Therefore , it is a serious error to accept inferiori t y in any 
important parameter of mi li t ary power . 

Throwwei~ht I s Not a Phony I ssue 
The argument is some t ime s made t ha t the throwwe i~ht issue i s 

"phony ". This am ount s to s aying t ha t all warhea ds a r e the s allE\ bil'" 

or li t tle , and tha t t he number of t hem doe sn ' t ma t ter ei ther-- a t 
least in the range of numbers implied by Vladivostok . For if warhea ds 

were diffe rent . then t he side with more or be t ter ones would have 
a n advanta ge . The not ion t ha t a ll warh8all,; a Le the s ame i s diff icult 
t o square wi t h the f a c t tha t t here is nearly a fac t or of 1000 be t we en 
the yi e l d of t he smallest nuclear warhead in the U. S. stra tegi c force 
and the largest one i n the Sovie t f orce. (A f a ctor of 1000 wa s abou t 

the difference be t ween the y ield of the l a r Rest conventi onal bomb 
used i n \'(\VII and the Hi ros hima h omb .) 

A recent piece of evidence t ha t suggests tha t not all bombs 
are the s a me is the announcement last we ek tha t the U.S. i s cons i de r ing 
a ssi~ning additional Pos eidon mis s iles t o SACEUR f or Europea n thea t er 

defense in order to fre e up European based fi ~hter bombers for other . 
including non- nuclea r . mi s sions . The warheads i n quest ion are a t 
t he low end of t he yield range of t hose now available i n t he st ra t e gic 
f or ce . a s t hey s hould be f or a ssignment to Eur ope. 

Warhead s i ze als o makes a d i f ference in ca pa city t o destroy 
hard silos . ~he pr obabi li ty of destroying a hardened silo varies 

as the t wo - thi r ds powe r of the weapon yie l d ; a f ac tor of 1000 difference 
in yie ld for a ~iven a ccuracy means a facto r of 100 difference in ha rd 
tar~et dest r uction ca ~aci ty . The la r,e payloa d of Sovi et mi ssiles i s 
providing se r ious ~rounds for conce r n about the sruvivability of 

~inuteman missiles . A~ best . t his "phony" i ssue is l ikely to end up 
costin~ the t axpayers a fair am ount of money for a n alte r na tive to 
silo ba sed Minut eman. 

America n spokesmen have been know to r ema rk that you don ' t 
;>'et hit wi t h launche r s . you o:et hi t wi th wa rheads . This American 
arfTume nt ha s a lso been nicked up by Cha irma n Brezhnev . nut disparities 
in thr owwe i f'"ht imnly dispari:ies in wa r heads , an index of nower or 

~re a t importance a cc or dinF t o bo~h Ame r ican and Sovie t au thorit ies . 
We can add this i t em to our list of SAL';' inconsistencies . 
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The estima t ed dispari ty in t ot al missi le throwweight between 
t he Sovie t Union and the U. S . i mplied by Vla divos t ok is about a 

fac tor of 2 to J . This means tha t , with equiva lent technology , they 
could have ? to J times as many warheads a s the U. S . I don ' t know 
wha t they would do wi-:h tha t many warheads and "they presumably 
couldn ' t deploy them all by 1985 . but I am not certain that they 

wil l fo r go building a lot more warheads t han we do . I do not ar~e 
tha t t here is now an urgent need for the U. S . to have large pa yload 
missiles or tha t we should mul t iply wa rheads more than we are . I t 

is just 'ha t t his is an uncertain a nd changin" world and high confidence 
in these ma tters is unwarranted . I have said tha t there is no one 
index of stra t eg ic power . It would be a mi stake to allow anyone 
index which ha ppens to have received at tention in SALT to domina te 

the desi~n of our force . But t hrowweight is a t l eas t more fundamen t a l 
than some , such a s t o~al mega tonna ge or even t he number of warheads . 

Wha t I would emphasize i s not the a ddi t ion of ca pabilit ies which 
copy those of the Soviets in lar~e missiles but those which outwork 
large . fi xed missiles . 

The Unequa l Treatment of Bombers 

In the recent negotia tions some how Backfire got left out of the 
limi ts . Backfire is a new strateg ic bomber similar to the U. S. B- 1 . 

The Chairman of t he JCS est ima t es tha t Backfi r e 

could carry out two- way subs onic missions with limited low level 
penetration a ~ainst virtua lly al l of the U. S . He also estima t es 
that it is ca pable of del iverinl' wea pons on "Ii" wa y missions 

(meanin~ with recovery in friendly or neutral territory) wi thout 
re fueling . No reason has been made public for i ts proposed non- limita ti on . 
One conjecture , on the ba sis of circumstantia l evidence is tha t its 
bein rr left out was offered for the Sovie t droppinw of the issue of 
U. S . fio;hter bombers stationed in Europe and elsewhere , some of which 
are ca pa ble of reachin~ the Sovie t Union . althou~h thei r missi ons 
are for the defense of allies . This is the Forward B-sed System 
(or ras) issue . (~e have no reas on t o feel that the Soviets a re 
doin, us a favor on the FBS issue ; t he Soviet missiles and aircraft 
tar~eted on our a llies have also no T. been limited nor have a number 
of Soviet systems able t o reach the continen tal U. S. ) In SAL~ I 
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we took the position that FBS was non - negot iable . Perhaps it 

But wha t ever t he r eason , the exc l usion lat er became ne gotiable. 

of Backfi re should not be accepted 

inconsistent wi"h the inclusion of 

by the Congress. It is blatantly 
the U. S. B-52s and B-ls . 

Nor should we agree to the non-countin~ of anot her type of Soviet 

bomber , the approxima t ely 800 Badger med ium bombers . This bomber is 
similar to the 1485 B- 47s which used to make up almost all of our 
s t ra tegic f orces in the 1950s and ea rly 1960s . During the 1960s the 
Defense Sec r eta ry , in opposing the JCS on the issue of a larger 
strategic force budget , dropped the Badgers from the lis t of Soviet 

fo r ces we rega rded a s "s t r a tegic . " However , these bombers , if refueled , 
are capable of attacking the U. S . on It way missions . The carrying 
out of such missions should not be thought of as wildly impractical . 
Calculations made on t he ba sis of unclassified data show that this 
th is is precisely the t ype of mission , with no r etur n to homeland , 

tha t would have to be carried out by mos t of our B- 52s . The reason 
why the longe r range B-52 would have to be operated in this way i s 
the formidable Soviet a ir defense system (which has about 10 , 000 SAM 
launcher s and 2600 fighter interceptors). These defenses force B-52s 

to make low alti t ude penetra tions . Because every mile transited at 
low al titude causes the B- 52 to give up something like three miles 

of flight a t optimum alti t ude , the need t o penetrate a t low altitude 
prevents them from making two way missions . The Badgers could penetrate 
U. S. a ir space at high altitude agains t t he vestigal U. S . air defense 
system (zero SAMs and , by 1976 , only 2)0 fighter int erceptors) especially 
if a few defense bustin~ missiles are sent in first. Perhaps ~OO-)OO 

of t he 800 Badgers could be launched simultaneously, refueled in the 
air , sent against the U.S . a nd recovered in safety. At least this 
number should also be counted in any SAL'!' II agreement. (Symmetry 
suggests that we might also offer to include FB-llls able to carry 
out deep missions against the Soviet Union.) 

Should the Cruise Missile Be Limited? 
~he Soviets have for a long time had cruise missiles, both air 

and sea launched . In f act , current Soviet submarine ba sed cruise 
IT!issiles launched from off our coasts could rea ch a lare:e proportion 
of targets in the continental U. S . a nd improvements to these missiles 
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are to be expected . (u.s. submarines . if they were equipped wi th 

missiles of equal ran~e could not achieve anything like comparable 
cove ra~e because most Soviet t argets are dee pe r inland . ) These Sovie t 
missiles • a lthough clearly usable in such "strategic " missions . a re 
not counted in SALT. 

7he current U. S . cruise missile had its ori~ins in a proposal 

by Sec re t ary of Defense Laird in 1972 tha t the U. S . develop such a 
missile a s pa rt of a package of strategic initiatives . By now it 
ha s evolved into a sea launched ( s ubmarine and possibly surface ship) 
a nd a ir launc hed vehicle. The air launc hed version is int ended for 
"stra tegic" missions . and the sea based ve r sion for both t ac tica l 
(meaning short range a nd non-nuclear) and stra t e gic (meaning long 
range and nuclear ) versions . 

The Defense Depart ment justifica tion for the strategic version 
of the cruise missi le has centered on i ts role in nuclear conflict . 
Air launched cruise missiles could help bombers to penetrate by 
diluting defenses and either a ir or sea launched mis s iles could be 

sent a ga inst primary t argets . The trouble with this justifica tion 
is tha t it seems to offe r no more than still a nothe r wa y to a tta ck 
the Soviet Union with nuc lear wea pons (by a dding a "fourth a rm " to 

the nuclear triad of ICBMs . b ombers and sea launched ballistic 
missiles) . 

In my 
The question . not unrea sonably . is raised . why do we need 
view . both the proponenos of the strategic version of 

the cruise missile and many of the critics fundamentally misperce i ve 

it? 

its si~nificance . The cruise miss ile incorpora tes basic t echnology 
t hat 1s brine ine; about a revolution in military capabilities and 

doctrine . The increasing precision possible in the delivery of wea pons , 

even a: very lone; ranges , is making possible the subst itution of small 
weapons for larae ones . This grea tly increases the effectiveness and 
di s criminateness with which force can be applied . Small nuclear 
wea pons can be substituted for large ones and . mos · importantly . for 
many missions it may be possible for non - nuc lea r wa rhea ds to be 
s ubs ti t uted for nuclear ones . These development s will do a ~rea t 

deal to help set limits to the scope a nd level of conflic t . And the 
nros pe c t of being able to take more effective action , with less 




