
- 14 -

colla teral dama ge, will enhance t he deterrence of a significant range 

of action aga inst our interes t s . '~e should not only seek t o have 
such ca pabili t ies ours elves , we s hould also encoura r e the Sovie ts 
t o move in t h i s direct ion. In s hor t , thes e prope r ties are gua li t a"ively 

di fferent from thos e widely assumed t o be charac t eri s t i c 01 wha " we 
call "stra t egic" weapons . It would be t he height of f oolishness 
t o t ry to discourage this development . Crui s e missiles, i t s hould 

also be ment ioned , are much cheaper than ballis t ic missiles. 
There are , in addit ion , ext ra ordinar i ly di fficul t and probabl y 

ins oluble problems of veri f ica t ion of crui s e missi le limita t ions . 
The current U. S . missile i s designed to be launched from 21 inch 
submarine torpedo tubes ; i t also could be carried in large numbers 
ins ide many types of aircraft. There appea rs t o be no prac ti cal wa y 

t o coun" throu~h national means of verif i ca t i on the number of these 
mis s iles tha t might be deployed . And because possible luanchers 
would presuma bly have t o include all submarines a nd medium sized or 

larger aircraft , not t o ment ion surface sh i ps , t he countin ~ ~ launchers 
a ls o seems impractical. 

There are equally di f ficul t problems i n verifying cruise missile 
ran~e limi t a t ions . The range of a cruise missi l e of ~iven dimens i ons 
could be varied enormously , from s everal hundred mi l es t o s everal 
thousa nd mi les within t he same a i r f rame. This ca n be done by t ra din~ 

off bomb we i~ht and volume for fuel . Suc h varia t ion c ould also no t 
be moni tor ed by na t ional means of veri fi cation. 

Li mita t i orY"on cruise mis s iles apparent ly were not discussed 
a t a l l a t Vla divostok . I t be came a n iss ue a fter Vl ad ivostok apparen+ly 

be~se our negot i a to r s aa r eed t o langua ge which s ays t ha t a ir launched 
missi l es s hould be l imited instea d of ballis t ic mi ss i l es . The Sov i e t 
ne~ot ia tors , cons cious of t he U. S. l ea d i n long r a nFe precise cruise 
missile techno l oay s e ized the oppor t uni ty ; the y have ins i sted t ha t 
t he limita tion applies to bot h ballis t ic and cruise veh icle s . We ha ve 
bela t edly taken t he pos ition t ha t such limi tation shou l d apply only 
to bal l i stic missile s . I t is importa nt to observe in this connec1 ion 
tha t t he Sovie t s ha ve bot h a ir and sea l aunched cruise miss i l es today 
a nd we should not dece ive ourse lves ab out the difficulti es of moni ~ orin ' 

them . 
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For the reasons I have g iven , it appears undesirable to t ry 

to limit a technology which promises to move both the U. S . and its 

adversaries in the direction of a more discrimina t e , less vulnerable 

and more stable and possibly more economic posture . And limi t ations 
based on range or on trying to count vehicles tha t can fit inside of 

a 21" cylinder promise to be unverifiable anyway. The U. S . so far 

has opposed restrictions on this system and the Congres s should 

support the U. S. position . 

Othe r Problems of Verifying Comoliance 

There are other serious problems of verification beyond t hose 
associated with cruise missiles . One has to do with t he distinction 

between MIRVed ano unMIRVed missiles whic h is central to Vladivostok . 
Secre t ary Kiss inger ma de it clear after Vladivostok that the problems 

of moni torin~ complia nce wi t h the MIRV limi " were so difficult that 

one would have to assume that any type of missile t ha t had been tested 

i n a MIRVed mode would ha ve to be counted a s MIRVed when deployed. 

I know of no good reason t o ques t ion the necessity for this counting 
rule which would have to a pply to both SLBMs and ICBMs . But this 

means tha t t he Soviets would be constrained f r om i nt r oducing more 

than 1320 missiles of types which have been tested a t least once 

with MIRVs . In view of the large scale modernization pr ogram now 

underway , I believe t hat the Sovie ts will modernize to a degree wh ich 

will exceed the limits implied by Secretary KissinRer ' s counting rule . 

This issue is a most serious one . I t means that there should 

be no deviation from Secre t ary Kissinger's counting rule and, if I 

am correct in my surmise about Soviet missile modernization, there 

will be a question of possible violation of the a greement some years 

from now . 

Wha t is to be Limi t ed in SALT II . Launchers or Vehicles? 
The SALT I Inte rim Agreement limi t a t ions were expressed in terms 

of launcher s I e . g ., silos and missile launching t ubes in submarines . 
But much public discussion since Vla divostok refers t o vehicles. 

missile and bombers . I t makes a difference . Either side would be 

able und er SALT I to procure s a y an additiona l 1000 ICBMs, or not 

des:roy old I CBMs replaced by new ones . They could ue ke pt for 
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"reloads" , extra ammuni t ion so to speak . The U. S . so far has not 

found the capability to reload launchers with long range nuclear 
missiles to be a n in terestin~ one. Nor am I recommending it . But I 
do no: know if the Sovie ts see i th is way . In a ny case , members of 
Congress should no t be shocked i f i t is revealed some day in the 
futu re t ha : t he Soviets have a thousand or so ext ra ICBMs stashed 
awa y . 

Nevertheless , there is a lar~e difference between the difficul ty 

of verifying the number of silos or submarines car~ying ballistic missiles 
on the one hand, and the numbers of missiles _on the other. This is why 
SALT I limits were ~mposed on launchers . Vladivostok raises more ser ious problems 
of launche r vs . vehicle limi t a t ions . Wha t is a bomber? Obviously 
a vehicle . But wha e is a bomber carryin~ air to surface miss iles? 
I t looks like a launcher . And since t he missile s ins ide a bomber , 

or a submarine , can ' t be counted , t hen pe r haps SALT II should be 
limi ted like SAL1' I to l aunchers ( counting bombers a s honorary 

launchers fo r purpos es of seeing tha t the total of 2400 isn ' t 
exceeded) or a mix of missile launchers and bomber vehicles . But 
wha t should be done about the vexin~ pr oblem of missi le s inside of 

bombers (or submarines for tha t ma tter i f the imprudent decision 
were to be made to also t ry to limi t t hem)? The al t ernative of 

includinz ~n a missile t otal the maximum capaci ty of all of the 

relevant aircraft and submarines would far exceed <400 . 
Similar problems arise with l and mobile I CBMs . The Sovie t 

SS- 16 ICBM is apparent ly designed t o be ca pable of land mobi le 
operation . The mobile launcher for such a system may be no easier 
to monitor than the missi le it carries . I n this ca se , nei ther 
launchers nor vehicles will be reliably monitored by na:iona l means 
of verifica tion . 

In sum, the moni t oring of missi les as vehicles is virtually 
an impossible t ask . Amon~ vehicles considered in SALT omly aircraft 
anoear reliahly monitorable , and unfortunately we seem nOe to be very 
serious about counting many of the!le . "he monitorin~ of ballistic 
missiles launchers in silos or submarines is clearly feasible . There 
arH exceptionally difficult or impossible problems with air (or 

submarine) launched cruise missile launchers a nd wi th land mobile IC BMs . 
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The upshot is that we should continue to insist t ha t limitation 

apply to launchers (plus bombers ) , while reco~nizin~ the limita ' 

even in count ing launchers for cruise a nd land mobile missi les. 

Wha t Does t he Wo r d "Stra tegic" 1.lea n in SALT Anyway? 

SALT , an acronym for Stra te~ic Arms Limi tat ion Talks , is 

on the premise tha t t he meanin~ of the word "stra te~ ic" is cle~ 

Everyone knows wha t "stra tegic" means . For inst ance , that som! 

"tactica l" is not beinp referred t o . In reality the confusion 

the use of t hese terms is enormous and it makes a difference . 

is often used , among other things , to refer to 1) long range V I 

2 ) to nuclear delivery means or conflicts , 3) to wea pons desig 

for use against ~reat power homelands , 4) to a ttack on deep t a 

well behind the ba ttlefield , and esnecially a tta ck on urba n t a 

ICBMs a nd SLBMs carrying nuc lea r weapons seem at firs t ~lance 

correspond 0 t hese meanin~s but wha t about Poseidons assigned 

SACEUR for use in the European theacer? Would t hey be strate~ 

What about U. S . F- 4s used against a power plant in Hanoi or I~ 

F- 4s used against a refinery in Syria in the 1973 war. Were­

uses of fighter aircraft stra tegic or t ac tica l? B- 52s were u: 

close suppor t in South Vietnam carrying non-nuclear bombs of 

Yet B- 52s are a major system of the Strate~ic Air Command and 

counted as strategic in Vladivos tok . Wha t about cruise missi 

·wi t h non- nuclear warheads fuat mi~ht be s ent a gains t shallow t 

inside of a great power homeland in response to an a tta ck in 

Or short range Sovie t cruise missiles with nuclear warheads] 

from Soviet submarines against U.S . coastal targets? 

The f act is , tha t whatever use the re might have been il 

pas t to the stra t eg ic - tactical distinction , by now it has vi) 

los t a ll meaning . ~his of course, does not mean that distlnl 

in the use of force are unimportant . On the contrary, with 

~rowth of nuclear a rmaments , they have become increasingly i 

Dis t inctions between nu c lear and non - nuclear , homeland and 

ponula ion and non - population a tta cks are crucial . But not 

betwee n stra t eFic and tactical . T~is f ac t nas made increas i 

arhi t ra ry t he inc lusion or exc lusi.on of wea pons f rom SALT Ii 
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\,/hy does this confusion mat t er? Arbitrariness and terminological 

inexactness ~ commonplace a nd often inevi t able in the world of affairs. 

But i t is espec ially important here because we don' t s eem to know 
wha t we wam~ in SALT a greements beyond the a ct of reaching a ~reement . 

There ha s not been adopted a rea s ona bly consistent set of operational 

objectives which furthers U. S . security discernible in the SALT 
process . Part of the reason why is because t he exercise has been 

defined in terms of limiting some weapons which seem vaguely "stra tegic" 
a nd about which we might arrive at a greement . For example , on something 

as fuzzy as equal aggrega tes . Ins t ead we should have in the pas t , 

and should in t he future if we continue with this kind of exercise, 

define one or a few specific objectives in which there might be a 

mut uality of interest wi t h t he Sovie ts . For example, reducing the 

des t ruc t iveness and indi sc riminateness of existing nuclear weapons 

or s aving money or improving the protection of long range nuclear forces. 

The Need for Force Adapt a ti on Not Preserva tion 

Earlier I as serted tha t there is no s imple way of mea surin~ 

rela tive strength . Force ra t ios are totally arb itrary in estimating 

t he out come of a conflict . Things whic h are different (e . g ., missile 
throwwei ght and bomber payload) are treated a s though they are al ike . 

In effect , a t ype of conflict which is unknown and to a significant 

degree unknowable (a t wo - sided nuclear war) is implicitly t rea ted 

as if it is known . The SALT process attempts to freeze in place 

r e la t ionships which happen to exist a t a moment in time. This is 

doomed t o fail because te chnologies a nd circumstances change . There 

is a positive ne e d for adapta tion over time , for i ncrease s , decrea ses , 

c han~e s in force structure, in weapons and in doctrine . Treatie s 

try to preserve thinfs a ccordin~ t o an unders t anding which exists 
a t t ime t ; a t time t plus several years , things are almost certain 

to appear very different. 

I have mentioned the adapta ti ons in the U. S . missi le a nd bomber 
fo rce s during t he 1960s and early 1970s . These produced a less 

vulnera ble , more sta ble nosture a t lower dolla r cost . These changes 

were part of a cont inuing adapta t i on of U.S. stra t e rri c fo r ces over 

a Ion " peri od of time to changes in the inte rna tiona l envi r onment . 
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new threats and new technological possibili~ies . These changes 
clearly have not produc e d inexorably rising budgets. Moreover, in 
the absence of the qualitative changes tha t were made , large 
qua ntita tive increases in forces would have been necessary in or der 

to have preserved stability . 
'l'he continuing need for adapta tion i s illus t rated by the major 

changes tha t have taken place in the pas t two deca des . A maJor 
shift in the deployment of U. S. strategic forces occurred in the 
early 1950s as the result of some work wi th which I was associated. 

The emergence of a Soviet nuclear t hrea t made it evident that Strategic 

Air Command bombers could no lon~er depend on overseas ba s es for 
repea te d combat opera tions . This threat , together wi th the adoption 
of a ir refueling t echnique s and the l i mi ting of oversea s bases to 
sta ging use, led to the planned operation in comba t of SAC bombers 

from ba s es in t he cont inent al U. S . But it wa s also apparent tha t 
Sovie t offens ive ca pabi li t ies a lso threa tened bombers or bases in 

U. S . and i t b ecame necessary to build ra dar warning systems and to 
put many of the aircraft on a hi gh alert status in order to assure 
the sur vival of a significant number of them. With the a dvent of 
thermonuc lear weapons--whic h were initia lly and wrongly thousht 
only to make possible large yield bombs--i t became possible t o build 
small miss ile s and base them in hardened and dispersed silos and in 

Polaris submarines . The a daptation process could not stop there . 
Silos have been increased in hardness , and a decision was ma de to 
protect silo fields wi t h ABM (a decision which was nega t ed by the 
197~ AlM treaty in SAL~ I . ~his leaves silo ba sed force s increasin~ly 

vulnerable . ) Sea ba sed missiles have been a da pted t o a growing 

anti - subma rine warfare threa t by progressive extensions of their ranEe 
which opens up more and more of the ocean wi thin which subma rine s 
can hide, and by efforts to make submarines quieter . 

It is evident that continuin~ a dapta tion will be needed. 
Ac-reements which a ttempt to f r eeze thin.gs (no ABM protection of fixed 
s~ra~e-ic ~orces , little si lo c han~e , limita t ions on pro~ectin~ 

rissiles by land or air mobility , fixing numbers of launchers ) are 
a !:lis~,ake . Only a small proportion of the relevant parame ters can. 

in any case , be limi ted , even in principle . Change will he forced 



- 20 -

by neVi technology and should be responded t o by constr,IC t 1 ve 
selection amon~ the available options . Althou~h I do not hesitate 

to a ssert that parochial bureaucra tic interests often cause the DOD 
to choose to buy wea pons which are not in the public interest , I do 
not think tha t the soluti on to this problem is to t ry to pretend 
tha t it is in the public int erest to try to freeze what is a n 
inherently dynamic proces s . (Such limi t ations often respond to 

wha t is anot her set of parochial bureaucratic int erests.) The 

result is to make a greements of t he SALT type increas ingly unstable 
or irrelevant. 

Trying t o Prevent Qualitative Changes is Undesi rable and Moreover Fruitless 
Such efforts have lareely the effect of increasin~ domes tic 

pressures for unila t eral restric ti on£ . The recurrent efforts in 

t he Congress t o limit improvements in the accuracy of missiles are 
a case in point . These efforts , if successful , would slow progress 
towards greate r precision , flexibili t y , and discriminatenes s in 
the use of force and t o enhancin~ our non-nuclear capabilities . Such 
efforts in effec t am ount to playin~ the role of King Canute because 
the chanp-es tha t a re occuring in 1;he t echnologies of precision are 

fundament al and broadly based. They could s low us down but not the 
Soviets ; the Soviets do not seem to have a comparable domestic 

political force which seeks to impede its military t echnology . 
In short , the model that we should adopt is one of acompetitive 

adaptation t hrough the in-:roduc t ion of new technolo£'ies which mee t 

our needs, not t hrough an a ttempt to form a cartel with adversaries 
in restraint of t echnology . (In s ayine th is I do no t mean to advoca te 
an all - out technoc ratic posit ion t ha t any new technology is ~ood . 

I can think of ~ome tha t are very bad indeed a nd tha t we should seek 
to col labora te with the Soviet Union and others in limi t in£' --nuclear 
f~el reproces sin~ plants fo r example . ) But any cooperative ant i ­
technolo~y eff orts should be sharply focussed and should be based 
on a real12tic a ppreciation of where our interests lie . 

SumMitrY Produces Looph oles and Exploitable Ambi~uities 
It is inevitable tha t when statesmen get toeethe r a t the Summit 

to ~ettle ma tters at an appropria t ely p"eneral conceptua l level that 

·here will he r oom for disa e reement la te r on about what was decided . 
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These disa~re ements are often re~arded a s l oose ends or technica l 
details . But they can have a large cumulative effec t . especially 

if one side works harder a t exploiting t hem than does the othe r . 

I t is now clear . three years a fter the SALT I agreement . t ha t the 
Soviets in fac t do dili~ently exnloi t t he amb igui t ies in s ummi t 

unders t andings . 
An important example is t he Soviet exploita t ion of t he distinc t ion 

betwee n heavy and li ~ht I CBMs and a ssocia t ed restric ti ons on s ilo 
dimensions . Much was ma de in SALT ~ of t he d~stinction between heavy 

a nd lif'"ht I CBMs . We had in mind prevent i ng t he Soviet lare;e missile 
and throwweight advant a ge f r om growing even la r ger . To achieve this 
it was a greed t ha t launchers for "light" I CBMs could not be converted 
i nt o "heavy" ones . It wa s a lso asser t ed by the U. S. and ambiguously 
a greed t o by the Soviets tha t an increase in silo dimensions could 

"not be greater than 10-15 percent of present dimensions . " Unfortuna t ely . 
the terms "heavy" and "li~ht " were not defined . However. the U. S . 
representat ive said unila te rally tha t we "would consider an ICBM 
having a volume significant ly grea te r than that of the lar~est light 
I CBM now opera t ional on ei t her side to be a heavy ICBM . " The Soviets . 

who had no t agreed to t his understandin~ . in t he next severa l years 
then proc eeded to modify silos . shift to cold l aunch . pop- up techniques . 

and to develop fou r new lar~er and higher payloa d ICBMs . In the 
process . the effective size of the "li ~ht" missiles involved . measured 
in terms of pa yload . will be increased from t wo to four t imes . Wha t ­
ever the ambiuui ty in t he constra~ nts . we have not called these 
increases a violation . 

,he exploitation by the Soviets of t he loopholes and ambigui ties 
in SALT I should not have come a s a surprise to the U. S . It wa s 

foreseeable --and it was forseen by some ana lysts . Their predi ctions . 
which were in some instances quite speci fic . were brus hed a side a s 
being £a r - fetched . These predictions were based on t he v~ew I have 
stated . tha t the Soviets would use arms control to impr ove their relative 
adva nta(Te . 

The nart of the 1972 a greement tha t is ne r ha ps its apo~ee of 
ambiguity i s t he 10- 15% l imitation on inc rea ses in silo size . An 

increase of 10- 15' (meaning in effect 15i) could refer to 1) silo depth . 
2) silo diame te r . 3) silo volume . The difference in the volume of 
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the mis s ile that i t could hold (which ha s a ~ood dea l to do with 

the difference between a light an:! .heavy missile of wh i ch we ma de so 

muc h) would be , respectively , 1) 15%, 2) 32% , 3) 52%. -'-he background 

to the ne~ot ia t ions makes i t clea r tha t a n increa s e of 15~ in one 

dime nsion or the other would be pe rmi tted bu t not both . Secretary 
of Defense Laird said that he would c onsider it a viola t ion of the 

agreement if the Soviets were t o increa se both dime ns i ons I "In no 

ca se would it be possible for the Soviet Union to r etr ofi t t heir SS-ll 
silos with a new significantly larger missile •. " The Sovie ts 

have had a different understanding , one t ha t is compa tible with 
their vigorous effor ts to repla ce old light missiles wi th new bigger 

ones . Despite the ambiguity in the cons t r a int the Sovie t s ha ve cert ainly 

viola-:ed the spiri t of the Int erim Accord wi1;h this program . They 

have also viola ted the letter of the a gr e ement a s it was described 

t o the Congress a t t he time of i ts a pproval . 
,t more recent examnle of c onfus i on a t the summi t is in the 

ambiFUi t y I have discussed in the limi t a t ion on a ir launched mi ss iles 

a t Vladivostok . By failin~ t o distineuish be 1;ween ballist ic a nd cruise 

missiles a t Vladivos t ok , the Sovie ts have been ~iven a n opportunity 

"to +r y to elimina te or res t rict the U. S . cruise missile prog r am. 

i.:oreover , some confusion a ppa rently exis ted in the minds of our 

neeo:ia-:ors which could ha ve resul t ed in t he ran ~e constra int bein ~ 

~rea te r by a f a ctor of : wo (depending on whe t her kilometers , sta tute 
miles or nautical miles were used) . 

~he ability of the Soviets 1;0 press ahead with vi~orous programs 

which are inconsisten· with our understandin~ of wha t wa s decided 

a ~ SAL' I raises serious questions about the ·adequac y of the limita tions 

which have been adopted and of the verifi ca tion measures . There 

seems to be t wo positions that one mi Fht adopt l either our ne~otia1;ors 
have formulated the a greement s o amb i ~uous ly tha t t he Sovie ts are 

no ~ si?nificant l y constrained in wha t they may do , or the y are 

viola·in ·' -:he ap"reemen-: --or both . Either way i t is a s ad commentar.· 
on our nerfo rmance . 
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A contributin~ ca use t o these defe c t s has a ls o been the 

ext ra or d inary secrecy wi t h whic h t he ne~o t ia ~i ons ha ve be en ca rried 

ou "'; f rom t he sta r t . I be lieve in t he need f or s ec r ec y ana I am not 

ar~u i ng f or open covenants openly a r r ived a t . However . t he obv i ous 

exclus ion of much of t he government t ha t ha s sta t u .ory res ponsib i l i ty 

for U. S . s ecur ity ha s been a se r ious error . I t ma y be . a s some of 

thos e i nvolved in t he SAL';' p roceGS aver . t ha t t he bureauc ra cy will 

not pr oduce conc eptua l breakthroughs in the field of a rms contr ol . 

Bu t "J.~ <, ,,c .l.u:; .!.on of t he rele va nt pa rts of t he bur eaucra cy f rom 

i mport ant a spects of t he SALT proces s seems to have cont ributed 

t o the genera t ion of unequal agreement s and expl oita ble ambi guit i es . 

':'he nenrlenc y o~ u.s . r,e""oti a tor s t o Wr ite Al'"r eements so a s t o Concea l 

Disa ~reemen"';s and to Be assive in the Fa ce of Provoca t ions 
Daniel Patrick Moyniha n . in a recent a r ticle in Comment a ry 

!.:a a-az i ne . entit led "7he Un i ted Sta tes in Oppos i t ion . " ha s desc r ibe d 

the nrofound tendency of American spokes men to accent pass ively . 

even sup i nely . t he most out ra r-eous c la i ms a nd a s sert i ons of spokesmen 
of the Tt.i r d 'Il orld . He ca lls f or a reve r sal in our tra ditiona l 

r ole , for a n increa s e i n ca ndor and for a forthri~ht s t a t ement of 

our interes~s . His injunct i on i s neede d a lso in the realm of a rms 

control . ~h e expe rience of t he La ot ion Acco r d i n the 1960s , of 

I nternationa l Cont r ol Commissions a nd wi t h t he Non- Proliferation 

Trea ty fits this pa ttern . 

part of the U. S . snokesmen . 

SALT e xhibits a s in ila r behavi or on the 
!,lr . I,loyn 1 ha n • s plea t ha t we be 

more via-orous in de f endinF our interests wi t h respec t to t he Third 

~orld could be a pplied with even Freater dilivencH to the more seri ous 

matter of our inte r ests a s they re la te to our princlpa l a dversa ry . 

I s SAL'" Necessary for Detent e or Detente f or SAL"'? 

./hen the dispa ri~ies i n SAL')' are po i nted out , some U. S . 

spokesmen ha ve r epl i ed tha t the alterna tive is Freat l y heivhtened 

hostility wi th the Soviet Un i on . a n unleas hi n rr of an unl imi t ed a rms 
r a ce , or even nuclea r war ! Faced wi:h that a lter'1atlve , an unfavorable 

SAL,' n".reement would seem p"r ea tly to be pr eferred . Hut one wonders 

h~w we manaFed ~o r educp spendin~ on strate~ic nfrensive and defensive 

a r me, so much before SAL"' . Evidently we ha ve a lw!lVS ha d detente . 
Or ma "P -he ~jven al~erna ~ive posed is f a lse . 
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On the other hand, those who rega rd skepticall y the benefits 

we have derived from detent e , for example in S . E . Asia or in the 

r:,iddle :Cast or in I'"rain transa ctions with the Soviet Union , are 

asked to direct their a ttent ion to the a ccomplishments of SAL7 . 

This is held to be the premier accomplishment of de.ente . If 

this is so , then the others must be very modest accompl ishments 

indeed. 

What Should Congress Do? 

It is evident that the Vladivostok a c cord does not promise 

t o produce a SAL~ II agreement or t rea ty which will s a tisfy PL 92- 448 , 

passed a fter SALT I , which require s tha t future a gr eements not leave 

the U. S . in a n l.nferior position wi.h respect to intercontinental 

stra .euic fo rces . The Congress should stick on this position . ~his 

means refusing to endorse an a gr eement tha t l 

1 . Prevents the U. S . from building l a r ge mis s iles of the type 

~he Soviets ha ve , and that gives the Soviets an adva nta ge in 

thrO\wei/'"ht and the potential of a large advant a ge in vlarheads . 

I doubt that we should build such missiles a nd I am not in 

f avor of spending a lot of money on t ryin~ to redress the 

.hrowwel,,-h. dispari.y , but the fu.ure i s unce r t ain and we should 

not be prevented from doin~ so in the future. An a greement of 

the proposed duration of SALT should not condemn us to a n 

inevitably inferior position . 

2 . Excludes manned Soviet bombers obviously capable of attackin~ 

the continental U. S. s uch a s Backfire (and also Badger) while 

comnarahle U.S . bombers are counted in the a l'"reement . The 

exclusion of Backfire in particula r would make a .ravesty of 

the entire a e- reement and t ra nsfer it from one of equal a g~regates 

at the 2400 level to one of unequal aggre e-ates a t wha tever superior 
level the Soviets choose . 

3 . Limi ts c ru ise missiles , whether air, sea, or land- based . ~his 

is a techno logy that pr omises to help move capabili t ies away 
trom lar~e sca le indiscriminate character to More precise , 
discriminate and stable cha r a cter , and toward the sUbstitution 

of non-nuclear for nuclear wea pons in some case . It should be 
encoura,ed , not liMi~ed . 
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4 . I s dependent on behavior which is not re lia bly monitorable by 

national technical means . Secreta ry Kissinger ' s countin~ rule 

on MIRVed missiles is a sound one ; al ternatives tha t mie ht be 
proposed should be viewed cricically and with skepticism . 

In a ddition , limits on cruise missi les or on land mobile 
ballist ic mis s iles which are obviously unveri f iable or subject 
to lar~e uncertainties should not be accepted . 
~inally , I hope tha t t he Congress comes t o recognize the basic 

de fe c ts of t he SALT ne~ot i a tions l the obsessive s ecrecy , the 
summitr y uncont rolled by other parts of the g overnment , the concen­
tra ~ion on shor t term , lareely illusory politica l benef~ts a t t he 
expense of essential elements of our milita ry capabi li ty . There 
i s an important role here for continuing Congress ional oversi ght . 


