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EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE 
UNTIL 7:00P.M~ LOCAL TIME 
(4:00 A.M. EST) 

NOVEMBER 24, 1974 

Office of the Whii:e House Press Secretary 
(Vladivostok, U.S.$. R) 

------------~-------------------------------------------------------

JOINT U.S .. -SOVIET STATEMENT 

During their working meeting in the area of Vladivostok on Nov~mber 23-24, 
1974# the President of the USA Gerald R. Ford and General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU L. I. Brezhnev discussed in detail the 
question of further limitations d. strategic offensive arms. 

They reaffirmed the great significance that both the United States and the 
USSR attach to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. They are convinced 
that a long-term agreement on this question would be a significant contribution 
to improving relations between the US and the USSR# to reducing the danger 
of war and to enhancing world peace. Having noted the value of previous 
agreements on this question., including the Interim Agreement of May 26, 197Z, 
they reaffirm the intention to conclude a new agreement on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms, to last through 1985. 

As a resu1.t of the exchange of views on the substance of such a new agreement, 
the President of the United States o.f America and the General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the CPSU concluded that favorable prospects 
exist for completing the work on this agreement in 1975. 

Agreement was reached that further negotiations will be based on the following 
provisions. 

1.. The new agreement will incorporate the relevant provisions o.f.tthe 
Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972, which will remain in force until- October 
1977. 

2. The new agreement will cover the period from October 1977 through 
December 31, 1985. 

3. Based on the principle of equality and ·equal security, the new 
agreement will include the following limitations: 

a. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate 
number of strategic delivery vehicles; .~ 

b. Both sides will be entitled to hav'ELa certain agreed aggregate 
number of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with multiple independently 
targetable warheads {MIRVs). 

4. The new agreement will include a provision for further negotiations 
beginning no later than 1980-1981 on the question of further limitations 
and possible reductions of strategic arms in the period after 1985. 

5. N""~ott~HI"')n~ bet"INe>""'u ~~-.e ..:~,.legations of the U.S. and USSR to work 
out the new agreement incorporating the fvi.'ego1ng points will. resume in 
Geneva in January 1975. 

# # # 



EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE 
UNTIL 7:00 PM LOCAL TIME 
(~:00 AM EST NOVEMBER 2~, 197~) 

NOVEMBER 2~, 197~ 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 
(Vladivostok, USSR) 

JOINT US·SOVIEf COMMUNIQUE 

In accordance with the previously announced agreement, a working 
meeting between the President of ~he United States of America 
Gerald R. Ford and the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union L. I. Brezhnev took 
place in the area of Vladivostok on November 23 and 2~, 197~. 
Taking pa~t in the talks were the Secretary of State of the 
United States of America and Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, Henry A. Kissinger and Member of the 
Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the USSR, A. A. Gromyko. 

They discussed a broad range of questions dealing with American­
Soviet relations and the current international situation. 

Also taking part in the talks were: 

On the American side Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador of the 
USA to the USSR; Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department 
of State; Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary of State for 
European Affairs; Lieutenant General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; and 
William Hyland, official of the Department of State. 

On the Soviet side A. F. Dobrynin, Ambassador of the USSR to the 
USA; A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the cPSU; and G. M. Korniyenko, Member of 
the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR. 

I 

The United States of America and the Soviet Union reaffirmed their 
determination to develop further their relations in the direction 
defined by the fundamental joint decisions and basic treaties and 
agreements concluded between the two States in recent years. 

They are convinced that the course of American-Soviet- relations, 
directed towards strengthening world peace, deepening the relaxa• 
tion of international tensions and expanding mutually beneficial 
cooperation of states with different social systems meets the vital 
interests of the peoples of both States and other peoples. 

Both Sides consider that based on the agreements reached between 
them important results have been achieved in fundamentally 
reshaping American-Soviet relations on the basis of peaceful 
coexistence and equal security. These results are .a solid founda­
tion for progress in reshaping Soviet-American relations. 

(MORE) 
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AccordinglX they intend to continue, without a loss in 
momentum, to expand the scale and intensity of their 
cooperative efforts in ~11 spheres as set forth in the 
agreements they have s.igned so that the process of 
imnroving relations bett"een the US and the USSR will 
continue without interruption and will become irreversible. 

Mutual determination was expressed to carry out strictly 
and fully the mutual obligations undertaken by the US 
and the USSR in accordance with the treaties and agree­
ments concluded between them. 

II 

Snecial consideration was given in the course of the talks 
to a pivotal aspect of Soviet-American relations: 
measures to eliminate the threat of war and to halt the 
arms race. 

Both sides reaffirm that the Agreements reached between 
the US and the USSR on the prevention of nuclear war and 
the limitation of strategic arms are a good beginning in 
the process of creating guarantees against the outbreak 
of nuclear conflict and war in general. They expressed 
their deep belief in the necessity of promoting this 
process and expressed their hope that other states would 
contribute to it as well. For their part the US and the 
USSR will continue to exert vigorous efforts to achieve 
this historic task. 

A joint statement on the question of limiting strategic 
offensive arms is being released separately. 

Both sides stressed once again the importance and necessity 
of a serious effort aimed at preventing the dangers 
connected with the spread of nuclear weapons in the world. 
In this connection they stressed the importance of 
increasing the effectiveness of the Treaty on the Non­
Proliferation of Nuclear '<lea pons. 

It was noted that, in accordance with previous agreements, 
initial contacts were established between representatives 
of the US and of the USSR on questions related to under­
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, to 
measures to overcome the dangers of the use of environmental 
mod~fication techniques for military purposes, as well as 
measures dealing with the most dangerous lethal means of 
chemical warfare. It was agreed to continue an active 
search for mutually acceptable solutions of these questions. 

III 

In the course of the meeting an exchange of views was held 
on a ~umber of international issues: special attention 
was g1ven to negotiations already in progress in which 
the two S~de~ are participants and wh1ch are designed to 
remove ex1st1ng sources of tension and to bring about the 
strengthening of international security and world peace. 

(MORE) 
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Havin~ reviewed the situation at the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, both Sides concluded that there 
is a possibility for its early successful conclusion. 
They proceed from the assumption that the results 
achieved in the course of the Conference will permit its 
conclusion at the highest level and thus be commensurate 
with its importance in ensuring the peaceful future of Europe. 

The USA and the USSR also attach high importance to the 
negotiations on mutual reduction of forces and armaments 
and associated measures in Central Europe. They agree to 
contribute actively to the search for mutually acceptable 
solutions on the basis of principle of undiminished 
security for any of the parties and the prevention of uni­
lateral military advantages. 

Having discussed the situation existing in the Eastern Medi­
terranean, both Sides state their firm support for the 
independence, soverei~nty and territorial integrity of 
Cvprus and will make every effort in this direction. 
They consider that a just settlement of the Cyprus question 
must be based on the strict implementation of the resolutions 
adopted by the Security Council and the General Assembly ·· 
of the United Nations regarding Cyprus. 

In ~he course of the exchange of views on the Middle East 
both Sides expressed their concern with regard to the dan­
gerous situation in that region; They reaffirmed their 
intention to make every effort to promote a solution of 
the key issues of a just and lasting peace in that area on 
the basis of the United Nations resolution 338/ '"'\-o-~ , ~ o ec .,"',. 

2 -~~ .. t~ ~·~a:. K~-~ czte. ~ ~C.~~ bti~''A'.\"r.- en ;J ~r ~l~a~ I~\,~ 
an im?ortant part in the establishment of a just and lasting ~ 
peace in the Middle East, and should resume its work as soon ~· 
as possible. .....,., J., "t . -

~,s\.;--. -f~J"e·~ 
\;;;; ~ C'k" • .-_._ .. 

IV 

The state of relations was reviewed in the field of commercial, 
ecdonomic, scientific and technical ties between the USA 
and the USSR. Both Sides confirmed the great importance 
which further progress in these fields would have for Soviet -
American relations, and expressed their firm intention to 
continue the broadening and deepening of mutually advantageous 
cooperation. 

The two Sides emphasized the special importance accorded by 
them to the development on a long term basis of commercial 
and economic cooperation, including mutually beneficial 
large-scale projects. They believe that such commercial and 
economic cooperation will serve the cause of increasing the 
stability of Soviet-American relations. 

Both Sides noted with satisfaction the progress in the imple­
mentation of agreements and in the development of ties and 
cooperation between the US and the USSR in the fields of 
science, technology and culture. They are convinced that the 
continued expansion of such cooperation will benefit the peoples 
of both countries and will be an important contribution to the 
solution of world-wide scientific and technical problems. 

* 
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The talks were held in an a.tmosphere of frankness and mutual 
understanding, reflecting the constructive desire of both 
Sides to strengthen and develop further the peaceful cooperative 
relationship betwee.n the USA and the USSR, and to ensure progress 
in the solution of outstanding international problems in the 
interests of preserving and strengthening peace. 

The results of the talks provided a convincing demonstration of 
the practical value of Soviet-American summit meetings and their 
exceptional importance in the shaping of a new relationship 
between the United States of America and the Soviet Union. 

President Ford reaffirmed the invitation to L. I. Brezhnev to pay 
an official visit to the United States in 1975. The exact date of 
the visit will be agreed upon later. 

For the 
United States of America 

Gerald R. Ford 
President of the 

United States of AFerica 

November 24, !974 

, 

For the 
Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 

L. I. Br=zhnev 
General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU 

# # # 
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TrmeTARR~~~~·~g ou_t for '76 SALT\ 
'Accord 

By Henry S. Bradsher 
Wasllingt.M Star Slal'l Writff 

The latest American and 
Soviet counterproposals for 
a strategic armaments 
limitations treaty are not 
expected by senior admin­
istration officials to lead to 
a ·quick agreement, and 
time is therefore running. 
out for a new treaty this 
year. · 

The United States is 
seeking to work out "count­
ing rules" on the two dead· 
locked elements of a new 
treaty, known as SALT II. 
These are cruise missiles -
small subsonic . pilotless 
bombers being 'developed 
by both superpowers, with 
U.S. development pre­
sumed to be far in the lead 
-· arid Soviet supersonic 
Backfire bombers. 

ihe rules are intended to 
bring these weapons sys· 
tems within the overall 
limits of strategic weapons 
agreed upon in Vladivostok 
16 months ago, so that their 
deployment would require 
reductions in such other 
systems as intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. . . 

The Soviet Union is now 
considering the situation 
after its ambassador, 
Anatoly F. Dobrynin, dis-. 
cussed the latest proposals 
of each side with President . 
Ford and Secretary of State 
Henry A. Kissinger at the 
White House on Feb. 16, 

DOBRYNIN then flew to 
Moscow. As a member of 
the Soviet Communist 
party's central committee, 
he has been at the party 
congress in the Kremlin for · 
the past two weeks. 

The party's general 
secretary, Leonid I. Brezh­
nev, was vague about 
treaty prospects in his main 
liQeech, . to. tb.L con.e.x:ess... 
indiCating the Soviets are 
as skeptical as top Ameri· 
can negotiators. about a 
quick resolution of differ: 
ences on cruise missiles 

. • and Backfire. 
Since Soviet attention has 

been focused on the party 
congress, Kremlin com· 
ment on the current negoti· 
ating situation is unlikely 
for another few weeks. 
When it comes, the Ford 
administration thinks, 
another round of proposals 
will be needed to try to 
eliminate remaining differ· 
ences. 

Each round has in the 
past taken a month or 
more. Each side has had 
difficulties in getting inter­
nal agreement among con· 
flicting military_~n~L ~ivil· 
ian disarmament interests. 

slowing negotiations. - LOS ANGELES TIMES 7 MARCH 7.6, Pg 7 (9) 

Many in U.S. Think Too Little 
Is Spent for Defense, Poll Finds 

Spe~ialto Tile Timl's 

The best tharsenior U.S. 
officials are now hoping for 
is some agreement during 
the spring. When and if 
agreement on principles is 
reached. it will take anoth-
er month to six weeks to i'RL.XCEfOX. N.J.-A growing number oi Amencans 
write the principles into the think the gO\'ernment is spending too little for nati011al 
tight language of a treaty. defense, according to the Gallup Poli. 

ADMINISTRATION offi- . Pollst~rs found that 2?% of the 1,570 persons ques-
cials were saying last year, tloned tnought that too httle was being budgeted for de-
when completion of the fense pllrpOSes. an increase of 10 percentage points in the 
treaty was originally lasttwo years. The results in full: 
scheduled for summer. that Too Uttle ................................... ; • %2% 
it had to be wrafped up be· Too m~~c:h ...................................... 36 
fore presidentia politicking About right • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • .. . • 32 

·began this year. The Sovi- No opi.aion ..................................... to 
ets were assumed to want it The sharpest change in views since 1974 was found 
signed before the party among persons With a college background. In the 1974 
co~h:~s. neither became survey only 8% of the college group said "too little" was 
possible.· spokesmen here being spent. Now the figure is 24%. · · 
began to talk of finishing Although the current budget calls for $101.1 billion for 
the treaty by early sum- defense, or about 26% of total U.S. spending, few Ameri-
mer, still squeezing it in cans were found to be aware of this proportion. Seventy 
ahead of full-scale presi- per cent did not venture a guess, 16% had only an ap-
dential campaigning. . . proximate idea and only 7% came close to the actual figure. 

But now a new. SALT 
agreement is expected to ones now going into silos, 
fall squarely into the cam- lengthy delays while the ·under the limitations of a 
paign _ or to have ·to be whole thing is reviewed. new treaty, or added to 
carried over into next year, This worries officials who present weapons as ·extra 
which would introduce a point out that the present .strength without treaty 
whole new range of prob- interim agreement with the control. 
lems, especially if Ford Soviet Union limiting the When the current Jener· 
does not continue to be number of intercontinental ation, of Soviet m1ssiles 
president. . missiles of each side ex- began to be deployed last 

If the treaty is completed pires.in October 1977. ' year, the United States 
by summer, the question The prospective SALT II argued that all missiles of a 
will arise of how to sign it. treaty would limit each side type which had been ~::-~ted 

· · The original intention until 1985 to 2,400 strategic with multiple'warheads had 
was to have Brezhnev sign w7apons delivery systems, to be counted within the 
it in Washington last sum· With no more than 1,320 of 1.320 limit. This was neces-
mer and tour the United them being missiles with sary · because reconnais-
States. That would have multiple warheads, accord· sance satelUtes cannot dis· 
been a return visit for then· ing to the Vladivostok tinguish between single and 
President Richard M. agreement. Variations in multiple warheads. · 
Nixon's 1974 tour of the these numbers have been THE SOVIET UNION ac· 
Soviet Union. ~iscussed in seeking solu- cepted this "counting rule" 

However, in a presiden- tJons for the cruise missile after several months of ne-
tial campaign year when and Backfire problems. gotiations. 
Ford has backed away from WITHOUT assurance Now the administration is 
the politically loaded word that the limits will be guar· seeking to establish "count-
"detente" and public con· anteed in a treaty, one sen• ing rulttl!." on cruise mis-
cern about Soviet armed ior official noted, the whole siles ana Backfires which 
strength and foreign asser· defense debate in this coun· force each side to chose be-
tiveness is growing, some try would be complicated: tween them and other 
observers think a Brezhnev It would be left more open- weapons systems, rather 
tour might hold political ended by lack of assurance than letting them go free of 
dangers for Ford. One sen- that the United States does the Vladivostok limits. 
ior official uninvolved in not need to compete in Under these rules, each 
political aspects of the building more major "platform" for cruise mis· 
situation said this problem strategic wea~ns systems. siles would be counted as 
has not yet been consider- The Soviet Union is cur- one in the 2,400 limit. A 
ed. . rently deploying its new platform could be a bomber 

BEYOND THAT. Ford generation of missiles with carrying air-launched 
would have to decide multiple warheads -some cruise missiles, a ship with 
whether to try to push the of them larger than the surface-launched ones, or a 
treaty through the Senate in United States had thought submarine firing them 
the period between the po- SALT I permitted. Ameri- from underwater. 
litical conventions and the can intelligence indicates 
November elections. If the research and development Cruise missiles are small 
main critic of the 1972 SALT is well under way for a fur- - they can fit in submarine 
I treaty and skeptic about ther generation of Soviet torpedo tubes -and easily 
SALT II, Sen. Henry M. missiles with improved hidden. Monitoring the 
Jackson, D-Wash., has be- <1ccuracy. number of platforms would 
come the DemocratiC nomi· be difficult. American 
nee challenging Ford, the Intelligence sources do SALT negotiators seem 
situation would be greatly not expect a SALT II agree- confident that there are so-

ment to halt that develop- h' · d thod f d . complicated. . ment work and eventual de- p ISttcate me s o e-
Fa.llure to get the treaty I t f . It Th tecting them, perhaps by P oymen o Its resu s. e sensors that can spot nu-

completed in this adminis· question is whether the clear warheads. Some De-
tration and the current later weapons would be de- f D ff · 1 
Conaress might introduce played as substitutes for the ense epartment 0 ICia 5 

l 

,., are skepttcal. 

4--------------------~----------~ 



High MIRV Levels May Reduce 
SPY· Satellites' Y erification -Rol~ ~. 

. ··. 
By Michael Getler 

Wa.shinrton Post Staft Writer 

Every few days, satellites 
carrying high-powered cam· 
eras crisscross the Russian 
and American landmass, 
photograJ?hing from 100 
nines up missile silos buried 
in the great plains of Da­
kota and the rugged Ural 
Mountains of Russia. 

FUfteen years ago, in the 
midst of the Cold War, these 
robot picture-takers were 
called spy satellites. Today, 
in the era of. detente, thbse 
spacecraft are the key i to 
verifying that the initial 
U.S . .Soviet agreements I of 
1972 on ·limiting nuclear 
arms are complied,with. :·,' 

Ironically, the l0:test arq~J · 
pact tentatively worked out 
last weekend at Vladivostok 
between President Ford and 
Soviet party chief Leonid I. 
Brezhnev allows such high 
levels of multiple-warhead 
missiles that the importance 
of the picture-taking satel· 
lite· in the future may be re­
duced because no one will 
need to cheat. 

It is this type of missile 
~. tbat lies at the heart of the 
' a.rtmJ race and stira mutual 

~ fears; But, under the new 
accords, both sides report­
edly are allowed to have 
roughly 1,300 of these so· · 
called MIRVed missiles, 

· · which means single missiles 
that each can carry several 

. • atomic warheads and send 
.. • each warhead to a separate 
-":· target. 
~ "At those levels," said one 
•. senior arms expert, "the 
~ motivation for cheating goes 

way down." What he meant 
was that with so many mis­

•. siles, each carrying perhaps 
an average of five warheads 

• able to h\t many thousands 
'-· of targets, it doesn't make 
: much difference, at least 
~. · militarily, if either side 
~ • t~d to cheat by hiding an 
~- extra 100 missiles. 
~: Politically, of eo.urse, such 
"' cheating could ·destroy . de· 
~ tente. · 
;; Similarly, because · of· the 

~
.. peculiar differences in the 

American and Russian mis­
•· sUes lorces, it wlU be per­
~~ haps six to seven years be· 
~ fore the· Soviets could de· 
:,., ploy 1,300 MIRVed missiles. 
~ The Russiana now have a 
•', force of some 2,300 land· 
~ and submarine-based mis­
:; siles. These weapons, thus 
,. far, all carry single war­
~ heads. However, at. least 
,. three new types ofi MIRV 
'olf missiles are nearing the i. stage where they will begin 

replacing existing single 
warhead missiles, probably 
early next year. 

It will be several years be· 
. fore the verification prob· 
lem with respect to secretly 
exceeding MIRV limitations 

News A.n.alysi-3 

could become troublesome. 
In that period, there will be 
more discussions seeking to 
achieve mutual reductions 
in MIRV, There will be still 
more refinements in satel· 
lite photographs-which can 
now spot people and objects 
about one foot wide from al· 
.titudes of about 90 to 100 
miles. The whole attitude to­
ward detente ~ could also 
shift dramatically in years 
to come. 

Verification, however,· 
continues to be a vital con­
cern of both sides for a vari­
ety of reasons, especially as 
a reflection of good faith. 

Within tQ.e next several 
months, U.S. negotiators at 
Geneva, where the formal1 

arms talks will resume in 
January, are expected to 
press for some ,.tigid require­
ments that wlll make the 
verification job easier. 

For example, the United 
States reportedly wants the 
Russians to agree that a gen· 
eral class of missile, such as 
some of the new ones soon 
to be deployed, is automati· 
cally assumed to be 
MIRVed. 

Also, that MIRVed mis· 
sites' should be deployed in 
certain geographic areas, 
or that specific bases auto· 
matically will be considered 
as housing only MIRVed 
missiles. Another critierion 
is expected to be that any 
missile that is flight tested 
as a MIRV is assumed to be 
MIRVed for purposes of 
counting against the limit. 

The United States, of 
course, has no .way of know·, 
ing how ·m~P!Y. :w<arheads are ' 
on a single missile. once it is 
installed in· its silo, 'other 
than the observance of that 
missile when it is flight 
tested. Military planners do 
not believe the Soviets 
would deploy missiles that 
haven't been flight tested. 

Specialists say that silos 
housing MIRVed missiles, as 
opposed to single-warhead 
rockets, have tell-tale signs 
showing the difference, and 
need other facilities associ· 
ated with the handling of 
MIRVs. 

This is important be-.. 
cause. aside from the 
roughly 1.300 MIRVed mis· 
siles expected to 'be !lllOwed, 
the Soviets could have 1,000 
or more single-warhead mis· 
siles under the overall nu­
clear arms ceiling reached 
at Vladivostok. This limits 
both countries to slightly 
undet· 2,500 missiles and 
bombers, with ·the ratio of. 
each left to each country. 

Old, single-warhead mis· 
siles cannot be relaced with 
new ones quickly or. easily. 
Normally modification of 
the silos is involved. Also, it 
is regarded. as unlikely that 

·a new MIRV warhead could 
be put on a single-warhead 
missile without extensive 
flight testing. 

The United States is far 
ahead of the RUIIsians in the 
MIRV business, with some 
840 Minuteman III and Po· 
seidon MIRVed missiles de· 
ployed and 400-plus more on 
the way, including those 
aboard new Trident subma· 
rines. 

The U.S. MIRVs are be· 
lieved to be more accurate, 
though less powerful, than 
their Soviet counterparts. 

The principal fear associ· 
ated with MIRVs is that 
they conceivably could allow 
one side to have enough 
weapons to knock out an OP· 
ponent's missile force in a 
surprise first strike. In this 
equation, accuracy is more 
important than explosive 
power. 

But it is assumed that 
eventually Russian missiles, 
which could probably loft 
more than 7.500 warheads 
(including single-warhead 
missiles) at American tar· 
gets, will also gain in accu· 
racy. 

Thus, it is widely con· 
ceded by Ford administra· 
tion officials that the · very 
high alll)wable MIRV levels 
will noti:.remove ~ feu ot:, 
surprise~ . attack-howeveiF' 
unlikely;:..from , the argu. 

· ments over the arms bal­
ance. This, in turn, may well 
lead to the U.S. building 
more powerful missiles 
which can carry still more 
warheads so that more 
would survive an attack, c>r 
mobile missiles that preslQn:- ·'· 
ably would be hard;:\foF'~·c 
attacker totind. 

.The Uriite:cr·states, by the 
tlarlY 1~, will have about 
11,000 indiViduals warheads 
on its missiles. 
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK 
Whose Triumph? 

President Ford's Vladivostok 
triumph will be officially unveiled 
today. Under a bit of examination, it 
will prove to be a strategic arms 
agreement that (1) guarantees there 
will be no meaningful reduction in 
nuclear arms at least until1985, and 
(2) allows the Soviet Union a missile 
force three times as large as the 
American one when measured by 
the most relevant criterion. 

The agreement in principle, 
reached at the summit and expected 
to result in a formal pact this sum­
mer, restricts each side to 2,400 
strategic launch vehicles, of which 
1,320 can be missiles with multiple 
warheads, or MIRV. It also carries 
forward the SALT-I limits on heavy 
ballistic missiles, to wit, the USSR-
308, the U.S.-0. These forces repre­
sent a significant increase on both 
sides, and also significant advan­
tages for the Soviets. Given the theo­
logical complexity of arms strategy, 
it's possible to put a plausibly ac­
ceptable face on the agreement, but 
in the end one is forced to wonder 
what was accomplished. 

In terms of a~ms control, the dis­
armament community and the de­
fense planners agree that present 
forces should be reduced on both 
sides. Reduction has been opposed 
by the Russians, and thus by a State 
Department anxious to reach agree­
ment with them. Secretary of State 
Kissinger says the agreement puts a 
"cap" on the arms race, but it's dif­
ficult to believe this means forces in 
1!)85 will be much smaller than they 
would have been without the agree­
ment. 

In terms of American security in­
terests, the agreement must be seen 
as another step Rlong the path to 
eventual Soviet strategic superior­
ity. The best mei-lsure for comparing 
two missile forces is "throw 
weight," or total lifting power, since 
this controls both the destructive­
ness of wei-!pons and the number of 
separate iV<Hhcads they can carry. 
Since the Soviets have far larger 
missiles ultimntely capable of 
carrying more warheads, the U.S. 
entered the SAL T-Il negotiations in-

was supposedly the major Soviet 
concession at Vladivostok. 

The "breakthrough" at Vladivos­
tok, in short, consisted of anything 
but a new Soviet willingness to deal 
with a post-Watergate President. 
The breakthrough consisted of the 
abandonment of essentials of the 
American negotiating position. 

These concessions were offered, 
moreover, without effective consul­
tation within the U.S. government. 
The last National Security Council 
meeting on SALT was held before 
Secretary Kissinger's late-October 
visit to Moscow. · Nn decision was 
taken at this meeting, but Secretary 
Kissinger says he obtained a Presi· 
dential decision on an offer to the 
Soviets, and that they made a coun­
teroffer in Moscow that led to the 
Presidential agreement in principle. 

Neither the Presidential offer nor 
the Soviet counteroffer was known 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff prior to 
the agreement. The Secretary of De­
fense was apparently cut in at the 
last moment, while the Presidential 
party was in Vladivostok and he was 
in Washington. The party in Vladi­
vostok, some 140 persons, inclu~ed 
no military representatives. In ef­
fect, the defense chiefs have been 
left with the choice of approving the 
agreement or resigning. They wiJl 
approve. 

Now, nothing in the world is 10070 1 
certain, and conceivably the agree­
ment is a good one. Intelligent peo­
ple argue that a 3-1 strategic advan­
tage makes no difference when 
weapons are as destructive as pres· 
ent ones. For our part, we think that 
"merely psychological" differences 
are not so mere (ask the Israelis). 
And if our side already has enough 
weapons no matter what the Soviets 
do, who needs a SALT agreement in 
the first place? Yet we would not 
dismiss as wholly beyond discussion 
the notion, sometimes expressed by 
Secretary Kissinger, that strategic 
superiority is meaningless. 

We definitely would insist, 
though, that this issue be debated 
openly and for what it is. On the way 
to Peking, Secretary Kissinger.,~ld j 



KISSINGER IN MOSCOW 

SALT FOR ANGOLA? 

Q. Can you tell us about the progress the Secretary is making in 
Moscow? Is the President encouraged or does the recent sharp 
exchange between Brezhnev and Kissinger indicate a deadlock? 

. , 

A. Naturally, the Secretary is keeping the President informed 

of the progress of his trip. The President is committed to the 

conclusion of a good balanced agreement that is in our interest 

and in the best interest of all other countries as well. The con-

tinuation of unrestrained competition in strategic arms could 

seriously undermine world stability. Therefore, we are nd: 

undertaking these negotiations with the Soviet Union as a 

concession to them, but rather to try to secure a more stable 

and orderly nuclear relationship from which all wUl benefit. 

As to your specific question on linking SALT to Angola, 

I would refer you to the Secretary's own ·;vords in his press 

conference of January 14: (See Attached page.) 
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SECRETARY KISSINGE,R: I am saying two things: 

I am saying that Soviet actions in Angola, if continued, 

are bound to affect the general xelationship with the 

United States; that a substantial deterioration of that 

relationship can also over time affect the strategic arms 

talks. 

At this point, however, I would also maintain 

that the limitation of strategic arms is not a concession 

we make to the Soviet Union, but it is an objective that 

is in our interest,and it is in the world interest,and it 

is in the interest of world peace. So we will pursue the 

negotiations in the present framework. 



January 21, 1976 

KISSINGER IN MOSCOW FOR SALT NEGOTIATIONS 

Q. Is the President being kept informed of the Secretary's meetings 
in Moscow and does he have any indications as yet as to the likelihood 
of an agreement in principle by the conclusion of the trip? 

A. The Secretary is, of course, keeping the President informed 

of the progress of his trip. As you know, the general objective of this. 

trip is to try to secure a more stable and orderly nuclear relationship. 

The President feels that a continuation of unrestrained competition in 

strategic arms could seriously undermine world stability. For this 

reason, he is committed to the conclusion of a good balanced agreement 

that is in our interest and in the best interest of all other countries 

as well. 

IF PRESSED on his expectations for a successful conclusion: 

All I can say is that the Secraary has stated that he would not 

be going to Moscow if the President did not feel that some progress were 

possible. 
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·'·:BY 'ROLAND ·.DALLAS 
. WASHINGTON, EC-5~:;REUTER·- THE FORD ADMINISTRATION. 

IODAY. DEFENDED· THE STRATEGIC ARMS AGREBtlENT WITH RUSSIA~ SAYING 
I HE U. S. WO llLD K~EP II S LEAD IN I HE NUMBER 0 F NUCLEAR WAR HEADS 
IN II S ARSENALs.~ ·. . . . · · ·· · · 

"IHE UNIIEO.··e:st AIES~ FCJR THIS AGREEMENJ; UP TO 1985 ~ BELIEVES· 
IT WILL STILL MAINTAIN A l--EAD IN WARHEADS,'• WHITE HOUSE PRESS . 
SECRETARY RON NESSEN SAID. · 

ANSWERING Cft!T ICISM THAI THE CEILINGS .. OF 2 ~400 MISSILES OR 
LONG-.RANGE BOMBERS AND~I;320 MULTIPLE WAHHEADS l.40ULD PERMIT THE 
SOVIET .• UNION Io;,BUILD HUGE ROCKETS~ MR~ NESSEN SAID MISSILE 
SILOS CO!l.D ONLY2iBE INCREASED BY IS PER CENT IN SIZE.. .·· 

"THAT ANSt.YERs· SOME OF THE QUESTIONS ABOUT UNLIMIT~ . 
DEVELOPMENT OF GER AND BIGGER WEAPONS~" HE DECLARED. 

MORE 1406 
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"THERE IS ALSO A PROHIBITION OF N£1-11 SILOS~" HE ADDED~ 
DEALING WITH FEARS ABOUT THE GREATER CARRYING CAPACITY, OR 

."THROW WEIGHT," OF RUSSIAN MISSILE~, HE S.l\!0: "THE TESTING OF 
RUSSIAN WEAPONS THAI WE ARE AWARE OF DOESN'T INDICATE USE OF 
25, OR 50 OR 100_WARHEAD S." 

ANSWERING CRITICISM THAT THE AGREED CEILING OF 2,400 WAS 
TOO HIGH, HE SAID: "II DOEsN•t MAKE ANY DIFF'ER~NCE WHETHER YOU 
HAVE 2,400, 2,200 OR 1,700 DELIVERY SYSTEt~S. AI THESE LEVELS, 
BOTH SIDES .CAN WIPE OUT EACH OTHER. THE ARGLlMENT IS 
IRRELEVANT." · 

MR~ NESSEN ADDED THAI .RUSSIA WAS CONCENTRATING ON 
. VULNERABLE LAND-BASED MISSILES WHILE THE UNIJ,"ED STATES WAS 
REI.. YING MORE OR AIRBORNE OR SEABORNE WEAPONS. . 

.. THE DIFFERENCE IS QUITE SIR I KING 9ETWEEN T}iE . 
VlLNERABILITY OF' THEIR FORCE AND OURS," HE SAID. 

MORE 1408 
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THE PRESS SECRETARY ADDED 1HAI RUSSI.4, WHICH HAS N'JT YET 
D c-pLO YED MISSILES '''IT H SEVERAL IJJ AR HEADS CAPA3L E 0 F HITTING 
S~PA~ATE TARGETS CKNO'.•JN AS MnV'S), COU~D NOT DO SO QUICKLY 
BECAUSE OF THE SCOPE OF THE WORK INV~LVt.D. • r-. 

AMERICA HAS ALREADY DEPLOYED MOFL:. THAN 5:?~ MIRV S IN LA.m 
A~J!) SUBMARINE BASED MISSILES. 
... •o ·~,J:"SSk'N NOTED THAT THE T~~HATIVE AGPEEME~lT SETWSEN 

i"i" • .1 ~ ._ • . . - -· c;-." ,, ,..':"\ o;:t 177 ~'"'='V 
on,....,...T~r-- .... '..,. ~-4::}-- . , .._.._..,. ·.~ ... .,~.~·· l ·'..1. ~· -&- ~ ..... ~J.._ .. --r'·"··-
'1:,/:.VLADIVO.SfOK INCLtDSD MORE T.4LKS FOR POSSIBL!!: R!:DUCIIONS IN 
~1ur1 k'AR t'QRCES BE~ORE 1930/31 • 
. v-;;:..:t:' t;~·'~'-rr:r"~ ~1~S IS QUITE HOPEFLll. THAI ~1SGOT.IATIONS ~#ILL 
r A~,:- ~L Aci'' EARLIER Ii{~N~7 t9 30/31 PER roo,: ~.E SAID. ,... . 

. . - o ~~c)::' ST A o IL I1' Y I S A C H I L ,. .. · , HE . ADD ED , " J. H:!. UN I T ':D ST.l\ T ~ S 

l
"''r:t'"'.TH-l;'N ·1\'"'ctrVELY .p1~SUE THE .--:-l)UCTION OF NUCLEAR ARMAMENTS." 

.. YVl..JL!.J -L ...,...., , -

?. ~ UI E.~ 14 09 
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MR. NESSEN ALSO SPELLED OUT THE WAY IN WHICH BOTH SIDES 
WILL DECIDE WHETHER THE OTHER IS DEPLOYING MIRVED MISSILES, 
WHICH LOOK SIMILAR TO MISSILES WITH ONLY ONE WARHEAD. -

IF ANY MISSILE SILO IS ENLA.qGED, HE SAID, IT WILL BE 
CONSIDE.qED TO HAVE A MIRV. 

ANY DEPLOYMENT OF A MISSILE KNOWN TO HAVE BEEN TESTED '.tiiTH 
A MIRV WILL BE REGARDED AS A MIRVED MISSILE. 

"THIS IS THE OVERALL VERIFICAT.ION SYSTEM," HE ADDED. 
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MR. McCLOSKEY: This will be FOR BACKGROUND, 

the usual ground rules. Anything used will be in para-

phrase, may be attributed to State Department sources. 

MR. ,rJ!...A.RDER: In vie1-v ot: the magnitude of this 

subject, Mr. Secretary, and in view of the con·troversy 

about an issue of this consequence, I would like to stroi-:.gly 

urge you to reconsider putting it ON THE RECORD because 

the charges, as you well know, are coming and published 

and the defense is coming on an anonymous basis. 

MR. McCLOSKEY: Murrey, the Secretary will have a 

press conference at some point -- hopefully, soon --

and there it will be ON THE RECORD. 

It was my impression, and that of others, th~t 

a BACKGROUND briefing would be welcome on this subject:. 

SECRETARY KISSINGER: I just wanted to remind you. 

I will ~tty~ to have a press conference on Monday. I will 

~ be prepared to say some of these things ON THE P.ECOED. This 

i gives us an opportunity to have a smaller group, and pc~haps 

' I 
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to speak more freely. I will, however, at an early 

opportunity be glad to say ON THE RECORD that I think 

throw-weight is a phony issue. (Laughter.) 

Q "Throw'! what? 

Q Throw-weight. 

Q Oh, throw-weight. 

Q Could you say that ON •rHE RECOPJJ, Mr. 

Secretary? 

A (Secretary Kissinger) No. I will say it 

on an occasion in which I can explain it. 

But could I, perhaps -- I don't know how you 

want to conduct this. I thought perhaps I would start with a 

few minutes of what I believe to be the significance of 

this agreement and then take questions on it. This 

would be the most effective way of proceeding. 

Q Mr. Secretary, could you start, perhaps, 

by telling us what's in the agreement? Have we gotten 

everything that's in the agreement? 

A It's a secret agreement. (Laughter.) 

It's not going to come out in Senator Jackson's hearings. 

Well, let me Slli~ up what can be said about the 

agreement. 

The President stated yesterday that the ~eiling 
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on strategic delivery vehicles is 2400; the ceiling on 

MIRVs is 1320. The number of land-based silos will 

remain constant, though they are subject to the same 

modifications that are permitted in the interim agreement 

which is to say that their dimensions can be increased 

by 15 percent and that airborne missiles of a range of 

more than 600 miles will be counted as individual missiles, 

though not as MIRVs. 

I think these are the essential elements of 

the agreement -- which means that each side is free to 

compose these 2400 in any way it wishes, except that it 

cannot add land-based silos. It can add land-based 

mobiles; it can move land-based missiles to sea. 

The numerical limitations of the interim agreement 

with respect to submarines, as well as to the total 

numbe~s of submarine-based missiles, will not be in 

effect. The only number of the interim agreement that 

will remain in effect is that of the land-based silos; 

and thbse.are, of course, the most vulnerable part of 

the strategic forces. 

Those are the essential elements of the agreement. 

Q What would be the limitation? 



A 600 kilometer£ 

Q What? 

A 600 kilometers or, roughly, four 

hundred miles; , · 

Q What does that refer to? 

A I said airborne missiles of a 

range of more than 600 kilometers, not 600 miles. 

Q Mr. Secretary, do the silos remain 

so that they're limited to 15 percent in_.size, even 

though there's not anything specifically said? 

A Well, that does not happen to 

be exactly true because the United States, either 

because of great foresight -- as the Russians believe 

A-4 

or for other reasons -- as some others believe -- designed 

its silos in such a way that they can take a considerably 

larger missile than is presently in it,so that it's within 

our capability, even without increasing the size of the 

silo substantially, to reduce Soviet throw-weight advantage, 

and,if we increase the silos by 15 percent, to come close 

to eliminating Soviet throw-weight advantage -- if that's 

the decision that we want to take. 

But -- I repeat I believe that thethrcw-weight 

issue has been vastly overstated and the decision of whether 
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we will attemptto close the throw-weight will be taken 

by us for our reasons and nQt simply because the 

Soviet Union has heavier missiles than we do. 

Q Mr. Secretary, since the Soviet Union 

has not deployed any MIRV missiles and since the United 

States does not plan as many as 1320 MIRV missiles, 

why couldn't you get a lower MIRV figure? 

A We could have probably gotten a slightly 

lower MIRV figure. 1320 is slightly above the American 

MIRV plan and, therefore, gives us some degree of 

flexibility. We could have gotten a slightly lower MIRV 

figure; it wouldn't have made any real difference. 

Q Where did you get the 1320? How did 

you arrive at that figure? 

A We arrived at the figure of 1320 by taking 

some of the planned programs and, in effect, adding to rtt the 

TRIDENT force -- which is 28 missiles. 

Q Mr. Secretary, will the F-111 and the 

Soviet BACKFIRE be included as launchers? 

A I would not expect them to. 

Q Neither of them? 

A Neither of them. 

' 
Q Mr. Secretary, the Pre~ident talked yesterday 
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about some ambiguities in the Soviet Union in connection 

with verification. Could you go into that? 

A Before I get into 

all these technical questions, ~et me make a gene~al 

statement of what the significance of this agreement is 

before we get lost in a lot of technicalities. 

First, in terms of the negotiating history 

of this agreement, there were the following items throughout 

the negotiations: 

- One, total aggregates. 

-Second, limitations on MIRVs. -- for which 

the code name was "qualitative._f'estraint~ ·~.:. 

- Third, there was the issue of forward-bases. 

- Fourth, there was the issue of the British 

and French nuclear forces. 

- Fifth, there was the fact that the Soviet Union 

claimed compensation for a more vulnerable geographic 

position -- the fact that some of its potential enemies 

were geographically closer to it than they were to us or, 

to put it into less complicated language, that China 

would have nuclear weapons a'·i m e'd. at the Soviet Union· 

t 
I 



Therefore, these were the paramaters of the 

negotiations as they had been going on for several years 

until this summer. 
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What we attempted to do is approve immedj.a_tely a 

comprehensive agreement that would take care of all of the 

issues simultaneously. Therefore, until this smmner, we 

attempted to bring about an extension of the Interim 

Agreement, in which the Soviet Union had a different.:ial in 

missiles and for which we wanted to compensate b y obtaining 

a differential in MIRV vehicles. Even though we were 

prepared to give them a differential in total missiles 

until the end of 1979, the differential in missiles. 

for which we asked was not to be negotiable during the 

time of the Summit. 

Secondly, as we analyzed the problem at the time. 

-of the Summit, it became clear that this was really a very 

precarious agreement -- that you extended the Interim 

Agreement for a number of years at a time when the 

production program of both sides of MIRVs would reach 

a certain peak -- that, therefore, the breakout potential 

was v ·ery substantial -- and where the Soviet Union, or we, 

simply by deferring the deployment of one year's production, 

would have a massive breakout potential at the precise moment 

• 
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that the agreement ended. 

Therefore, it was -decided at the Summit :·nteeting 

as I pointed out to this group before -- that we would, 

in July, aim for a lO~year agreement, in which it would be 

more easy to catch several cycles of the program and 

to attempt to bring about a negotiation in this manner. 

As far as the United States is concerned, we 

had a number of preparatory Verification Banel meetings, 

out of which emerged five to eight options 

which were presented to the President and to the NSC 

meet~ng.which took place in October. 

I was just trying to give you a history 

of how this evolved; and then I will talk briefly about the 

significance, as I see it, and then we can answer your 

questions. 

These options range from some that were extra­

ordinarily simple to others of great esoteric complexity. 

Out of these options, the President chose not one of the 

options but a combination of two of the simpler 

ones and asked me to present those in Moscow when I was 

there in October. 

We had two days of very difficult and very 
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inconclusive meetings, which then led to a meeting of the 

Politburo on the last day t~at I was in Moscow it 

doesn't matter what it was; it was Saturday at which, 

apparently, some fundamental decisions were taken by 

the Soviet Union, because that evening they made a propositior 

to us, which I made clear afterwards brought the issue 

within negotiating range. 

Now, what brought it within negotiating range 

was the Soviet Union accepted then the principle of equal 

aggregate at some stage of the 10-year problem. They, 

nevertheless, still insisted on compensation for the British 

and French nuclear forces and some compensation for forward-

based missiles. 

The reason why equal aggregates become more importar 

in a 10-year agreement than a 5-year agreement was that if 

we gave up on the principle of equal aggregates in a 10-year 

agreement following a 5-year agreement, it would mean tl1a·t frc 
?"~. 

the period 6£ 1972 . through 1985 the United States would have 

accepted a position of numerical inferiority in strategic 

delivery vehicles , which whatever it actually invites 

strategically -- which I never thought was much -- nevert.hela~ 

symbolically, could have had some poxitical impact on the 

potential of other countries. 
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This was the situation when I left the Soviet Union 

at the end of October. 

On the basis of the proposal that the Soviet 

Union made to us in October -- which they also put in 

writing to us we formulated a counter-proposal, in 

which equal aggregates were to be achieved earlier , 

sometime during the.l975 to 1985 period, and 

in the interval before the United States achieved total 

equal aggregate, there would be a MIRV differential in 

our favor. 

I don't see that there's any point being served 

in going through all this back-and-forth of negotiations. 

This, more or less, was the situation in Vladivostok. 

I brought it out only to make clear that there was not a 

pre-cooked agreement thatwas simply ratified in Vladivostok. 

The negotiations were, roughly, as I had 

described it to you upon our arrival in Vladivostok. 

_Saturday evening, we had an extended negotiation 

on what differentials in total numbers and what differentials 

in MIRV numbers for what period of time might be acceptable; 

and this is where it stood about midnight, when we adjourned. 

It was the next morning that General Secretary 

Brezhnev made his proposal on moving to equal aggregates 



immediately not asking. 

for compensation for the British and French nuclear 

forces. And out of this developed a more extended 

discussion having to do with bomber armament and the 

position of heavy missiles -- the limitation of heavy 

missiles, the agreement which we have discussed. 

Now, I have since read -- I have since 

discussed w-ith mounting amazement, I must say. For 

example, let me deal with some of the arguments that I 

have heard. 

A-ll 

I have heard it said that the United States gave to 

the Soviet Union rather large figures. Now, I think the 

fact of the matter is quite the contrary. ~e overall total 

is below the figures which the Soviet Union has today --

so that the only way that the Soviet Union can 1
-:.. we ,hope that 

the1:Sov.iet · Union -:wilL be .. forced . to . reduce · numbers to achieve 

the agreed level by 1977. 

Secondly, before we went to Vladivostok -- and 

not necessarily connected with Vladivostok -- we asked the 

intelligence community to give us three projections 

of Soviet development, both in the MIRV field and in the 

missile field -- and in the total strategic delivery field. 

These estimates were made by people who had no idea of the 

figures that we· were debating. 
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The intelligence estimates were made in three 

~~timates --a low estimate, a-medium estimate, and a "high 

estimate. 

All three estimates well, the lowest estimate, 

considerably above the lowest estimate of what the 

-..iet Union would do without an agreement -- was considerably 

.-.ve the figures of both the MIRVs and the delivery sys t ems. 

medium estimate was substantially above, and the high 

811imate was out of range. 

In our experience, our medium estimate is the 

one that is the most probable Soviet course. 

'so with all due respect, it is total nonsense to s ay 

- t the United States "gave the Soviet Union figures that 

e granted to them by us. 11 

The United States agreed with the Soviet Union on 

figures below their present figures in total numbers of 

missiles, and well below our estimate of where they would be 

-- well below their lowest estimate of where they would 

be without an agreement -- and substantially below our 

estimate, our most likely estimate of where they would be 

without an agreement. 

And· all of this was done without counti ng the 

• 
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British and French nuclear forces. without counting the 
l' .J 

forward based systems, and without any of the other frills 

that used to be associated. 

The second argument, as well, "all'lfiB are doing 

is continuing the race." That, too, is not true. 

If the Soviet Union had built to the level that was what 

our intelligence estimate pre.dicted -- and I repeat that our 

~ntelligence estimate projected w~thout any knowledge of 

the figures we were discussing with the Soviet Union --

if the Soviet Union had built up to those figures, we 

would have been faced with the following problem: 

We would have been faced with the problem of 

whether we wanted to match all those, or exceed all those 

figures or whether we were going to permit, as a 

result of an arms race -- a gap to exist -~ which many in 

our countries considered intolerable, thougil it was ratified 

as oart of a SALT Agreement. 

In other words, the gap which we had permitted 

to arise without an agreement , before· 1972 -- which we had 

frozen as a result of the interim agreement would have 

grown against us as of 1977. 

Therefore, the only way the United States could 

• 



have responded is either to let the gap grow . or to make 

a massive effort in order to -close it. 

B 3 

So that our expenditures on the strategic forces 

would have had to go up . rapidly, and would have had to go 

up now. 

Now if we had permitted the gap to grow -- in 

other words, if we had kept our strategic expenditures 

down -- our capability of bringing the arms race under 

control would have declined substantially, because what 

arguments could we have used against the Soviet Union in 

order to induce them to accept figures -- even roughly 

compar~e to the ones we have accepted. · · If we had 

gone into an arms race of our own, the consequences would 

have been quite unpredictable. 

We had constantly felt that one of the primary 

objectives of these negotiations would be, not to bring 

about a level in which the destruction of human life 

was not possible -- that is beyond our ability -- but 

rather, to get the perceptions of both sides into a framework 

in which they are not a series of self-fulfilling prophecies 

a fuel wasting arms race which can be sustained only 

by the argument of "an imminent surprise attack" which 

• 
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in turn, then makes political accommodations more and more 

difficult. 

Now whether the level of forces is 2400, 2200 

or 2,000 has some_ financial difference .- 'But in -

terms of .th'e capacity to destroy human life, it is almost 

:irrelevant. 

Therefore, the arguments that the levels below 

s are not uninteresting, but they do not go to the center 

f the issues -- to reduce the strategic forces to a level 

here they cannot destroy human life -- the reductions would 

ave had to be to the level that are inconceivable today. 

Now I would like you all to remember that in 1962 

at the time of the Cuban roissile crisis, the United States was 

t something like 1,500 warheads -- maybe 2,000 -- fifteen 

undred or two thousand warheads. 

omething like 70 ICBM warheads. 

The Soviet Union possessed 

But in the records of the deliberations at that 

ime, the pol-icy makers at that time had the p~rception to 

ee that the delivery of even a fraction of those Soviet 

warheads on the United States ·would present quite un­

· ma ageable problems for the United States. 

We are now in a period where, with MIRVs and with 

• 
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the .prolif~ration of strategic nuclear weapons, the level 

at which human life could be substantially -- or at least 

civilized life as we now know it 1 -- could be substantially 

reduced, is not affected by whether the total ceiling is 

2400, 2200, 2,000, or any of the ceilings that anyone has 

talked about. 

In fact, if you want to make a sophisticated argument, 

you can make the argument that at certain levels of MIRV, 

the fewer ·the aimpoints, the more precarious 

the situation becomes . because if one of the risks of 

the contemporary sit~ation is disparity between warheads 

and aiming points so that a first strike again becomes a 

possibility , then the fewer the number of aimpoints 

and the larger the number of warheads , the greater 

the disparity between the number of warheads and the aim­

points. 

And therefore, from the point of view of either the 

destructiveness or the destruction of human· life, I see 

no significant difference between the figure of 2,400 

or any of the other figures that have been talked about 

even though we would have preferred lower figures. 

The signific~nce of this agreement is that a ceiling 

• 
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has been put on the total number for a ten-year period, 

so that the argument can no longer be made 

that the other side is racing into _ 

newer and newer fields. 

In this respect, inc~dentally, the argument that 

11 this isn't saving any money 11 is also incorrect, because 

if the Soviet Union had built to our expectations of its 

program, and our reactio.ns would have had to be in terms 

of our expectations of their program -- if indeed we were 

going to make a reaction -- we would have had to expend 

a substantial additional sum to that which we now face. 

Now let me come to the throw-weight. 

Q . Dr. Kissinger. 

A Yes. 

Q Were these intelligence estimates based on 

intentional capability? 

A · These intelligence estimates were based on the 

best judgment well, on a combination of both, really. 

. . We have some indications - .- we know, for example, 

that they have recently converted a certain number of their 

. SS-11 missiles to a newer type. We are, therefore, subtracting 

those and we are assuming that they wouldn't go through 

• 
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is not an important part of the issue, because throw-weight 

is not an entity in itself. 'rhr~w-weight is a means to an end. 

Throw-weight is significant if it is translated into nill1illers 

of warheads and accuracy -- and that, in turn, matters if 

you have specific targets against which to use them. 

As I pointed out earlier to the extent that the 

·united States considers throw-weight significant, there is · 

nothing in the Agreement to prevent us from building things 

a bit larger. 

On the ot.her hand, there is no point in building up 

a larger t.hrow-weight. just for a th&oretical quality. 

The danger that is seen by us in the Soviet throw-

weight, is that it will enable them to multiply numbers of 

warheads on their missiles, and thereby threaten our land 

bases. 

This danger is not very probable in the existing 

generation of MIRVs which we are now testing, because the 

•numbers of warheads they. have . on theirs is not significantly 

larger than the number of warheads we have on ours;- and 

·in some categories, it is smaller than the numbers we have 

ow. 

However, if you try to analyze throw-weight, you also 

• 
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have to analyze the vulnerability of the target. 

The Soviet Union has -85 percent of its throw~ 

weight in the most vulnerable target, that is to say in 

its land-based missile. __ 

The United States has only about 25 percent of its 

.throw-weight in its most vulnerable targets -- i.e. our 

I . . 1 land-based m1ss1 es. 

In the 1980s the greater flexibility of our force , and 

the greater vulnerability of their force . is very likely 

to bring about a situation in which the threat to their 

forces is likely to be much greater than the threat 

to our total force regardless of what the weight of the 

· individual warhead is. 

So we believe that this agreement has, for the 

first time in the nuclear age, established a ceiling -- for · 

the first time in the nuclear age, enabled both sides to plan 

without the fear of an escalating numerical arms race 

in both the overall lnumbers and in the numbers of 

those vehicles which have multiple warheads. 

For the first time, it gives us the base from 

which to negotiate · for our reduction and 

it has eliminated from the negotiations those items that were 

• 
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most divisive within the Alliance. 

So if we are worried about the arms race, not only 

about the numbers, but about the self-fulfilling properties 

about the · perceptions b_y eac_h side ~f the other -- and about 

. . 
the arguments that will have to be used to continue this 

-- then I believe that the achievements of this ceiling 

will turn out tohave been of considerable historical 

importance. 

Now this is particularly true if you look at the 

alternative: 

The alternative to making this Agreement was for 

the United States to begin a substantial additional building 

program of its own. 

Certainly, the Soviet Union was not likely to 

its numbers~ if the United States, perceivi~~ its 

eginning of its MIRV program and its escalation of its 

~wn numbers, would do nothing more than maintain its 

eresence. - Therefore the realistic choice for the United 

tates was either a subs·tantial buildup now, beginning now, 

ttfter which, perhaps, somewhat lower levels might have 

een possible -- or to settle for \<That .was achieved. 

Our judgment was that the risk 

• 
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of this es~alating to an arms race -- not to speak of the 

_probability of obtaining it from the Congress -- all combine 

to argue for making this preliminary settlement now. 

So let me stop- here~ 

Q Mr. Secretary, how did it come to pass that 

the Soviets became unconcerned about the matter of 

compensation for the British and French and the Chinese 

missile sites? 

A Because recognize that somebody had to 

come to the conclusion ' that some level of destructive power ... 

Q Was that a throw-weight point with them, in 

the first place, or were they really --

A Well, I can only tell you that Alex Johnson 

used to say to us that there are two points on which the 

Soviet Union would never give ground: 

One is equal aggregate • 

And the other was forward based systems. 

So I must say that we had all expended an enormous 

amount of ingenuity, t~ying to figure out ways of bending 

these issu~s, and we were unprepared for the position of 

the Soviets. 

• 
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Q_ They just made it-- huh? 

A they just made ~t. 

We had no advance warning and in Moscow, the 

last word I heard from the Soviet Union was that they were 

giving us theoretical equality, but they wanted us to 

deduct from that the British and the French and 

Q Is it thinkable that Brezhnev would have gone 

to Vladivostok to agree to something that had not been pre­

approved by the Politiburo? 

A No. 

Q Then how could it be anything but "ratified 11 

in Vladivostock on the Soviet part? 

A Well on the Soviet side, I can only tell you 

visually what happened. 

AND THIS I WOULD LIKE ON DEEP BACKGROUND This is 

just to give you a little feel for the situation: 

The meeting started with two generals sitting behind 

Brezhnev -- and whenever we started getting concrete they 

started slipping little pieces of paper to him, or butting 

into the conversation one way or the other. 

So, at the first break, Dobrynin came to m~ 

and asked whether we couldn't confine the meeting to 



three people on each side -- which got rid of the two 

generals. 

B 13 

So after that, whenever numbers came up, we would 

explore the numbers, and then he would take about a forty­

five minutes break, either to consult the two generals 

and, on at least two occasions, to consult Moscow. 

So my estimate is that he had some bagic guidelines 

to start with, which were within the framework of the 

total negotiations, and then during the night, they came up 

with the simplifying proposals, which was probably 

ratified, again, in Moscow -- at least by the Inner Group 

I which could have included Podgorney, Kosygin and Grechko. 

Q So that is to say that the Agreement was not 

fully negotiated in tough bargaining in Vladivostok? 

A That is to say it was negotiated in tough 

bargaining in Vladivostok? 

Q If he checked back for Politburo approval 

after the fact it -- I thought you said. 

A I·would have thought that he obeyed the guidelines 

before before he came to Vladivostok -- and then the 

evolution of the negotiations in Vladivostok was, in my 



judgment checked back in Moscow overnight -- and the 

new proposal he made on Sunday morning, almost certainly 

resulted at least from a Politburo. decision. 

B 14 

Q Mr. Secretary, when you speak of the 25 percent 

of the u.s. ~brow-weight being land-based, are you speaking 

of the present configuration or future configutation? 

A .That is the present configuration •. That is 

likely to be less. 

Q Well, we have 1,054 land-based missiles --

A This includes our bombers. 

Q This includes the bombers? 

A Yes. 

Q So if you take the 450 bombers, plus the 

600 odd submarine missiles -- that amounts to 75 percent 

of our throw -weight? 

A Give or take a few percent, yes. 

Q Mr. Secretary, the President seemed to hint 

last night thc.t the forward based. systems that you 

mentioned a few moments ago .. might be entered into the MBFR 

talks. Is that likely to --

A Well, ·this depends on the evolution of the 

f MBFR talks. They have received no such proposal up to now. 
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Q Mr. Secretary, are you defining as "bombers" 

in the agreement? Are "back:fires" counted, or not counted? 

A A lot of this is to be negotiated. 

From the legislative record of these negotiations 

one would exclude the Backfires and the F-111 but would 

include the B-52 and B-1 and (inaudible). 

Q From the legislative record of your 

negotiations are you referring to the Vladivostok 

negotiations? 

~ 

A Well, October negotiations -- Vladivostok 

negotiations, and what has been discussed at Geneva. 

Q That would exclude the Backfires? 

A It would exclude the Backfires and the F-111 

because the Backfires would be in a completely different 

category. 

Q Mr. Kissinger, you indicated in Vladivostok 

that you felt that the Agreement would meet the approval 

of Senator Jackson. Had you had some previous discussion 

with him? 

A I may have been a little bit hasty, because 

it seemed to me that since he criticized the previous 

Agreement for setting levels too low, that I was not quite 
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prepared for having disagreement attached for setting the 

levels too high. 

And secondly, since Senator Jackson had always 

insisted that the major fault of the previous agreement was 

the absence of equality -- and since this Agreement achieved 

an equality in all of the categories and excluded all of 

the items that he had always said should be excluded --

I got carried away by the heady atmosphere of Vladivostok. 

It must have been the heat. [Laughter.] 

Q You were dazzled. 

Q Mr. Secretary, could I -- I am having a 

little difficulty with your discussion about whether or not 

there are permitted additional weapons and that sort of 

thing. 

And also, the whole thing of the intelligence 

estimate, that you are suggesting that they may be going ahead 

with future programs that we hadn't heard of yet. 

A Just a minute, now just a minute, that just 

isn't true. 

In every NSC briefing, for a period of over a year 

and a half, we have been presented intelligence estimates 

of what the Soviets would be likely to do in the MIRV field 
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and what they were likely to do in the field of total numbers . 

So that this is nothing new. These numbers were 

substantially accepted by the whole intelligence community 

but they were refined in the period before -- but they 

didn't change much of the intelligence estimates that had 

been basically accepted and never challenged. 

Q Well all right --

A The fact that you may have not heard of them 

before 

Q If I have the content of this straight, 

if I understand it correctly, on the basis of generally 

understood publications 

A Yes. 

Q We have had about BOO deployed MIRVs. 

We have had publicly announced plans for something 

in the neighborhood of a thousand. 

And this Agreement sets a level of 1,320. 

The Soviets, at this point, as far as we know, don't 

have any MIRVs. 

A That is right. 

Q So the Agreement in 10 years \<Toul1 ·permit 

them to build up to this 1320. And each one of those 
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missiles would have a certain number of warheads. 

Now the thing that I:·'m having difficulty with 

here is, obviously, it would cost billions of dollars 

for them to build up to. the level where we are now, 

and it would take a great period of time to do it, too. 

A Yes. 

Q And this is a catch-up for them, as far as 

the MIRVs are concerned. 

A Yes. 

Q And what you are saying is that we have set 

i this number "high" if I understand correctly -- or the 
·\ 

number has been set high or we have been satisfied with 

the number set this high because of our fears that 

they might have wanted to go way beyond where we are now. 

Is that right? 

A Way beyond 

Q 1320? 

A Way beyond the 1320, that is right. 

Q So we actually believe that they not only 

were prepared to spend the billions of dollars to catch up 

with us, but to go way beyond? 

A That we believe that this might well be the case, 

, 
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yes. 

Q How long have you had that conception? 

About a year and a half? 

A I think any of you who have heard me speak 

aboutfuis problem, have heard me speak with a great sense 

of urgency, that if the MIRV development were not brought 

under control, that it would drive both sides in a direction 

which would become unmanageable. 

And it was based on these intelligence estimates 

-
plus the fact that if the Soviet Union had decided, after 

the expiration of the Interim Agreement to put its MIRVS 

into new holes, rather than into the old holes -- then 

if you assumed that they were ~iming to give any number 

1,500 missiles -- 1,500 MIRVs -- we might have faced a 

missile force of 4,000 rather than 2,500 -- if that had 

been their decision. I am not saying it would have been 

their decision, but it was certainly their option. 

Now, it is not true that our program was only a 

thousand. Our program was well above a thousand. 

Q Our program is publicly announced. 

A Well · our program is publicly announced, what-

ever it is we have set the level at roughly our program . 

• 
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Q It speaks the intention of our program 

was "about 1320." 

A Give or take 

/ 

Q And publicly announced -- we have about a 

thousand. 

A I haven't followed what the publicly announced 

program is I think they have announced it for five years 

but I haven't seen what the publicly announced program is. 

Q It was projected for 1286. 

That is based on what -- on the TRIDENT? 

·A You had the TRIDENTS and the Poseidon 

the Minute men --and you will come to the figure that 

Murrey said. 



1 C-1 

Q Mr. Secretary, on the same question 

that he raised, how does one ~ogically reconcile the fact 

that the Soviet Union, which you say was going to be far 

beyond any of these projections last October and previously, 

or last -June, was talking with us about a figure half the 

size of the 1320? What is the logical rationale there? 

A First of all, the Soviet Union dUlnot 

accept the figure~-which was a little higher than half 

for a five-year period. Here we are talking about a ten­

year period. Since the Soviet Union did not accept the 

figure, which was somewhat larger than half of what we 

settled for for a five-year period, which was the beginning 

of their .HIRV program, you have a rather good estimate that 

for the second five-year period they would have done at least 

as much again, and, therefore, in a ten-ye~r period you would 

have been well above 1320. 

Q Who wanted the 1320? Is that the Russian 

jigure or the American figure? 

A It's substantially our figure. I'm not 

J>aying we couldn • t have had a hundred less. 

Q Mr. Secretary, we could have had three or 

~our hundred less would you say? 

A I doubt it . 

• 
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Q Mr. Secretary, that raises a basic question--

and this is the last one I want to ask -- but essentially 

A We were told, incidentally, by the Defense 

Department that once you got above 700 MIRVs we might just 

as well [inaudible] our program. 

Q Why is that, because the cost gets 

phenomenal? 

Q The MIRV deployment began since you became 

advisor to President Nixon. 

A That is right, but the development didn't 

begin. 

Q Not the development: the deployment. 

A Yes. 

Q Now, very seriously, as you look back at 

it now are you sorry you went ahead with the MIRV? 

A Well, that's a good question. And I think this 

is the same question that people faced when the hydrogen 

bomb was developed. And it raises the issue whether your 

development of MIRVs or of a weaponprOduces the development 

on the other side, or whether by not going ahead you then 

simply give an adv~ntage to the other side. 

I would say in retrospect that I wish I had 

thought through the implications of a MIRVed world more 
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thoughtfully in 1969 and 1970 than I did. What conclusion 

I would then have come to I don't know. But I would like 

for you gentlemen to remember this, megalomaniac as I am, 

I do not claim that I made the basic weapons decision in 

1969 and '70. But I still wish I had thought through the 

implications of the MIRVed world more fully in 1969 ana 1970. 

But this was not the problem we faced from '72 on. 

Q Mr. Secretary, it seems to me there is a 

basic conflict here I would like to get squared away. If 

I understand correctly --

A My relation to the various bureaus is that 

of the Queen of England and her Cabinet, each bureau gets 

two hours of my time. Go ahead. 

Q I wanted to ask about what appears to be a 

conflict between what you and the President are saying 

about putting a cap on the growth of weapons development 

and what this agreement actually provides to the extent 

that I understand it. 

A It puts a ceiling on the numbers of weapons, 

in certain categories. 

Q. Right. And you have always said, if I 

understood correctly, that warheads are in many respects 

a key figure simply because one is killed by warheads and 
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not by vehicles. 

A That is true. -

Q Now, since numbers of warheads are not 

limited and throw-weight is not limited -- indeed, we have 

said that we maintain the option to build up our throw­

weight -- isn't it misleading to say that a ceiling has 

been put on the numbers of weapons? 

A In the sense that you argue that the number 

of warheads can be increased. 

Q Yes. 

A Well, we have a good estimate -- in fact, 

we have a certain estimate -- of the number of warheads 

that the Soviet Union had deployed on their present 

missiles because we have some idea of their testing 

program. And they are not likely to deploy a warhead 

that they hadn't tested. That's axiomatic. 

So to all practical purposes we have an estimate of the 

total number of warheads that are going to be deployed 

·.,t that period. And they have a rather good estimate of the 

total number of warheads that we are likely to deploy in that 

period. 

Now, it is, of course, possible that the two sides, 

within the total limit of 1320, could develop warheads which 
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have larger numbers -- could develop MIRVs which have 

larger number of total warheads on them than the MIRVs 

that are presently designed. The question will soon have 

to be raised. In fact, .it is a question that will have to 

be raised now: What is the advantage in multiplying the 

number of warheads beyond a certain point? As all of you 

know, I have never taken the view of numerical equality 

as seriously as some other people. 

First of all, our estimate is that in the number 

of warheads,we will remain ahead in this ten-year period, 

for a variety of reasons, including the greater sophistication 

of our MIRVs. But in any event, we will reach a total 

number in which whether you build more warheads or· not it 

seems extremely unlikely to give you a decisive, or even 

significant, superiority. You have that theoretical 

capability within the 1320 limit. 

And, moreover, I would like to point out that we 

intend as soon as this agreement is .ratified and begins 

to operate to begin negotiations on the reduction. 

Q Mr. Secretary, two questions about the 

reduction. One _you have just answered. One, does this 

agreement as it now btands commit both sides to enter into 

• 



negotiation for reduction at some point, and, if so, 

at what point? 

A It permits both sides to enter into 

negotiations for reduction no later than 1980. 
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Q Mr~ -Secretary, can I follow that up, _please, 

if I may? As I read it, you are not committing yourself 

to begin the negotiations before December of 1981. 

A 1980 or 1981. 

Q Right, but it could begin as late as December 

1980 as I read the agreement. The question really is, 

realistically do you have any expectation that such 

arms reduction talks will begin seriously long before 

that? 

A That will be our e.ffort. And I think tha·t 

once proposals on both sides have stabilized -- you see, 

the Soviet Union will have to reduce their forces to get 

to the level of 2400. If they deploy some of their new 

forces, some of the land-based mobiles that people are 

talking about, they will have to reduce even more forces. 

I think once the equal aggregates have been reached or 

put it another way, once the Soviets have gone down to the 

level that is requiLed, I think we will certainly urge the 

beginning of talks on reduction. And I have great hopes 

• 
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that we will succeed. 

Q Well, at what pain~ -- how long will it take 

them to MIRV up to a point where they will be willing to 

enter into arms reductiqn talks? 

A Well, supposing the arms reduction brings 

about a reduction in the number of MIRVs and they haven't 

yet reached that level. So what? Then they would just 

not build up to the presently permi~ed and only ·build up to the 

newly permitted levels. I think it will be easier to have 

reduction talks once you are not in an open-ended arms race 

in which both sides arewatchingproduction programs of the 

other, whose scope they cannot assess. 

Q Mr. Secretary, you described here, if I get it 

correctly, a process over these last months in which the 

Soviet Union point by point gave in to us while we 

resolutely held our ground. I guess I have two questions. 

What did we give . up to them? And if you did not yield at 

some .point in the last month anything to them, what's your 

reasoning on 'why this came about? 

A I believe that one of the difficulties of 

the previous negotiations was the uncertainty of our 

domestic situation. Conversely, I think that they conf ronted 

. a new President as an individual with whom they might have 

• 
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to deal for a six-year period. Secondly, they dealt with 

a President unencumbered by past 4istory, who,therefore, 

if he failed to get an agreement could go back to his 

original defense orientation and really pick up the arms 

race. Thirdly, I believe that they probably attempted to 

vindicater the significance of detente by getting off on 

the right foot with a new President or with a new 

Administration. 

I think it was a combination of all, plus fourthly , 

they probably analyzed what I believe any thoughtful 

analyst of the strategic situation would have to do~-that 

. · the field of strategic forces superiority is an illu~ive 

concept. And I think it was a ~.combination of all of these 

factors that produced rather significant movement between 

July and December-- and I must tell you qu:.te candidly, 

rather unexpectedly. 

Q How many warheads do you foresee on each 

· side in 1985? 

A A very substantial number. 

Q Well, we can multiply out and figure about 

what we would have. And do you anticipate the Russians 

about the same number . 

• 
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A Well, I would expect us to have somewhat 

above 10,000, and I would expect the Soviets to have less. 

Q Do your figures work out to about 11,000, 

Mr. Secretary? 

A That sounds reasonable to me. I haven 1 t 

multiplied it out. I expect the Soviets to be below that. 

Q Somewhat less? 

A Maybe 9,000. It depends how many warheads. 

Q Mr. Secretary, you say the Soviets would 

have to reduce their force level --

A Could we put all the figures ON DEEP 

BACKGROUND. All the figures I give I would like 

to put on DEEP BACKGROUND so that you multiply it out. 

Q You mentioned the Soviets would have to 

reduce their forces. You mean the forces they actually 

have deployed? 

A The Soviet Union under SALT I are permitted, 

and would reach, something like 950 plus 1401. 2350. 

Q But they are not at that level now? 

A Well, it depends. If you count the SS-7, 

they are at that level now because what they are doing now 

is to trade in SS-7s and 8s for submarine-launched missiles. 
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So if you count the 210 SS-7s and 8s, they are in the area 

between 2300 and 2400. And if you add the 150 bombers that 

they have, they are about at a total level of 2500 right now. 

So they will have to give up probably their bomber force. 

Q Mr. Secretary, what's your estimate of the 

Chinese nuclear capacity five years from now at a time 

when the reduction talks are supposed to start between 

here and .Moscow? 

A Insignificant. 

Q Still insignificant? 

A Well, if you talk about strategic nuclear 

forces, I believe it will be insignificant. 

Q Dr. Kissinger, just on the subject of throw-

weight again, you conceded here this afternoon that,at 

least theoretically, the Soviets have the potential of 

increasing the number of warheads that a given missile 

could deliver given their greater throw-weight, theoretically. 

A So do we. We could increase the number of 

warheads on our missiles at least as fast as the Soviet 

Union could, because you have to assume that the Soviet 

Union is going to deploy the warheads which they have 

recently tested. You cannot assume that they are going . 

to deploy a larger number of warheads than those they have 
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tested. Therefore, you 'have to assume that this generation 

of Soviet MIRVs is going to use the number of warheads that 

they have tested. That number is comparable to the number of 

warheads that we carry on smaller missiles because of our 

superior technology. 

If either side considers it more important, we 

could, if we wanted to, put more warheads even on our 

existing missiles. We have the additional option if we 

wanted,to to design a larger missile to put into the existing 

holes which could carry many more warheads. So if you are ask~ 

ing about who could expand the number of his warheads more 

rapidly, the Soviet Union or we, I would say that over the 

period of the agreement I would bet on us. 

Q What I was really asking is what is to 

prevent there being, in effect, another arms race in that 

given area? 

A The fact that it doesn't make a great deal 

of sense to increase the number. 

Q Yes, but you have frequently told us that 

· what is important is the perception that each side has of 

the other. And I c.an easily see this becoming a polili..cal 

football in this country • 

• 
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A The capacity . of this country to develop 

political footballs seems to me to be unlimited. (Laughter) 

But I'll tell you what my recommendation to the President 

would be. It would be that we would not go into wild 

multiplication .until we see the Soviets actually testing 

something. 

Q On this question of policing the MIRVs, 

Mr. Secretary, would you dwell briefly on that? Isn't 

that an area we are going to have to go into now, and 

isn't it tough and intricate, a major issue? 

A The major issue in the negotiations now is 

going to be the verification issue. And it is because of 

an accident of Soviet design, luckily not as difficult as 

it might easily be. Let me explain. 

The Soviets have developed missiles to carry 

their MIRVs which do not fit into the existing silos; in 

other words, which require extensive modifications of 

the existing silos. Therefore, we will assume that any 

silo that is being substantially modified will be carrying 

a MIRV missile. Therefore, we will be able to count the 

number of their missiles by the number of silo modifications 

of that type, with which we are vary familiar and which are 

undisputed. 

• 
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Or to put it in another way, any missile that has~ 

tested in a MIRV mode successfully will be counted by us as 

being MIRVed. In other words, we will not permit the Soviet 

Union to claim that they are deploying an SS-17 or 19 with 

the argument that it w~ll only have a single warhead since 

we ·believe that the testing program on the SS-17 and 19 has 

been substantially successfully concluded. Any silo that 

we see modified to take an SS-17 or 19 we would cour.t as 

being MIRVed. 

This is one of the issues that will have to be 

discussed in the verification. Otherwise, there is almost 

no other way of verifying because you could not accept the 

unsupported statement of the Soviet Union that certain 

silos have only single warheads. 

Q How can they find out about ours, lvlr. Secretary? 

A Because they read Aviation Weekly. 

Q But, Mr. Secretary, to get back to this 

question. Might it not come down to the need for on-site 

inspection. 

A Dobrynin told me the other day about a weapon 

I didn't know we possessed, and his description of it was 

perfect. I checked in the Pentagon. It was exactly the right 

the characteristics. It won't come along until 1980. He 

• 
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had read it in a technical journal. It didn't help us 

in the negotiations. 

Q Can I ask this? Might we not have to go to 

on-site inspection to m~ke certain that they are obeying 

-
the limit? 

A No. There may have to be certain collateral 

restraints, into which I do not want to go now. But I 

believe that it is quite possible -- we have gone over this 

in the Verification Panel on innumerable occasions -- that 

if we can obtain the position that any silo that accepts 

a 17 or 19 missile and we have already told the Soviets 

that this is going to be our definition -- and after the 18 

program is completed, which it is not yet, any silo that 

accepts SS-18 missiles will be treated as MIRVed, I think 

we have a largely fool-proof method of inspe~tion, with a 

few collateral re~traints. 

On submarines, the problem is going to be 

somewhat more complicated because we · have not yet seen 

any tests of their submarine-based missiles. Therefore, 

we don't know what the characteristics will be. But on 

the whole we would have to again assume that any submarine 

capab~e of carrying a MIRVed missile,once the missile has 

• 
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been tested, likely will have to be counted as 

MIRVed, just as all of our suPmarines will have to be 

counted as MIRVed . 
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Q Well, could they have 17s and 19s in silos 

that haven't been modified? 

A No. 

Q All those that have the new missiles have 

been modified? 

A That's right. And on that we have no question. 

And they have never --

Q You said they had never what? 

A This is the argument that we have put to 

them. They have never rejected it. They've also never 

accepted it. But it's the only possible -- if that is 

rejected, I see no other basis for inspection. 

when you talk, Peter, of on-site inspection, we went through 

that drill in '69 and '70 when we didn't understand the 

MIRV problem well enough and thought you could simply screw 

a MIRV warhead on an existing missile. · And actually, on-site 

inspection wouldn't help yuu very much because you would 

have to have a ran~om inspection, you couldn't inspect 

every missile every day. With the time delays that would 

be involved until you get to the site, .they could easily take 

• 
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off the .MIRV warhead and put on a single warhead, have a 

MIRV storage, and when you leave put the MIRV back on the 

missile. 

Q Just lik~ used car dealers? (Laughter) · 

A Really I would not know how you would run 

on-site inspection. 

Q Would it be fair to say that if they rejected 

the verification formula there is no deal? 

A If they reject the verification formula, unless 

there is enormous in9enuity in which we come up with ano~ 

one, I really ·wouldn't know where to begin. I think if they 

eject verification it will be very hard to conceive how 

there can be a deal. 

Q ·What is your feeling~ Do you think they will 

accept it? 

A I think they will accept it. I cannot 

conceive that they have gone this far in order to blow 

up the agreement now when verification is used,when it was 

very easy to blow it up on numbers. 

Q Unless they are buying time. 

A What time are they buying? Maybe one cycle 

of the defense budget. If we find out by next April that 

they are stalling on verification, and ·if they are worried 

• 
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about us going into a bigger defense program, I think we 

would have a much better chan~e with Congress having in 

good faith accepted these numbers and then finding that 

the numbers evaporate b~cause they won't agree to really 

the only reasonable inspection system that can be designed. 

And there is no alternative to this inspection~ 

Q What is your aide memoire? How detailed is 

that? 

A . It is about what I have described. 

Q Is it a very lengthy agreement? 

A It's about a page. It has the numbers. I 

gave you the numbers. 

Q Mr. Secretary, given the psychology of the 

arms race up to now, why do you think that pressures 

won't develop to keep improving the weapons that are 

agreed on? 

-- A Well, but to say that you haven't got 

anything because you haven't get everything is a very 

dangerous course. 

Q I'm saying for the future, spending for 

example. 

A Well, whether you are improving weapons 

within an accepted ceiling or whether you are drivi ng 

• 
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the ceiling while you are improving the weapons seems to 

me two different problems. It's quite possible that some 

improvements within the existing weapons would be possible. 

Again you have to distinguish two categories. The improvement 

in the Soviet force after they reach their ceiling will be 

composed of 1320 r-HRVs and 1080 unl4IRVed 

vehicles. My guess is that most of them will be ICBMs. 

The improvements that you can make in single-\'7arhead weapons 

in relation to the strategic utility are relatively marginal. 

So you are asking -- we have greater flexibility making 

improvements because our force is going to be composed of 

bombers and other elements. Now, the area of improvement 

is likely to be, therefore, in MIRVs. Now, you can improve 

accuracy, and you can improve yied.d. Then you have to 

ask yourself again, why? 

The strategically unsettling effect of improvement 

in accuracy and yield is not as large when it is constricted 

within fixed numerical limits as it is when it is also 

driven by larger numbers. I find it conceptually very hard to 

see how you could get a decisive advantage by technological 

innovations that are now foreseeable in the offensive forces 

over the period of this agreement. I may be wrong, but I 
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think that by limiting the numbers of both the qualitatively 

worrisome and the overall figures you have put some very 

significant constrictions on the arms race. 

0 But the ?entagon will surely want to try 

-
in the technological area to see if they can do thisZ 

A Probably. But at some point I think the 

futility of this it's one thing when you say the other 

side is building at this curve and if you don't match them 

they are going to get strategic superiority. That's one 

argument. Another argument is when you say you have 

relatively stable forces and they are going to get 

marginal improvement in accuracy and marginal improvements 

in yield against fixed forces where you cannot define how 

you would use it. I think that's a more difficult problem. 

0 Mr. Secretary, is it fair to say at this 

stage that the agreement in Vladivostok rules out the 

possibility that either side could achieve 1n the next 

ten years a first-strike capability? 

A I would say that yes. With the limitation you 

can say that there is a first-strike capability against 

certain categories.of weapons. I would think that the 

land-based missiles on both sides are going to become 

increasingly vulnerable. And that is in any case going to 

I 
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happen, with or without this agreement. Then it is up 

to each side to compose its forces so that the land-based 

forces are not the most significant element in its force. 

And this I must say is a bigger problem for the Soviets 

than for us because over that ten-year period our land­

based force is not going to be the most significant element 

in our force. 

Q How are we going to verify that there is 

not an increase in their land-based mobiles? 

A The factor of 

confidence we have with respect to land-based mobiles is, 

of course, much less than it is with respect to land-based 

fixed. Land-based fixed we have almost a hundred percent 

confidence. Land-based mobile we could be off by some 25 

percent. 

You have to remember now that any land-based 

mobile of any quantity will have to come out of either 

the submarines or the land-based fixed. So if you talk 

of a few hundred, we might be off by -- you know, it 

depends -- 25 to 30 percent of the total number of land-based 

mobiles. And we believe that our accuracy of verification 

we know that our accuracy of that will improve over ten 

years. 



Q So we are depending on their good faith 

to take off of something what-they add on to the land­

based mobiles? 

A We are not at all counting on their good 
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faith. In our judgment, we will catch two-third to three­

quarters of their land-based mobiles. They could hide the 

percentage which we think the percentage of inaccuracy. 

But since they don't know the percentage of our inaccuracy, 

it would be running a risk. But that margin. exists. 

Q Mr. Secretary, I got the impression from you 

in Moscow that the breakthrough on FBS was made 

in Moscow on your last trip there rather than Vladivostok. 

A The breakthrough on FBS was substantially 

made in Moscow, but the breakthrough on the British and 

French nuclear forces was made at Vladivostok. 

Q How can you say, Mr. Secretary, that the 

Joint Chiefs agreed to this proposal when you say it was not 

completed until Vladivostok? 

A First of all, there are two separate issues. 

The main linesof our proposals were completed before 

Vladivostok. And the fact that we were willing to concede 

somewhat lower numbers in return for larger MIRVs than the 
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Soviets were willing. ~e were in touch with Secretary 

Schlesinger on several occasions on Saturday. But I 

think one can always assume that if the Soviet Union 

gives you slightly larger numbers than you were prepared 

to accept that this would not be vetoed by the Joint Chiefs 

of Staff. We were .reasonabl~·confident that the Joint 

Chiefs would approve, and we were not disappointed. 

Q No, that part is clear. What about the 

other side of it though? You were saying by implication 

if you had tried to go down two or three hundred you would 

have had a battle on your hands from the Joint Chiefs. 

A Not only with the Joint Chiefs. It depends 

in what category the going down would have taken place. 

Q Mr. Secretary, can I go back to the reduction 

thing just once because of the importance that Senator 

Jackson, amongst others, at least professes to attach? 

From what level, at what point, do we hope again to 

negotiate reductions? 

A From the level agreed in these numbers. 

Q Before they are attained? 

A We are perfectly prepared·. to discuss this 

before they are attained. 



I must say,to say, that this agreement is 

inadequate because it doesn't reduce defense ppending, 
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and that what we should have done is to get lower numbers 

when the only way we could have even talked about lower 

numbers _is to drastically increase defense spending and 

to hold the increase for a large number of years long 

enough to convince the Soviets that we were going to drive 

the race through the ceiling with them,at which point we 

would have got vested interests in this country to accept 

even the figures that we were going to talk about, seems 

to me an argument that I find very difficult to deal with. 

And when at this particular point in terms of the threat to 

civilization,the strategic stability or any other criteria 

you can think of,it does not make a great deal of 

difference whether you have 2400 or 2200,as long as you 

have a ceiling against which both sides can plan for a 

ten-year period, something that has never happened in the 

entire nuclear age when both sides were constantly driven 

by their fears of what the other side might do. Then I 

believe that we had an obligation to try to settle for this 

and not haggle about -- well, there was no possibility for 

haggling except by driving the arms race. 

If we had gone back to Geneva when obviously the 
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Soviets attach great symbolic importance to the first 

meeting between Brezhnev and President Ford in light of 

all the pressures that had _existed against detente-- and 

I must say one other t~r.g, that i£ this agreement in whi~h 

tha Soviet Union made very major concessions should suffer 

the fate of some other n~gotiations, then we must ask 

ourselves whether on the other side the whole process of 

detente may not be drawn into the most serious questio~. 

Because here they met every point that all the · critics of 

detente had consistently made, actually quite une~ect&dly , 

( . in which equality is achievetl in all significant categori es, 

~n which the arms race in terms of numbers is at least 

limited,and even qualitative improvements will have to be 

affected by the fact that they cannot be trans!ated into 

quantity 1 I believe that really as a country we should ~ot 

denegrate this t~lng. 

Q For comparison purposes, could you give us 

the figures that the intelligence community carne up with 

about Soviet intentions or capabilities? 

A Well, it's not as simple as Soviet intentions. 

There are some pretty sophisticated analyses that go into it. 

If you look at it, analyze the number of Soviet submari nes, 

. for example, that are capable of taking the missile large 

• 
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enough to be a plausible candidate for a MIRV. They 

look at the number of SS-11 silos that have been recently 

modified. You know, we could easily claim that every 

SS-11 silo could take a 17 or a 19. And it probably could, 

and it probably will over a ten-year period. If the Soviet 

Union had converted every silo it has and every submarine 

it has, it could have gone well over 2,000 MIRV missiles. 

We tried to make it a more realistic assessment on the basis 

of those silos that had recently been modernized to take 

another type of warhead which is not l-1IRVed but more 

similar to our Polaris warhead, deducted those from the 

total number of SS-lls, made some analysis of what a 

rational allocation would be between SS-9s and SS-18s, 

looked at the submarines to see the likely candidates for 

MIRVing, and carne to the conclusion that the number of 

MIRVs would be substantially above the figure of 1320. 

And the lowest intelligence projection was substantially 

above 1320. And I might add that at no time in the last 

ten years have the Soviets operated at our lowest intelligence 

projection. The median intelligence projection is more 

reasonably regarded as significant both in total numbers 

and in MIRVs. 
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Q Mr. Secretary, why do you assume that all the 

SS-lls are eventually going to be replaced by the bigger 

throw-weight missiles when your own point is that the 

greater throw-weight really is a phony issue? 

A I'm not saying that all the SS-lls are being 

replaced. I just got through saying that not all the SS-lls 

would be replaced by the bigger throw-weight. It isn't a 

question of bigger throw-weight. The SS-11 is unMIRVed. 

The bigger throw-weight missile is MIRVed. Therefore, the 

Soviets have the capability, just as we have the capability 

of transforming every Minuteman into a MIRV missile, to 

transform every SS-11 silo into an SS-17 or SS-19. 

Q But you don't think they'll do it? 

A Under this constraint they can't do .it 

under this 1320 constraint. Well, they can do it only -­

they now have choices to make. Under the 1320 constraint 

it is impossible for them to convert all the SS-lls and 

also have a significant submarine program and also convert 

the SS-9s. So if you assume that they will do a mix, then 

we have cerain estimates of how they are going to go about it. 

And even there, in our judgment, they are going to be a little 

bit strapped. 
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Q Mr. Secretary, when and how do you foresee this 

coming before the Senate? 

A Well, I don't know whether the Senate is going 

to start, whether the Senate is going to be seized with this 

in the form of hearing. Our expectation is that we can 

conclude the negotiation of this agreement, the most 

important elements of which have after all been negotiated r• 

Principally the verification issue is remaining. We 

hope that we can finish it in time for a signa ture in May 

or June when General Secretary Brezhnev comes here. It 

would then go to the Congress • We haven't decided yet 

whether to put it before the Congress like SALT I or in 

the form of a treaty. More likely in the form of SALT I 

showing action by both houses. I would think July or 

August. 

Q Would you think that hearings could be held 

now, however, or with the new Congress? 

A I have heard that hearings are very likely. 

And I just hope that restraint will be exercised in not 

turning this into a political issue. I mean there may be 

serious differences of opinion, and those should be fully 

aired. 

Q Mr. Secretary, can a rational argument be 
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made now on dropping the Trident? 

A Well, not in my view. 

Q How do you justify the Trident now? What 

do you need it for in this kind of agreement? 

A Well, the question about the Trident is the 

same now as it was before. The fact that you now have a 

ceiling on MIRVs does not affect the composition of your 

forces by which you reach that ceiling. And I think that 

is an issue into which I will be delighted to go • 

Unfortunately, I have to see Senator Byrd. 

Can we agree that any figure I gave of an 

intelligence nature, composition of Soviet forces, etc., 

the figures I gave you about the agreement you can put 

ON BACKGROUND. Any other figures please use ON DEEP 

BACKGROUND. 

Q Thank yo1r,~ sir. 

(The briefing was terminated at 5:40p.m.) 




