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FOREWORD

In September 1969 an agreement between the United States and the

Soviet Union to enter negotiations on the limitation of strategic arms

appeared to be imminent. The following chronology attempts to trace

the initiatives and the negotiations which have led up to and have been

aimed at the convening of these discussions that have come to be called

"strategic arms limitations talks" (SALT). As a point of departure,

the so-called "freeze" proposal made by President Johnson-in 1964 marks

a significant step in a trend which had appeared in negotiations in both

the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee and the United Nations. Rather

than seeking to achieve general and complete disarmament (GCD) in one

decisive action, international negotiations had turned more toward partial

measures which would limit at least certain armaments. It was hoped

that such limited steps would act as a means of reducing the threat of

nuclear war and curtailing the arms race, as well as encouraging progress

toward the final goal of GCD.

The deliberations concerning proposals for GCD were not abandoned

entirely, and restrictions on strategic delivery vehicles had been

included in these proposals. But the proposal by the President in 1964

to freeze both the existing numbers and characteristics of strategic

means of carrying nuclear weapons was a separate measure. The governing

principle of the proposal rested on the premise that the nations would

have to stop at one stage of development of these weapons before taking

additional steps, i.e., prior to actual reduction of these forces.

Closely related to the freeze were proposals in 1964 to destroy

strategic bomber aircraft. The United States proposed destruction on an
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agreed number of bombers by both the U.S. and the Soviet Union; the

Soviet Union supported a plan to eliminate all bomber aircraft. However,

no gains on reaching accord on either the freeze proposal or those

dealing with bomber aircraft were experienced. Much of the disagreement

over the freeze was encountered in proposed procedures to verify the

agreement. The U.S. insisted on a system of adversary inspection (with

U.S. inspectors in the Soviet Union and vice versa), while the Soviet

negotiators raised cries of "espionage" at this suggestion. Another

object of debate concerned the treatment of the proposed NATO multilateral

nuclear force: U.S. proposals attempted to protect or exclude the force

from limitation, while the Soviet Union decried the idea as escalatory.

This impasse, combined with the impact of Communist China's explosion

of a nuclear device in October 1964, prompted a shift in emphasis in

international negotiations during the next several years toward the pursuit

of a nonproliferation agreement. However, the subject of controlling

strategic delivery systems continued to be of some concern.

In its proposals in 1964 the United States had included defensive

missile systems. The interest of U.S. policymakers in such systems

increased measurably when the Soviet Union began deployment of an ABM

around Moscow and possibly elsewhere on its territory. Such a deployment

was announced by Secretary of Defense McNamara in November 1966.

At the beginning of 1967 the United States made overtures to the

Soviet Union to discuss defensive missile systems, partly in an attempt

to avoid a U.S. response in kind,- thereby-averting a further round in

the arms race. A favorable Sovietreaction was forthcoming, and it later
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became understood that any talks between the two powers would include

offensive as well as defensive weapons systems.

* The high hopes for agreement which surrounded the Johnson-Kosygin

summit meeting at Glassboro in June 1967 did not materialize; and while

efforts to reach accord on a time and place for SALT were being pursued,

the U.S. in September announced its decision to deploy the Sentinel ABM

system. A significant step in U.S. arms control policy was marked, in

a speech in October by Paul Warnke, Assistant Secretary of Defense: an

offer to consider unilateral means of verification for certain types of

agreement, rather than the strict adherence to international inspection.

It was not until May of 1968, however, that a positive reaction was

received from the Soviet Union, in a speech by Soviet Deputy Foreign

Minister Kuznetsov in the U.N. Further exchanges between the U.S. and

the U.S.S.R. ensued and by August an announcement was expected for the

beginning of the long-awaited talks.

A substantial stumbling block to East-West detente, and thus the

talks, was suddenly injected by the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia

late that month. Despite U.S. reticence the Soviet Government evidenced

interest in the talks through the U.S. election period and there was

some indication that there might be a meeting before the outgoing

Administration departed. By the time the new President was inaugurated,

no meeting had been held, but Soviet interest continued to be voiced.

Further delay in the opening of discussions was encountered with

the new Administration; the need for consultation with U.S. allies and

for extensive review of U.S. policy was emphasized, not only on arms

C
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control issues, but also on U.S. military posture. In March 1969 the

President announced the Safeguard ABM decision, and by the summer,

increasing Congressional concern over deployment of the ABM and the

new threat of the multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles

(MIRV) was a source of pressure for the start of talks. A definite stand

on the initiation of the talks was expressed by President Nixon in his

June 19 press conference, when he named July 31 as a target date; he

said he hoped that the first meeting would be held between that date

and August 15. But despite this offer, a Soviet response was not forth-

coming. At a meeting with Secretary of State Rogers at the United Nations

in September, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko said a response would be

given "soon".



NEGOTIATIONS FOR STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS:

A Chronology, January 1964 - September 1969

1964

January 21:

January 22:

January 28:

A freeze on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
was proposed in a message to the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Committee (ENDC) in Geneva by President
Lyndon Johnson. He recommended that the Committee

explore the possibilities of a verified agreement which
would limit both the number and characteristics of
offensive and defensive nuclear delivery vehicles to
existing levels. Proposed as a first step toward the
reduction of the existing levels of armaments, it was
one of five suggestions he made for potential agreement,
including a cut-off in the production of fissionable
materials for weapons use.

Speaking at Barnard College, Secretary of State
Dean Rusk touched on the President's proposals of the
previous day in terms of the effects such measures might
have on the Atlantic Alliance. He referred to the proposed
NATO multilateral missile fleet as having a "self-
respecting role in nuclear deterrence without prolif-
erating national nuclear forces." He also emphasized
that "we would not...purchase our own security at the
expense of our Allies," and that any development in
negotiating the freeze with the Soviet Union would be
preceded by careful consultation with the members of the
Alliance. Moreover, he asserted that under such an
agreement, the multilateral force "could and would be
protected."

The Soviet Union submitted a memorandum to the ENDC
which outlined a nine-point plan for measures to slow
down the armaments race and relax international tensions,
a program to be considered in addition to the continuing

deliberations on general and complete disarmament. Several
points touched on the issues associated with NATO and the
Warsaw Pact countries, e.g., the proposed multilateral
nuclear force of NATO was cited as a likely object of a
measure to curbthe spread of nuclear weapons.

The memorandum also stated that the Soviet Union was
prepared to examine the question of the elimination of all
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1964

January 28:
(cont.)

January 31:

March 2:

M h

March 12:

bomber aircraft; this was the first time such a measure
was formally proposed by the Soviet Union. The
memorandum asserted that elimination of the aircraft
would "diminish the risk of war and strengthen the
security of all peoples." It was recognized that although
the bombers were obsolete, they remained a "powerful
means of carrying on a war of aggression" as delivery
vehicles of nuclear weapons.

In the ENDC, U.S. Representative William C. Foster
described the purposes and provisions of the proposed
freeze. He likened the freeze to the partial test-ban
treaty in its contribution toward halting the arms race,
thereby providing a starting point for actual reduction
of armaments. He also suggested that the following be
considered in the committee's deliberations: (1) the
freeze should include strategic missiles and aircraft;
(2) it would be necessary to include anti-ballistic
missile systems; (3) as an immediate objective the
existing levels of strategic nuclear vehicles would be
maintained, with replacement on a one-for-one basis;
(4) the freeze would be qualitative as well as quan-
titative, in that development and deployment of new types
of weapons would be prevented; and, (5) since only
strategic vehicles, as opposed to the entire range of
major armaments, would be affected, the verification
requirements could be "effective without being burden-
some." He offered a possible arrangement which might
implement inspection of a freeze agreement.

Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko in an interview
with Izvestia said that the U.S. proposal was "really not
a disarmament proposal at all." He asserted that the
freeze would only consolidate the existing levels of
weapons, which were already in sufficient number to destroy
the world. He criticized the measure as merely a method
of control over armaments, with no provision for
disarmament itself.

The Soviet representative to the ENDC, Semyon Tsarapkin,
in a statement before the Committee, said that a freeze of
the already "over-kill" capacity of weapons "without
simultaneous implementation of disarmament measures cannot
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1964

March 12:
1 (cont.)

March 19:

April 2:

0

it

lead to any lessening of the threat of nuclear war."
His criticism of the plan recalled Secretary of State
Rusk's earlier comments (see January 22, above) concerning
the proposed NATO multilateral nuclear force, which would
not be affected by the freeze; he also disagreed with the
provision to maintain a constant level by replacement,
because production of weapons would not cease altogether.
Moreover, he pointed out that other types of weapons, e.g.,
tactical, conventional, chemical and biological, would
continue to accumulate. Further objections were that
other means of delivery could be developed and that the
inspection system would open any party to espionage.

Acting U.S. Representative Adrian Fisher presented
a plan to the ENDC for the destruction of bombers by both
the Soviet Union and the United States. According to
the plan, Fisher explained, the American B-47 and its
Soviet equivalent, the TU-16, would be dismantled at a
rate of twenty per month for a period of two years; obser-
vation of the destruction was to be the only verification
required. Since the two nations. possessed roughly comparable
numbers of these aircraft, the military balance would be
maintained, but at a reduced level. Fisher granted that the
U.S. had been prepared to phase out its B-47's, but added
the assumption that the Soviet Union probably held similar
plans for its TU-16's. He also pointed out that actual
physical destruction of the aircraft would rule out their
return to operational status because of a change in the
international situation, a possibility in the case of a
phase-out program.

He concluded his statement by noting two points of
significance in reaching accord on the proposal: (1) it
would provide "a tangible reduction in one important
category of the world's inventory of weapons;" and
(2) it would "impose an important restraint on the pro-
liferation or highly sophisticated weapons systems" by
preventing the transfer of the bombers to the armament
inventories of other nations.

In a negative response to the U.S. proposal for
destroying B-47 and TU-16 bombers, Soviet Representative
Tsarapkin accused the U.S. of placing the label of "dis-
armament" on a process that was merely the modernization
of its forces, i.e., that the U.S. intended to phase out
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1964

April 2:
(cont.)

jh 6
April 16:

the B-47 anyway. He contrasted the U.S. proposal with the

Soviet recommendation, which called for elimination of

all bomber aircraft.

Further details of the proposed freeze were presented

to the ENDC in a statement by Acting U.S. Representative

Fisher. He emphasized the "decisive impact" a freeze

agreement would have on the projected production 
programs

which had already been set up by both the Soviet 
Union and

the United States for the near future, in addition to

its role in opening the path toward actual reduction 
of

armaments. He added that in conjunction with the proposal

for a cut-off of production of fissionable materials for

weapons use, the freeze would have "a stabilizing effect

on the military environment," and that it might be 
useful

to explore the two proposals as companion measures.

He expressed the hope that by explaining the essential

elements of the proposal, he might answer initial 
questions

raised at its introduction, and might stimulate 
more

extensive exploration of the idea in the ENDC. In the

course of his explanation he focused on three areas 
which

would be considered under the proposal:. (1) the char-

acteristics of the weapons affected; (2) the limitations

on production and testing; and (3) the verification system.

On the first point, he listed the specific characteristics

of the weapons that would be affected by the freeze,

placing them in five distinct categories. (Among them

was a category devoted to anti-missile systems, a 
term

subject to future formulation of a "workable and acceptable

definition.")

Concerning the second area, he made several suggestions

on how the measure might limit production and testing,

not only of improved versions. of these weapons but 
also

of new strategic weapons; certain missile firings would

be permitted. Provision was also made to allow for limited

production of boosters for space and aeronautical 
programs,

even though such vehicles were equivalent to those used

for the affected armaments.

Finally, in his discussions of possible means of

verification for the agreement, he noted that as a point

of departure, the parties would be required to make "a

complete declaration of all production and testing

facilities relevant to the agreement." Again, facilities
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April 16: for space and aeronautical programs would necessarily

(cont.) be included. The verification system itself would

concentrate on "monitoring critical production steps,

replacements, and launchings."

He went on to say that the agreement could be formalized

by a treaty, with a withdrawal clause similar to that in
the partial test-ban treaty. In addition, provision would
be made for future conferences to consider continuation

or modification of the treaty.

July 16: Acting Soviet Representative to the ENDC Tsarapkin

referred to the Soviet proposal to eliminate all bomber

aircraft as "the beginning of...physical disarmament -- .
a tangible, ponderable beginning." In an attempt to clarify

the proposal, he noted that an agreement affecting the

bombers would lessen the likelihood that either strategic

or conventional weapons would be used, and would limit,

to a certain extent, the possibility of "unleashing a world

war."

He added that the advantages associated with lessening
the risk of an accidental world war, the reducing of

military expenditures, and the relaxation of international

tensions might be achieved through an agreement. Tsarapkin

asserted that his Government remained flexible on

determining the order and sequence of the destruction,

but also maintained that agreement in principle to the

destruction of all bombers within a definite, short period

of time, must precede extensive negotiation of the measure.

The proposal took into consideration the fact that

militar.ily less powerful states needed bombers as a basic
tool for military defense, and it was suggested that

initially the more powerful States be subject to the

agreement, with compliance from the smaller States to

follow further provision for their national security
interests. As far as verification was concerned, it was

stated that the process would be carried out "under inter-

national control."

He said that he had nothing to add to the Soviet
Union's earlier objections to the U.S. freeze proposal (see

March 12 and April 2, above), stating that subsequent

statements by the United States had failed to answer any

of his Government's critical comments.
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July 16: Possible procedures to implement an agreement to

(cont.) destroy B-47 and TU-16 bombers were outlined before the
ENDC by Acting U.S. Representative Clare H. Timberlake.
As had been suggested when the proposal was originally
introduced, destruction was to be at a rate of twenty
per month over a period of two years. However, Timberlake
maintained that the U.S. was willing to consider other
arrangements, either on the agreed number or the type of
aircraft or armament to be affected. The provisions cited
were: (1) the United States and Soviet Union would destroy
an equal and agreed number of TU-16 and B-47 bombers
over a period of two years; (2) each country would destroy
its own aircraft at one designated airfield within that
country; (3) each country would be responsible for flying
its aircraft to the designated airfield on the first day

' of each month; (4) destruction would be carried out at
the expense of the respective country, by its own personnel;
(5) destruction would be comprehensive enough to ensure
that the aircraft could not be returned to flyable condition,
nor its engine used for propulsion; (6) the host country
would be able to remove any equipment from the aircraft
prior to destruction; (7) verification would be under a
system of adversary inspection (U.S. inspectors in the
Soviet Union and vice versa); and (8) representatives
from the nonaligned members of the Committee would be
invited to participate in the inspection.

He also explained in detail that the rights and privileges
of the adversary inspectors would be similar to those
accorded to any diplomatic envoy, as well as the limitations
placed upon them when participating in inspection of the
destruction of the bombers, e.g., they could not examine
any bomber or piece of equipment removed from it, prior
to destruction.

In an effort to answer the Soviet charges against the
proposal, Timberlake repeated the earlier distinction
Fisher had made (see March 19, above) between a phase-out
program and physical destruction. Contrasting the U.S.

* proposal with that of the Soviet Union (to eliminate all
bombers), he said that such a "bomber bonfire" would
"eliminate completely many important elements in our
military strength without imposing comparable reductions
in the power of other States." He also said that since
such aircraft figure importantly in any non-nuclear conflict,
elimination of all of them "would have a serious destabilizing
effect on the world military environment."
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1964

August 27:

4

December 7:

The procedure proposed for verification of the
freeze was explained in detail to the ENDC by Acting
U.S. Representative Timberlake. He said that a system
of adversary inspection could be established, following
the initial declaration of the types of weapons and pro-
duction facilities in each country; installations for
space launchings and firing sites would be included.
While the system of inspection was described as being
"much less intrusive than that required for general and
complete disarmament," there was the added assurance
that arrangements could be developed to protect the
host country from abuse of inspection privileges and to
ensure the security of sensitive installations.

The Soviet Union submitted a memorandum to the United
Nations on measures for the further reduction of inter-
national tension and limitation of the arms race. The
memorandum was comprised of eleven points, nine of which
repeated those of the memorandum introduced at the ENDC
on January 28 (above). Provisions for dismantling foreign
military bases and for the prohibition of the use of
nuclear weapons had been added. The point concerned with
elimination of bombers contained essentially the same
elements as those set forth before the ENDC. (See July 16,
above).

1w
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April 26: U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson
presented the proposal for a freeze of strategic delivery
vehicles to the U.N. Disarmament Commission, which was
meeting for the first time since 1960. He called the
proposal "the most direct and logical way to halt the'
nuclear arms race." He described the advantages of the
freeze in terms of a first step toward disarmament:
(1) the long-range vehicles carry the greatest destructive
force; (2) the verification requirements for such vehicles
are easier than for other types; and (3) the resources
released from production of these costly weapons would
be substantial enough to contribute to economic and social
development.

Stevenson also remarked on actions which the United
States had unilaterally undertaken in the field of arms
control, adding the hope that such acts of restraint would
be reciprocated. He cited the existing plans by the U.S.
to inactivate or destroy over 2,000 B-47 bombers by mid-
1966 and noted that none had been provided to other
countries as potential strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.
Moreover, the United States intended to forego plans for
the construction of some Minuteman missiles, as well as
those for "further increments of such missiles for the
future." Nonetheless, he observed that there were
necessarily certain limits on the number of actions which
would be taken "unilaterally without reciprocity."

Soviet Representative to the U.N. Fedorenko reiterated
his earlier criticism about the U.S. freeze proposal before
the U.N. Disarmament Commission; the plan could be beneficial
only to those states "which are pursuing an aggressive
policy and are interested in expanding their intelligence
activities." In addition, he characterized the U.S. pro-
posal as designed to maintain the existing level of armaments,
"the same level which United States military leaders,
according to their own statements, consider more than
adequate...."

With regard to the U.S.' proposal for elimination of
the B-47 and TU-16 bombers, he asserted that his Government

could not regard "the destruction of antiquated aircraft
as a disarmament measure." Commenting on the U.S. plan to
cut back production of Minuteman missiles, he explained

the preparations "by the fact that the United States had
already accumulated enough of these means of delivery to
satisfy the Pentagon."

May 24:
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June 1: William C. Foster, Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), submitted a draft
resolution to the U.N. Disarmament Commission urging the
ENDC to reconvene as soon as possible to consider four
specific proposals. He pointed out that during the
disarmament discussions to date, the "strongest and
clearest" consensus had developed: "the paramount need
to halt the spread of nuclear weapons." Noting that the
U.S. proposals were all designed to aid in the resolution
of this issue, he cited the four recommendations: (1) a
treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests; (2) an agreement
on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons; (3) an
agreement to cut off production of fissionable material
for weapon use; and finally, (4) a freeze on the number
and characteristics of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.
With regard to the freeze, he said that other delegations
not only had described the measure as "a key to the
problem of curbing the threat of a nuclear war," but also
had "specifically called for exploration of a freeze such
as the United States proposes."

June 15: An "omnibus" resolution was passed by the U.N.
Disarmament Commission by a vote of 83 to 1 (the U.S.S.R.
was among the eighteen abstaining members, Albania the
only dissenter). Four general recommendations were made,
none of which made provision for limitation of nuclear
delivery vehicles.

July 26: British Prime Minister Wilson sent a message to the
reconvening ENDC in which he characterized President
Johnson's freeze proposal as being "imaginative and far-
seeing." He pointed up the urgency of limiting nuclear
arsenals "without destroying or upsetting the present
overall military balance."

July 27: President Johnson's message to the ENDC listed three
objectives of the American delegation. Among them he
called for "effective limitation" of delivery vehicles.
Heading the list was his hope for an agreement to prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons.

ACDA Director Foster elaborated on the points of
President Johnson's message in his statement before the
ENDC. In the course of doing so he briefly recalled the
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July 27:

(cont.)

August 3:

August 10:

September 7:
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President's freeze proposal of the previous year, but
maintained that "our position is flexible." He urged
the Soviet Union "to join with us in exploring whatever
possibilities may exist-for agreement."

Soviet representative Tsarapkin's statement to the
ENDC referred to the freeze as a "long-since discredited
and rejected proposal."

Speaking in the ENDC on the resolution of the U.N.
Disarmament Commission, ACDA Director Foster emphasized
the need for a non-proliferation agreement. He spoke of
the freeze only in relation to nonproliferation and deemed
the Soviet Union's "refusal even to discuss seriously
such measures" [cut-off of fissionable materials and the
freeze] an "indication of its unwillingness" to accept
compromise in the field of disarmament.

While .discussing the issues surrounding nonproliferation
before the ENDC, ACDA Director Foster concentrated on one
aspect of the problem of concluding such an agreement: "the
view that the obligations to be assumed by nuclear Powers...
should match those assumed by non-nuclear countries."
One way to assure this, he asserted, would be for the
nuclear powers "to undertake measures to reduce their nuclear
arsenals." Citing the proposal for a freeze as evidence
of the U.S. intention to halt the nuclear arms race, Foster
said that the measure was "designed to halt the most
destructive and expensive segment of the whole nuclear arms
race" and that an agreement would be "a major achievement
in building confidence and in preparing the way for other
steps."

He added examples of restraint voluntarily undertaken
by the United States (reducing the number of certain heavy
bombers, foregoing plans to construct more missiles), and
pointed out that there had been no indication of similar
acts by the Soviet Union.

Nevertheless, he declared, significant progress
required assurance of compliance, necessitating a verified
agreement; and as for the freeze it was "high time for
the Soviet Union to respond more positively to this
proposal."
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September 23: In an address before the U.N. General Assembly, U.S.
Ambassador Goldberg pointed out that while pursuing the
elusive goal of general and complete disarmament, "we
should concentrate on immediate practical steps to reverse
the arms spiral;" and the first priority in this endeavor
would be to halt the spread of nuclear weapons. Moreover,
in addition to these efforts, steps should be taken to

"reduce the dangers stemming from the high level of
nuclear capabilities." With this thought in mind, he
renewed the plea for continued exploration of a freeze
agreement and added that "if progress is made in this
field, the United States will also be willing to explore
the possibility of significant reductions in the number of
these carriers of mass destruction," a statement which was
to figure importantly in future negotiations. (See March 15
and August 2, 1966, below). Further proposals included
a verified halt in the production of fissionable material
for weapons use and the transfer of fissionable materials
to peaceful purposes.

a
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1966

January 27:

March 8:

March 15:

President Johnson, in his message to the ENDC,
outlined a seven-point program in which he called for
continued exploration of a freeze on "offensive and
defensive strategic bombers and missiles designed to
carry nuclear weapons." He reiterated Ambassador Goldberg's
comment of the previous year (see September 23, above),
that "if progress can be made here, the United States will

be prepared to explore the possibility of significant
reductions in the number of these delivery vehicles."

Soviet Representative to the ENDC Tsarapkin directed
the attention of the Committee to partial measures recommended
by the Soviet delegation and intended to reduce international
tension and lessen the threat of nuclear war. He characterized
the Soviet proposals (e.g., elimination of foreign military
bases, prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons), as
measures which would "really rid the peoples of the threat
of nuclear war." He contrasted the Soviet program with
past efforts made by the United States, maintaining that
neither were they related to the problem of disarmament
nor did they contribute to reducing the threat of nuclear
war. He recalled the U.S. bomber destruction proposal of
1964 (see March 19, above), asserting that the United
States had "tried to pass off here the destruction of the
obsolete B-47 aircraft as a disarmament measure." He
went on to point out that regardless of the discussions
in the Committee, the United States had removed the
aircraft from their armory, subsequently replacing them
with new types of aircraft, mostly strategic missiles. He
concluded that in terms of the reduction of armaments,
"the question can be solved only in the context of the
total destruction of all delivery vehicles and the total
destruction of nuclear weapons."

Although the ENDC was considering Stage I of general
and complete disarmament, U.S. Representative Fisher's
statement pointed out the importance of collateral measures
in gaining any progress toward this final goal. He
devoted a substantial portion of his statement to the
subject of halting production, "the proper place to start
the disarmament process as it applies to strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles," and reviewed the provisions for the

U.S. freeze proposal of 1964 (see January 31, above). To

illustrate the importance of the freeze, Fisher noted that

since 1964 the number of delivery vehicles had almost
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March 15: doubled. Had the freeze been adopted then, when it was

(cont.) originally proposed, it would have had the same effect as

a fifty percent reduction in 1966.

In response to Soviet criticism of the plan, he again

noted that those B-47's which had been taken from service

could be reactivated if necessary, and that while the larger

powers might consider them obsolete, they could play an
important role in the arsenals of "some would-be nuclear
State." As his final point, he emphasized U.S. interest

in an exchange of ideas on the freeze with the Soviet

Union and he recalled the offer made the previous September

(see September 23, above) by U.S. Ambassador to the U.N.

Goldberg,who "indicated that if progress could be made in

the exploration of that measure we should also be willing

to explore the possibility of significant reductions."

He added, "to date the Soviet Union has not responded to

that statement."

August 2: Following the ENDC decision to consider collateral

measures other than nonproliferation, U.S. Representative

Fisher directed the attention of the conference again to

the U.S. proposal for a freeze of nuclear delivery vehicles.

He referred to the measure as one "which has not... figured
as importantly in our deliberations as its intrinsic merit
justifies.

" Again, reference was made to the statement made in

the U.N. in 1965 by U.S. Ambassador Goldberg with regard

to the freeze. After noting that despite the difficulties

encountered in attempting to negotiate the freeze with

the Soviet Union, "the United States had nevertheless sought

the basis for a compromise," he added that "with that purpose

in mind Mr. Goldberg...said that... if progress could be

made in that field the United States would also be willing

to explore the possibility of significant reductions in

such vehicles." Moreover, he referred to the freeze as an

"effective nonarmament measure," and pointed out that the

United States had revealed actual and planned increases

* in strategic nuclear delivery forces in an effort to

emphasize the amount of development which might have been

prevented, had the freeze gone into effect in 1964 when it

was originally proposed.

0*

1
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August 16:

November 10:

December 21:

"

In the ENDC, ACDA Deputy Director Fisher discussed
in detail why the inclusion of defensive missiles was
vital to an over-all freeze of delivery vehicles. In
his statement, he noted that strategic stability depends
on the knowledge of both adversaries that each has the
ability to inflict unacceptable retaliatory damage on
the other. If a freeze agreement covered only offensive
delivery vehicles, a subsequent deployment of an ABM by

one side could upset this balance, and provoke one or
both of the following alternatives. In an effort to
negate the effect of the build-up in defensive forces,
a nation could exercise its withdrawal privilege from the
freeze and increase its offensive ability; or, in order to
restore the strategic equilibrium, it might decide to
build a defensive system of its own. In either case, the
freeze would have no restraining effect on the arms race.

. In introductory press conference remarks following
meetings with the President and General Earl Wheeler,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of Defense
McNamara confirmed that the Soviet Union had initiated
deployment of an anti-missile system; he gave no indication

of its location. With regard to the offensive and/or
defensive threats posed by both the Soviet Union and
Communist China, and their effects on a U.S. decision to
deploy an ABM, he said that "we concluded that it's much
too early to make a decision for deployment against the
Chinese threat and we haven't arrived at a decision on
any other deployment." In response to questions on the
Soviet ABM, he declined to set a date for when Russian
deployment began, but affirmed that "they have started

such deployment." Moreover, "we must assume, as I've
reported to the Congress previously, that they will do so
and they will deploy an effective system." As far as the
U.S. NIKE-X program was concerned, he said that "any

deployment of such a system would take place over several
years."

In a press conference Secretary of State Rusk disclosed
that with regard to the deliberations of the ENDC on the

freeze "there has been no progress on it thus far in that
conference.
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January 10:

January 15:

January 20:

In his annual State of the Union message to Congress,
President Johnson pointed out that Soviet Union had
increased its long-range missile capabilities and had
begun limited deployment of an ABM around Moscow. He
mentioned the importance of a link between the two
nations in the field of disarmament and said, "We
have the solemn duty to slow down the arms race
between us." In what appeared to be a reference to
the ABM, he added that "an additional arms race
would impose on our peoples.. .an additional waste
of resources with no gain- in security to either
side." In conclusion, he said "I expect, in the
days ahead to closely consult and seek the advice
of the Congress about the possibilities of
international agreements bearing directly upon this
problem." Subsequently his remarks were interpreted
as being an appeal to freeze ABM deployment.

The New York Times reported that-"officials disclosed"
that a special message from President Johnson which
would be delivered to Soviet leaders by Ambassador
Llewellyn Thompson appealed to them "for an agreement
to halt deployment of antimissile defense systems on
both sides." Referring to a similar appeal in the
President's State of the Union message, "sources"
called Thompson's move'"the first diplomatic follow-
up to the State of the Union address." Concerning
the contents of the letter, it was reported in the
Times that "officials" had said the message touched
on a number of issues, but "On the issue of missile
defense systems, the President reported to have made
an urgent plea to the Russians to freeze the deploy-
ment of the antimissile defense they had already
begun."

State Department spokesman Robert J. McCloskey
disclosed that unpublicized meetings between
Secretary of State Rusk and Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin seemed to indicate that the Soviet Union
was interested in President Johnson's proposal to
freeze deployment of a missile defense system. No
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January 20: details of the meetings or their results were revealed,
(cont.) but McCloskey declared, "The department has no reason

to believe that the Soviets are not seriously con-
sidering the President's expressed interest in halting
an ABM arms race."

The New York Times, referring to remarks by President
Johnson in his State of the Union message (see
January 10, above), commented: "The Johnson
Administration has never defined the nature of the
agreement the President is seeking, but officials
said the objective was for both nations to pledge

that they would not deploy antimissile systems.
The agreement would be monitored by reconnaissance
satellites, which now are in use by both nations."
It was also reported that because of the cost, the
Administration was delaying any decision on the
deployment of the Nike-X, already in the advanced
stage of development; however, the Times went on
to say that "as strongly indicated by the President's,
speech, the Administration does not feel it can
refrain much longer from such a move if the Soviet
Union continues to deploy its missile defense system."

In an analysis of President Johnson's State of the
Union remarks Daniel F. Kraminov, editor of the
Soviet foreign affairs weekly, Za Rubezhom,
commented on the President's reference to disarm-
ament as an area of mutual concern between the two
countries. Kraminov expounded the standard Soviet
criticism of that view, charging that the United
States sought merely control over armaments, while
the Soviet Union pursued actual disarmament.
According to the New York Times report of the
Russian article,"The tone of the commentary by
Mr. Kraminov,...suggested that Moscow might
strongly resist appeals that it abandon the anti-
missile defense venture." The Times also reported
that Western observers in Moscow deemed it
"premature to assume that the Soviet Government
might be seriously interested in an agreement not
to deploy missile defense systems."
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January 24:

1

February 9:

February 15:

February 17:

In his budget message to Congress for FY 1968, President
Johnson discussed the funds required for national defense.
Among the goals cited, he said "we will continue
intensive development of Nike-X but take no action now
to deploy an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense; [and]
initiate discussions with the Soviet Union on the
limitation of ABM deployments.". However, he concluded
that should talks prove to be unsuccessful, "we will
reconsider our deployment decision."

While paying a state visit to England, Premier Kosygin
appeared in a televised press conference where he
disputed the United States assessment of the ABM, i.e.,
that deployment of the system might provoke another
step in- the arms race. He said: "I believe that
defensive systems, which prevent attack, are not the
cause of the arms race but constitute a factor
preventing the death of people."

According to the New York Times, Soviet newspaper
Pravda, in its interpretation of Premier Kosygin's
press conference remarks in London, "hinted" that
the Soviet Government "was willing to enter serious
negotiations with the United States aimed at averting
a costly race to install antimissile defense systems."
Pravda's comments were concerned with the general
area of arms control, i.e., that "Premier Aleksei N.
Kosygin declared that the Soviet Government was ready
to discuss the problem of averting a new arms race,
both in offensive and defensive weapons." The Times
reported that this interpretation "struck Western
observers here [Moscow] as indicating a possible
change in Moscow's attitude toward the issue of
halting work in antimissile systems."

The Washington Post reported that the idea of the
Soviet Government's changing its attitude favorably
toward negotiating an ABM moratorium was refuted by
Communist sources in Moscow. An explanation for
the erroneous interpretation of Premier Kosygin's
London press conference remarks was that the Pravda
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February 17:
(cont.)

February 17:

commentator Fyodor Burlatsky had been mistaken in the
optimistic tone set in his article which appeared in
the February 15 issue of the Soviet newspaper. The
Post maintained that officials were "reliably quoted
as saying... that basically Russia had no interest at
present in negotiating a moratorium with the United.
States." In addition, the Post said that reports
of Soviet interest had been circulating in Washington
for the last month, but that they "were generally
regarded...with skepticism." However, the news-
paper noted that the primary objection might have
been to discussing the ABM alone, and that State
Department spokesmen reiterated- Secretary of State
Rusk's response to the Kosygin statement, that the
United States was prepared "to discuss both offensive
and defensive weapons with the Soviet Union."

On the same day, the New York Times reported that
President Johnson, in his letter transmitting ACDA's
sixth annual report to Congress, "entered a plea.
for a United States-Soviet agreement not to deploy
ballistic missile defense systems." Citing the
President's hopeful remarks on the imminent con-
clusion of a non-proliferation agreement, the
Times noted that the President called the next
steps in arms control "more difficult because they
must involve the weapons we might otherwise add to
our arsenals or even those now on hand." Besides

pointing out the President's renewed plea for an
ABM moratorium, the article stated that "the
President's statement...appeared to go a step
further by seeming to link a moratorium on missile
defense systems with a freeze on production of

offensive weapons." Moreover, it was reported
that United States disarmament officials believed
"that the Soviet Union will be willing to discuss
a moratorium on missile defense only so long as
such a step is linked to a ceiling on production
of offensive weapons."

9
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February 18:

"

February 20:

February 21:

United States Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson conferred
with Premier Kosygin for more than two hours in Moscow.
The contents of the talks were not revealed, but it
was believed they were concerned with the questions
of Vietnam and deployment of antimissile defense
systems. Informed Western sources indicated that the
Soviet leaders had not reached a decision on a course
of action for the anti-missile system.

A decided confidence in the efficiency of the Soviet
ABM defense around Moscow was voiced by General
Kurochkin, commandant of the Frunze Military Academy.
In a press conference he asserted that "if missiles
fly they will not arrive in Moscow." He stressed
that the Soviets did not intend to attack anyone,
"but we are doing everything to defend our country."
Two days later, his remarks were modified by First
Deputy Defence Minister Grechko. In an article in
Izvestia, he implied that the Soviet Union was not
immune to attack and restricted the ABM effectiveness
to all planes and "many kinds of rockets."

The suggestion that the Soviet Union wanted to broaden
missile talks to include offensive systems came to
light in a statement by Robert J. McCloskey, State
Department spokesman. The possibility of such discus-
sions had been explored in Moscow by United States
Ambassador Thompson and Premier Kosygin. Neverthe-
less, Administration officials were not heartened
by the offer; according to the New York Times,

"officials report that the Russians have sought to
deflect the American proposal on defensive missiles
into consideration of the broader. and more complex
question of limiting offensive missile inventories."
Since this was a central issue in general and complete
disarmament, "some Government experts see little
chance for an early agreement to limit antimissile
defenses."
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March 2: President Johnson announced in a press conference that
he had received a reply to his letter of January 27

from Soviet Premier Kosygin. Johnson said that in his

answer, Kosygin "confirmed the willingness of the Soviet
Government to discuss means of limiting the arms race
in offensive and defensive nuclear missiles." With

regard to his own letter, Johnson said that it was
prompted "by the desire to raise the question of
defensive weapons," but that the United States was

"very glad to have the opportunity to discuss both
[offensive and defensive weapons]." He added that
his motives for writing the letter were based not
only on his concern for limiting the arms race, but
also on the premise that discussions should be held
before a decision was reached on United States

deployment of the defensive missile system. He
declined to comment on the possibility that the
exchange of letters might imply a favorable Soviet
view toward an ABM moratorium. The texts of the
two letters were not revealed.

When questioned as to the level of the discussions,
Johnson said that initially they would be held in
Moscow with Ambassador Thompson representing the

United States. In response to questions as to the

status of research and development of the system
during the talks, he said "I assume both countries
will continue with whatever efforts they think are

desirable. I would see no reason for us to suspend

work that we have underway."

In a Washington press conference, United States
Ambassador to the Soviet Union Llewellyn Thompson
announced that the Soviets had named neither a time
nor place for the missile talks.

In his report to the nation on the Glassboro meetings
with Premier Kosygin, President Johnson said that the

question of arms limitation would be pursued further

by Secretary of State Rusk and Foreign Minister Gromyko
in New York. However, he felt that progress "in

reducing misunderstanding...and in'reaffirming our

common commitment to seek agreement" had been made in

the summit discussions of the subject.

June 13:

June 25:

*0
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September 18:

40

Announcement of the decision to deploy a thin ABM system
in the United States came from Secretary of Defense
McNamara in a major speech in San Francisco. He brought
attention to recent Chinese nuclear weapons development
and asserted that "one can conceive conditions under
which China might miscalculate" and attempt to launch
a nuclear attack on the United States or its allies.
Therefore, he declared, "there are marginal grounds for
concluding that a light deployment of United States
ABMs against this possibility is prudent." He stated
further that "as a concurrent benefit," the ABM would
provide "a further defense of our Minuteman sites
against Soviet attack," thereby greatly increasing
the effectiveness of that force and avoiding further
expansion of it. He warned that a danger involved in
deploying a light system was that it might develop
into a heavy ABM shield. Potential adversaries, in
turn, would be prompted to increase their offensive
forces, thus escalating the arms race. In citing
this possibility he seemed to imply that if the
defensive missile system were kept a limited one, as
the United States intended, the decision would not
provoke a new step in the arms race.

He remarked on the action-reaction phenomenon inherent
in the arms race and pointed out that "since we now
each possess a deterrent in excess of our individual
needs, both of our nations would benefit from a
properly safeguarded agreement first to limit, and
later to reduce, both our offensive and defensive
strategic nuclear forces"; he expressed the opinion
that such an agreement was "fully feasible." He said
that the United States response to an extensive Soviet
ABM build-up would be an increase in American offensive
forces, to offset the defensive advantage of the Soviets.
However, he asserted that "we would prefer not to have
to do that...we have proposed United States-Soviet talks
on this matter. Should these talks fail, we are fully
prepared to take the appropriate measures...."

In conclusion, he strongly emphasized that the decision
"in no way indicates that we feel an agreement with the
Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic nuclear
offensive and defensive forces is any the less urgent
or desirable.-"
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September 19:

October 6:

On the day following McNamara's announcement, ACDA
Deputy Director Fisher discussed the decision in the
ENDC. He stressed that the deployment of the ABM
would "in no way pose technical or political
impediments to arms control." He reiterated McNamara's
assurances that it was the United States intention to
keep the deployment a limited one and that the decision
reflected "a prudent course of action in the face of
an emerging Communist Chinese intercontinental-ballis-
tic-missile threat." In terms of protecting the United
States retaliatory forces, he likened the system to
hardening and dispersion of United States offensive
missile forces, and concluded that "the deployment of
a hard-point anti-ballistic-missile defence for the
United States Minuteman must be considered to be
among the least provocative moves the United States
could take under the circumstances."

With regard to the arms race and efforts to control
it, he maintained that the deployment "does not
represent an acceleration of the United States-Soviet
strategic arms race," and emphasized that it had
become vital for the two nations to "be able to
assure each other of the limited purpose of both
offensive and defensive forces and be able to reach
some agreement on controlling the nuclear strategic
arms race." He said that the decision would in no
way "decrease the desirability of a non-proliferation
treaty," indeed, "I believe it will favor non-pro-
liferation."

In an address before the Detroit Advocates Club,
Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul Warnke touched on
one of the main Soviet objections to United States
arms limitation proposals, the inspection system.
He said: "We believe a number of possibilities for
parallel action and even for formal agreement with
the Soviets would permit our reliance on unilateral
means of verification." However, he did not fail
to mention that "Other more far reaching agreements,
particularly any involving substantial reductions,
would require agreed international inspection."

Warnke's speech represented a significant modification
of the United States position concerning requirements
for international inspection.

0



During discussion in the first Committee of the United
Nations General Assembly, concerning a Soviet proposal
forbidding the use of nuclear weapons, ACDA Deputy
Director Fisher touched on the requirements for
inspection of an agreement for general and complete
disarmament. With this goal in mind, he mentioned
past United States proposals aimed toward the reduction
of nuclear arsenals, and eventually to an agreement
for general and complete disarmament. He noted the
freeze proposal of 1964 and, recalling more recent
efforts, emphasized the speech of Assistant Secretary
of Defense Warnke (see October 6, above), particularly
his comments on the possibility of relying on uni-
lateral means of verification for certain types of
agreements.

1968

January 30:

May 22:

The Seventh Annual Report of ACDA, covering the activities
of the agency for the calendar year 1967, was submitted
to the President. With regard to efforts to control the
nuclear arms race during 1967, the report cited the
increased possibility for missile talks with the Soviet
Union. As the most recent indication concerning the
latter point, it recalled Premier Kosygin's letter
expressing the Soviet willingness to meet, as disclosed
by President Johnson on March 2 (above). The report
added that while the negotiations had not yet
materialized, "the United States is continuing to press
for action and to prepare for talks in the hope their
urgency will soon be recognized by the Soviet Union."

While Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Vasily Kuznetsov
was speaking to the Political Committee of the U.N. General
Assembly on the Nonproliferation Treaty, he sought to make
"a special point of the fact that the Soviet Union is
prepared to agree on concrete steps aimed at limiting and,
subsequently, reducing strategic means of delivery of nuclear
weapons." Moreover, he said that the Soviet Union would be
"prepared to exchange views with states' concerned." In
a Washington Post report of the speech, Western diplomats
attached significance to the Kuznetsov statement in that it
assigned a new priority to nuclear delivery vehicles as a
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November 20:
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May 22: disarmament item; it was regarded as the first public
(cont.) Soviet response to U.S. offers for talks since the

Johnson-Kosygin meeting at Glassboro in June 1967.

However, while officials in Washington labelled the
Kuznetsov remarks as "the most forthcoming statement"
yet made on the subject, the report pointed out that the

U.S. was still waiting for a direct reply from Moscow to
set a date for the initiation of talks.

June 27: Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko spoke before the
Supreme Soviet on "one of the unexplored areas of

disarmament,...the mutual restriction and the
following reduction of strategic delivery systems

of nuclear weapons." He added that his government
was "prepared to exchange opinions of these questions."

June 29: President Johnson issued a response to Gromyko in a
speech in Nashville, Tennessee. He said that since the

Nonproliferation Treaty had been concluded, it was
time "to turn to a task at least equally complex and
difficult: to bring under control the nuclear arms
race -- in offensive and defensive weapons."

July 1: At the signing ceremonies for the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty, President Johnson announced that the United

States and the Soviet Union had agreed to enter
talks "in the nearest future," on reducing and limiting
offensive and defensive nuclear weapons.

Soviet Premier Alexsei Kosygin disclosed a nine-point
plan for disarmament at the signing of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty in Moscow; he urged the ENDC

to give the plan serious consideration when it
reconvened. Among the steps toward disarmament was
the "mutual limitation and subsequent reduction of

strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons."
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July 4: It was reported in- Washington that the impending talks
between the Soviet Union and the United States would
not be aimed toward a formal, multilateral agreement.
Defense Department officials stated that the primary
United States objective was a bilateral agreement for
"parallel action," to limit.deployment of anti-bal-
listic missiles and offensive ICBMs. The basis for
seeking a bilateral agreement rests on the belief by
the Defense Department that since only these two
nations have developed sophisticated weapons, they
should make the basic decisions for their limita-
tion. As in past negoitations, the problem of
verifying an agreement was expected to be a central
issue to the talks.

July 11: Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze and Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Ear G. Wheeler
appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee during its hearings on the Nonproliferation
Treaty. During the course of the testimony, they were
questioned several times whether the chances for
success in arms negotiations might be increased, if
the United States delayed deployment of an ABM
system. Nitze agreed with Wheeler's contention
that "a decision to postpone deployment of the system
would likely have no significant effect on arms
control discussions with the Soviets but would
leave the United States vulnerable to an attack by
the Chinese People's Republic." In comment on
Soviet Premier Kosygin's disarmament memo (see
July 1, 1968, above), Wheeler cited the Soviet
willingness to begin talks on the "mutual
limitation and subsequent reduction of strategic
means of delivery of nuclear weapons" as the most
significant point, and added that the two coun-
tries were in the process of negotiating a time
and place for a meeting.

July 16: The Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee reconvened
in Geneva, where a message from President Johnson
was read -by United States delegate William C. Foster.
He disclosed that the time and place of a meeting
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July 

16:

July 16:

(cont.)

July 30:

August 20:

August 22:
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between the Soviet Union and the United States were to
be announced in the near future; the talks were to be

concerned with limiting offensive and defensive missiles.
At the same meeting, Soviet delegate Aleksei Roshchin
submitted the nine-point plan which Kosygin had made

public in July.

In response to a press conference question regarding
the start of talks with the Soviet Union on ABM's,
Secretary of State Rusk said that it was "a case of
agreeing on a place and date." Furthermore, he
expected that "we would rather soon have that

agreement and that we would get going on these talks."

In a press conference the following day, President
Johnson mentioned the United States interest in
talks "at some level" on offensive and defensive
weapons and stated that "on the basis of the

information we have, barring any unforeseen
emergency or development,...in a matter of a
reasonably short time we should be able to have
an agreement on the place and the dates to start
and plan for those talks." He concluded that
"our side is ready, willing, and waiting."

Warsaw Pact troops began crossing the borders of
Czechoslovakia in a move which was to become
complete occupation of the Communist bloc nation.
President Johnson called an emergency session of

the National Security Council, subsequently issuing
a statement condemning the Soviet action, and urging
the invading forces to withdraw.

It was reported in Washington that just prior to the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, the United States

and the Soviet Union had agreed on the details of
bilateral talks on arms limitations. Supposedly,
announcement of the agreement was delayed because

of the invasion; Secretary of State Rusk commented
that the action "cannot help but damage East-West
relations--get in the way of possible moves to more

detente." However, the New York Times reported that
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August 22;
(cont.)

August 29:

September 19:

October 1:

"officials emphasized...the long-term interests of both
the United States and the Soviet Union in further
disarmament measures." Moreover the newspaper quoted
"one authoritative source" as saying "there are still
many big problems that won't go away--that will be
with us. for years--they can't be put in the icebox
because of the Czechoslovakia problem." The Times
also noted that Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin had
stressed that his Government wanted the issue of
Czechoslovakia to remain a local one, apart from
the broader range of East-West problems.

As reported in the New York Times the significance
of the tension in Eastern Europe became evident in
reports from "high Administration sources" that the
repercussions of the invasion of Czechoslovakia
would have a marked effect on missile talks between
the Soviet Union and the United States. While the
invasion did not preclude the possibility of a
meeting, it was expected that the opening of the
talks would be delayed.

According to unofficial sources in Washington, the
Soviet Union had made an overture to the United States
to begin disarmament talks in Geneva; a reply by the
United States was expected to be delayed until the
impact of the Czechoslovak crisis had faded somewhat
from the public mind. Furthermore, talks would be
delayed, pending decisions as to the level of
participation and a carefully prepared agenda.

A resolution among several measures listed in the
final document of the United Nations Conference of
Non-Nuclear Weapon States pointed up the importance
to the other nations of strategic arms limitation
talks (SALT) between the United States and the Soviet
Union. In its recommendation, the Conference urged
that the two nations "enter at an early date into
bilateral discussions on the limitation of offensive
strategic nuclear weapons delivery systems and
systems of defence against ballistic missiles."
Placing a "special responsibility" on, both countries
to avert an accelerated arms race, the conference
expressed the hope that these negotiations would
prompt similar talks among all the nuclear powers.
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October 3:

October 6:

In a major address to the United Nations General
Assembly, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko said that
the Soviet Union was prepared to begin a "serious
exchange of views" with the United States on the
limitations of strategic nuclear weapons, including
defensive weapons. The move was viewed as an
attempt toward detente with the West, although no

concessions were made with regard to the occupation
of Czechoslovakia.

In addition, Gromyko said that the USSR had placed
a disarmament memo on the United Nations agenda.
Among the five proposals was one for "agreement on
concrete steps in the field of the limitation and
subsequent reduction of strategic nuclear-weapon
delivery vehicles."

Secretary of State Rusk, appearing on the TV program
"Issues and Answers," was questioned as to why the

United States seemed to be delaying in its response
to Soviet pressure for a specific date to begin
missile talks. Rusk replied that "if these talks

occur it would be very important that the general
atmosphere be such that it would give them a chance
to succeed or make some important headway." In
addition, he asserted that "the general atmosphere
is not so very good," and maintained that "on a
matter of such grave importance as offensive and
defensive missiles, it would be important that
such an effort have the support generally of the
American people and the Congress and other
authorities that might be involved." (Four days

earlier, on October 2, he had addressed the United
Nations General Assembly, strongly condemning the
Soviet action in Czechoslovakia, but noted that

the United States would continue to seek accord
in arms negotiations within the context of the
ENDC; he made no mention of bilateral discussions).
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October 16:

November 11:

November 11:

Speaking in Paris before the Assembly of the Western

European Union, Under Secretary of State Nicholas

de B. Katzenbach said that "despite Czechoslovakia,

the West must not.. .quit the search for ways to

eliminate the dangers of a major war with the Soviet

Union." He added that "so long as we face the very

real possibility of an expensive and fruitless

missile race...we must...continue our dialog with
the Soviet Union."

As he was passing through Moscow, ex-Secretary of

Defense Robert S. McNamara visited the Kremlin, and

conferred with Soviet Premier Kosygin for almost

two hours. As reported by the Washington Star,

"authoritative sources" said that Kosygin "urged...

McNamara to persuade the Johnson Administration
to start talks on the bilateral reduction of

nuclear missiles." The following day, Soviet

Ambassador to the United Nations Jacob Malik

made a similar appeal in disarmament debate in
the First Committee of the General Assembly.

He said that the Soviet Union was prepared to

start "a serious exchange of views" on the limita-

tion of missile systems "without delay."

The New York Times reported that President Johnson

was "actively considering" the idea of meeting with

Soviet leaders, "to initiate talks on mutual limita-

tion of the...antiballistic missile systems,"

before leaving office. Some change in relations with

Moscow had been detected in Washington despite the

hindrance presented by the invasion of Czechoslovakia.
Indeed, according to the Times, United States

indignation toward the action appeared to be an excel-

lent bargaining point in seeking cooperation from the

Soviet Union.
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November 18:

November 19:

November 19:

In the General Assembly of the United Nations, three
nations., Britain, Pakistan and Sweden, each urged
that the United States and the Soviet Union begin
talks on the limitation of ballistic missiles as
soon as possible. Pakistan added the hope that the
General Assembly would endorse a resolution by the
Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapon States calling for
the prompt initiation of bilateral discussions. In
its report of the United Nations activities, the
Washington Post stated that it was thought that the
United States "wants the Soviet Union to withdraw
more troops from Czechoslovakia," before setting a
date for the talks.

In response to pressure from the United Nations to
begin bilateral arms talks, ACDA Director Foster
cited the invasion of Czechoslovakia as a major
obstacle to the opening of the discussions.
Poland, Brazil, and Kenya joined in support of
the appeals made by Britain, Pakistan and Sweden
the previous day.

In Moscow, Soviet Premier Aleksei Kosygin met with
Senators Albert Gore and Claiborne Pell of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee; a press
conference by the Senators subsequently disclosed
the content of the discussions. During the course
of the meeting, attended by Ambassador to the USSR
Llewellyn Thompson, Senator Gore brought out that
the invasion of Czechoslovakia would hinder arms

talks considerably; Kosygin retorted with the Soviet
explanation of the action. However, henot only
advocated United States ratification of the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty, but also urged negotiations
on limiting missiles and anti-missile systems. He
did point out that agreement would be difficult as
long as one country insisted on maintaining
superiority over another.

_ .,
,:.. _ -
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December 4:

a

December 6:

December 20:

Outgoing Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford made a
speech before the St. Louis Chamber of Commerce in
which he indicated that the Soviet Union had shown
"some increased interest" in summit talks, with the
hope that they could be held before President
Johnson left office. However, he felt that the
topic of the meetings would not be confined to arms
control.

A report in the New York Times said that the United
States had notified the Soviet Union of its willing-
ness to begin talks "on the limitation and reduction
of strategic missiles," and had raised the questions
of time, place, and level of participation. Secre-
tary of State Rusk was said to have conveyed the
United States position to Ambassador Dobrynin on
November 25, the day before the Ambassador left for
consultations in Moscow. The Times also noted that
up to this point, President-elect Nixon had agreed
to the diplomatic moves made by the outgoing
Johnson Administration.

The Times report recalled remarks of Rusk when he
appeared on the CBS-TV program "Face the Nation" on
December 1. Although he did not go into any details

of the discussions, he implied that the reduction
of forces and tension in Czechoslovakia had in-
creased the chances for the opening of discussions.

He recalled that the invasion had set back the
possibilities for discussions but noted that
"Some of that experience of last August is behind

us"; he added: "I hope myself that we can make
some progress on this before January 20...What-

ever one thinks about the Czechoslovak situation,
it does not solve other problems."

In support of a recommendation by the Conference of

Non-Nuclear Weapon States, the United Nations General
Assembly adopted a resolution [2456 D (XXIII)] stress-

ing the need for talks between the Soviet Union and

0
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December 20:
(cont.)

the United States on limiting nuclear arms. The
resolution, posed by a vote of 108-0, with 7
abstentions, -- was one of seven resolutions
concerning disarmament.

l/ Central African Republic, Cuba, France, Guinea, Malawi, Mauritania,
United Republic of Tanzania abstained.
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January 20:

January 27:

February 2:

a

Melvin Laird, in hearings before the Senate Armed
Services Committee on his appointment as Secretary of
Defense, said that the invasion of Czechoslovakia had set
back the beginning of talks by nine to twelve months.
Rejecting the idea of "parity," he stressed that maintaining
U.S. superiority in strategic weapons was vital to the
U.S. bargaining position.

In a statement that was interpreted as aimed at the
new U.S. Administration, a spokesman for the Soviet Foreign
Ministry, Leonid Zamyatin, in Moscow, issued a declaration
of policy on disarmament questions, which covered the same
points as the Soviet memorandum of July 1968. With regard
to "the mutual limitation and subsequent reduction of
strategic means of delivering nuclear weapons, including
defensive systems," he reaffirmed that his Government was
"prepared to embark on a serious exchange of opinions on
this important question." Zamyatin denied that the
statement had been timed to coincide with the inauguration
of President Nixon. However, he declared that the Soviet
Government would come to the conference table "as soon as
the Nixon government declares its readiness to do so."

In press conference remarks on missile talks, President
Nixon introduced the idea that political problems should be
included in the context of the discussions. While he
favored settling arms questions as well as political ones,
he felt that an emphasis on one without consideration of
the other would be a mistake. And as one goal of his
Administration, he said he wanted to "see to it that we
have strategic arms talks in a way and at a time that will
promote, if possible, progress on outstanding political
problems at the same time." It was also at this first news
conference that the President used the term "sufficiency"
to describe his Administration's aim in terms of military
power, that "our objective is to be sure that the United
States has sufficient military power to defend our interests
and to maintain the commitments which this administration
determines are in the interest of the United States around

- the world."

Further Soviet comments on the Nixon Administration and
the strategic arms talks came in a Pravda article written
by Victor Mayevsky. The commentator urged the new President
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February 2:
(cont.)

February 3:

February 4:

February 6:

February 13:

to take a clear stand on the issue and questioned whether
by using the term "sufficiency," Nixon was seeking
superiority in nuclear arms or was admitting "that there
exists sufficient amounts of nuclear weapons." He also
criticized Defense Secretary Laird, who, while advocating
early arms talks, was striving to maintain a superior
force.

According to the New York Times, it was reported in
Washington that further delay was expected on the start
of talks while the Nixon Administration considered whether
both domestic and international attitudes would contribute
to a favorable political climate surrounding the talks.
Senate action on the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)
was viewed as an indication of American feelings toward
the Soviets; and the conduct of the Soviet Union during
the Four-Power talks on the.Middle East would be considered
significant in determining the value of early arms
negotiations. The next day, President Nixon sent a message
to the Senate, urging that body to give "prompt consideration
and positive action" to ratification of the Nonproliferation
Treaty.

Senator John Sherman Cooper spoke out against the U.S.
deployment of an ABM system and concluded that "I cannot
see that the installation of an ineffective system will
provide any strength for negotations with the Soviet Union
on the reduction of the arms race." He referred to the
nuclear deterrent as a "delicate balance," which could be
upset "by the commencement of another kind of nuclear arms

race."

When questioned in a news conference on progress in
arms control talks, the President said that "there has been
no progress with regard to the arms control talks with the
Russians." Again he asserted that in considering the
possibility of such talks, "we should go forward on settling

some of the political differences at the same time."

Acting Director Fisher submitted the Eight Annual Report
of the ACDA to'President Nixon, in which several events
during the calendar year 1968 were mentioned for their
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February 13:
(cont.)

February 18:

a

February 18:

contribution to negotiations which were aimed at slowing
down the nuclear arms race. The report mentioned President
Johnson's remark at the signing ceremonies of the NPT that
talks were to be forthcoming "on the limitation and reduction
of both offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery
systems and systems of defense against ballistic missiles."
The report cited various high-level exchanges with the
Soviets (with Ambassador Dobrynin in Washington, the
Soviet Co-Chairman at the ENDC, and with the Soviet Government
in Moscow, by Ambassador Thompson), as positive steps
toward the initiation of the talks; however, despite these
measures, the invasion of Czechoslovakia had imposed a
substantial hindrance to the initiation of discussions.
The report also noted the concern throughout the world for
the initiation of talks, citing the resolutions of both
the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States and the U.N.
General Assembly.

In a speech before the American Paper Institute, former
Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford objected to the delay
in the talks imposed by the Nixon Administration, claiming
that "we may never again expect to be in as favorable
a position as we now enjoy for entry into talks." He
rejected the idea that the arms control talks might be used
as a reward to the Soviets for their cooperation on
political issues. "There is no real inconsistency," he
said, "in talking about strategic arms even though we
may remain at a political impasse in Europe, the Middle
East, and Southeast Asia."

During testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee hearings on the NPT, Secretary of State Rogers
commented on deployment of an ABM system in terms of
Article VI of the Treaty, which provides that each party
should "undertake to pursue negotiations in good faith
on effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date." He said that
ratification would not obligate the U.S. to undertake
negotiations to avoid deployment of an ABM, rather that
the article refers to curbing the arms race in general,
and therefore does not give any priority to limiting a
specific kind of weapon. The Senators questioned Rogers
as to whether or not the U.S. should make efforts to
negotiate a limitation on ABM systems before deployment
had begun; Rogers expressed the hope that that might be
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(cont.)

February 20:
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the case. However, when pressed whether negotiations
would be held before deployment, he refused to relate the
ABM to any negotiations, since the whole defensive

missile system was undergoing intensive review by the

new Administration; he gave a rough estimate on a starting

date for talks, however, "in the area of six months or

less," pending the outcome of preliminary soundings.

Secretary of Defense Laird appeared before the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee to testify on the NPT. The

same questions which had been put to Secretary Rogers
(regarding the effect ratification of the treaty would

have on seeking to negotiate mutual limitations on ABM

systems before they were deployed) were asked by the

Senators. Laird explained that the Sentinel system was

being carefully studied and added: "I would not be

surprised if this budget review shows that we should

go forward with an ABM system. That is so, merely because

talks had started or talks were shortly to take place in

a period of six to nine months, I would not want to be in

a position where I would tell you today that we would

not go forward with this particular system if it was
decided that we should go forward in this budget review,

because these talks could take a long period of time.

With the Soviet Union going forward at a very high

rate in their offensive and defensive strategic weapons

systems, I believe that it would not be proper for me

as Secretary of Defense to make any other recommendation."

When asked whether he advocated deployment of the

system prior to negotiations, perhaps to be used to provide

the U.S. with a position of "negotiating from strength,"

Laird responded: "Depending upon what our decision is,

and I believe that should our decision be to support a

system along the lines as approved by the Congress or a

variation of that system, that this very well could be

an asset in the negotiations in that we could get into the

defensive as well as offensive area as far as negotiations

with the Soviet Union are concerned.. .1 don't mean to imply

that that is an overriding consideration as far as the

negotiations are concerned." He agreed with Secretary

Rogers' statement to the effect that the United States

would initiate talks as soon as the proper preparations

and preliminary arrangements had been completed. He

also shared Rogers' hope for initiation of negotiations

before deployment of an A$M, reminding the members of the
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February 20: committee that the system would not be deployed

(cont.) operationally until 1972; he later added: "I would

not be for delaying the program [construction of the

ABM] pending the outcome of the convening of talks with

the Soviet Union."

March 4: During the press conference on his European trip,

President Nixon commented on the possibilities of

negotiation with the Soviets. Since he had consulted our

European allies on the prospects of bilateral discussions

with the Soviet Union, the President noted that the next

step, "an analysis of the American position -- of our

strategic arms capabilities, of our conventional arms

capabilities," was underway. "Assuming that those studies

go forward on schedule..." he concluded, and there is
some "progress on political areas, like the Mideast,
then there is...a good possibility that talks [on

strategic arms] could go forward."

March 6: A response to the argument that deployment of an
ABM would escalate the arms race and discourage efforts

toward arms control came from ACDA Director Gerard C.

Smith in testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee. He pointed out that talks could start within
a few months, while it would be several years before the

ABM became operational. He also recalled that after the

1967 decision to deploy the Sentinel system, the Russians

had sought negotiations, noting that they had more concern

* . for offensive than defensive weapons.

March 9: The Senate Foreign Relations Committee report on the

NPT was released, advocating ratification of the agreement.

With regard to Article VI, the article summarized the

statements by Secretary of State Rogers and Secretary of
Defense Laird: "Secretary Rogers, while agreeing that the

United States would undertake important commitments under

Article VI to pursue seriously and in good faith all efforts

to limit the arms race, said he hoped that negotiations

to that end would be initiated before the United States
deployed a defensive missile system. Secretary Laird

stated that- the security interests of the United States



LRS-38

1969

March 9:
(cont.)

March 10-13:

March 11:

March 14:

must dictate the pace of our deployment of offensive and
defensive strategic missiles but recognized that Article VI
negotiations involve political as well as military questions."

General debate was held in the Senate on the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty. The approving vote was 83-15.

Dr. James Killian of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology testified on. the ABM before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and was asked if deployment of the
system would improve the U.S. negotiating position in
bilateral talks with the Soviet Union. He said "I would
take the view that it probably would not," but added, "I
can see that there is a domain of argument here." Two
days later Dr. Marshall Shulman of the Russian Institute
at Columbia University commented on a New York Times
article which cited Izvestia commentary as the basis for
the view that deployment could hamper the talks. In his
testimony before the Committee, Dr. Shulman said "the
article emphasizes that the talks are not to be used as
bargaining -- they won't be effective as such -- and, that
it does not think it equitable to attach political conditions."
However, he concluded that "it seemed to affirm the con-
tinuing interest of the Soviet leadership in starting the
talks."

In his announcement of the decision to deploy the
Safeguard (ABM) system, President Nixon was asked how the
Soviet Union would view this decision and what effect any
talks would have on deployment. On the first point, he
asserted that because of the defensive nature of the system
and the Soviet line of thinking on defensive systems,
"the Soviet Union cannot interpret this as escalating the
arms race." Insofar as any effect the talks might have on
deployment of the weapon, he ruled out the possibility
that the ABM would be abandoned entirely by either party,
as long as there was a potential threat from Communist
China. He added that the preliminaries of the discussions
had revealed the talks would involve "only freezing where
we are," rather than any reduction in forces.

He added the assurance that each phase of the system
would be reviewed "to insure that we are doing as much as
necessary but no more than that required by the threat

___. .. ,-.._...._... _..,-r,...,_...... _. _.
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March 14:
(cont.)

0

March 20:

existing at that time." He said that deployment was
"closely related to the threat," and that it would be
"subject to modification as the threat changes, either
through negotiations or through unilateral actions by
the Soviet Union or Communist China."

In testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee,
Secretary of Defense Laird referred to the "measured deploy-
ment" of an ABM as an "added incentive" to negotiate an
arms control agreement. He gave two reasons for his
statement: (1) that the ABM would show all enemies that
they cannot achieve a "low-risk first strike" against the
U.S.; and (2) that the U.S. emphasis on defense rejects
the idea that this country is striving to achieve a low-
risk first strike capability.

Speaking before the ENDC, U.S. Representative Smith
mentioned that the Johnson Administration had been prepared
in August to begin talks on strategic arms limitations, but
added that "it is only prudent for the new Administration...
to prepare itself thoroughly for negotiations." Moreover,
he said that "the timing should be favorable in a political
sense if even carefully prepared strategic arms limitation
talks are to proceed with real promise of being productive."

During the questioning of Deputy Secretary of Defense
David Packard at a hearing on the ABM before the Disarmament
Subcommittee, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee J. William Fulbright urged that President Nixon
conduct talks with the Soviet Union before deploying an
ABM. Claiming that "they [the Russians] say they are in
the mood," Senator Fulbright said, "I can't understand our
reluctance." If the Russians "are mulish and won't go
forward" with the talks, then, he admonished Packard, he
should "come and talk about the ABM."

Speaking before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
on major foreign policy issues, Secretary of State Rogers
said that preparations for talks on limiting strategic
armaments were underway, and that during his recent European
trip the President had found U.S. allies "very favorable
to the idea." Besides mentioning that the "complex set of
issues which will be involved in these talks" was being

March 25:

March 26:

March 27:
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March 27: carefully studied, he hoped that "such talks can begin
(cont.) within the next few months."

He also touched on the recent decision to deploy the
Safeguard ABM system and its effect on the talks. During
the deliberations prior to the decision the National Security
Council had concluded that "the decision would have no
adverse effect on disarmament talks." He recalled that
just after the announcement to deploy the Sentinel ABM
system in 1967, the Soviet Union had agreed to SALT talks
within the following week. With regard to Soviet reaction
to the Safeguard decision, he said that in the Soviet message
to the ENDC, "there was no i-ndication from Kosygin that it

would interfere with the success of those talks." Further-
more, talks with Soviet represenatives had not revealed
"any suggestion that this decision would affect the initiation
of talks or the successful outcome of talks." He added
that the talks would consider limitation of both offensive
and defensive weapons. In the course of questioning, he
went on to say that should arms control talks lead the
Soviets to abandon their defensive weapons, the U.S. would
act in a like manner.

He also reiterated President Nixon's comments to the
effect that "one of the principal factors" in the annual
review of the Safeguard system "will be the status of talks
on the limitation of strategic arms."

April 7: Additional details surrounding potential arms talks
between the Soviet Union and the United States were disclosed
when Secretary of State William Rogers announced at a press
conference that they could begin in "late spring or early
summer." Although Rogers asserted that "there is nothing
that stands in the way" of the talks he admitted that any
improvement in East-West relations would be made more
difficult by the Brezhnev doctrine (the name given Moscow's
justification for its intervention in the affairs of other
socialist states). He also announced that one of the first
questions to be raised by the U.S. in the proposed talks
would be what purpose the Soviets had in the development
of the SS-9, which can carry a 25-megaton warhead.

In a separate briefing-on the say day, Defense Secretary
Larid sought to clarify earlier remarks which had implied
that the Soviets might seek a first strike against the U.S.



LRS-41

1969

April 7:
(cont.)

April 10:

April 18:

April 18:

He said that he had referred to capability rather than

intentions, and that "I do not believe the Soviet Union

would be foolish enough...to go forward with a first

strike."

In an address before the ministerial meeting of the

North Atlantic Council in Washington, President Nixon spoke

of the arms talks in relation to the alliance. He recognized
that the West no longer had ,the "massive nuclear predominance
that it once had," and asserted that "any sort of broad-

based arms agreement with the Soviets would codify the

present balance." He acknowledged the diversity of interests
among the Western nations, but added that "the forthcoming

talks will be a test of the ability of the Western nations

to shape a common strategy." He assured the Council that

both before and during any bilateral negotiations "the

United States fully intends to undertake deep and genuine
consultation with its allies."

The subject of the "missile gap" was raised in a press

conference by President Nixon, when he pointed out that the

U.S. bases its policy on Soviet capabilities, and added

"when we project their SS-9 plans to 1972 or 1973, if we
allow those plans to go forward without taking any action on

our part, either offensively or defensively, to counteract
them, they will be substantially ahead of the United States

in overall nuclear capability." He reminded reporters that

the missile gap had been closed by the Soviets and that the

United States could not expect to be in a superior position
again. He did not fail, however, to stress that he did
not intend to put an American President in a position where
his "diplomatic credibility" would be impaired, because the
U.S. military capability was in an inferior position.

Nonetheless, he again used the term "sufficiency" to describe

his Administrations military goal.

Writing in the newspaper Izvestia, Soviet expert on the

United States Yuri Arbatov contested the theory that Moscow

was more interested than Washington in negotiation, a theory

which implied that the U.S. might be able to exact concessions
from the Soviet Union. In its description of the commentary,

the New York Times noted that Soviet press coverage of the

ABM question had focused largely on major U.S. opposition,

46 @
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April 18:
(cont.)

A

April 21:

April 22:

April 24:

rather than voicing any criticism on the part of the

Russians. Such reporting prompted observers to believe

that Moscow still looked on the prospects for negotiation

as hopeful, despite the Nixon decision to deploy the ABM.

An indication of the Nixon Administration's goal in

the arms talks was given in a New York Times report from

Washington that the U.S. would seek a series of limited
agreements, rather than a single, comprehensive document.

Besides reviewing the background work completed by its
-predecessor, Nixon's Administration was conducting its

own strategic studies. In addition, the format of the

talks was expected to differ; while Johnson had planned

to initiate the discussions with a summit meeting, then
continued by. a team of negotiators, Nixon was expected

to aim for a less dramatic confrontation, with Gerard C.

Smith as the chief negotiator. Thus, the long-range
forecast depicted a continual dialogue marked by a succession

of specific agreements. It was generally agreed, according

to this report, that it was essential to freeze the existing
levels of weapons before significant progress could be
made on limiting or reducing arms.

The hearings on the authorization for the ABM continued

to be a forum for opinions on arms control talks. In

testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee,

former Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze pressed for
the initiation of talks on limiting offensive and defensive

nuclear weapons systems. With regard to'deployment of

the ABM, he contended that Congressional support of the
measure would put the Executive Branch in a "much stronger
position" in any talks with the Soviet Union.

In the midst of the ABM debate, Senator Edward M. Brooke

brought attention to offensive weapons systems, specifically

multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRV),
in a speech before the American Society of Newspaper

Publishers. Calling the MIRV concept the "gravest threat...

to the possibility of effective arms limitations," he said

that "the most urgent task is to limit further operational

testing of multiple warhead missiles." Suspension of testing

would not require intrusive inspection procedures, and

4
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April 27:
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May 13:

May 14:

May 19:

combined with a similar freeze of ABM systems, the halt
in MIRV testing "could create an environment for success
in the more detailed and elaborate arms control discussions
which must follow."

It was reported in the Washington Star that to account
for the delay in the start of talks, administration sources
disclosed that President Nixon was waiting for a concrete
sign from the Russians that they intended to strive for
conclusive settlement of arms control questions. Further
delay was expected while the President determined more
clearly Soviet foreign policy and the chances for improving
political relations as well as reaching accord on arms
limitations. Such reticence was explained in the report
as Nixon's effort to avoid any excessive optimism which
was thought to have hampered deliberations in the past; it
was hoped that the Russians would be impressed with Nixon's
desire for substance in the talks, rather than merely a
propitious atmosphere.

Seeking an end to any further postponement of arms
control talks, Senate majority leader Mike Mansfield called
upon President Nixon to set a date for early in June. In
a speech in which he expressed his opposition to the deploy-
ment of an ABM, he said that in an effort "to maximize the
chances for success" in the discussions, there should be a
mutual "interim moratorium on further deployment of all
strategic weapons."

Dr. Jerome Wiesner appeared before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee to testify before hearings on the Safeguard
ABM system. Dr. Wiesner, a provost at Massachusetts
Institute for Technology and an opponent of the system,
commented on the relation between deployment and arms
control: "it represents a complicating step in the arms
race. Whether it evokes a Soviet response or not, it will
certainly make more difficult the arms limitation problem."

Congressman Jonathan Bingham introduced a resolution
supported by twenty-five cosponsors (the list of supporters
was to grow to a 'total of 107 at the time of hearings on
July 8), which called for a suspension of testing involved
in the development of multiple independently targeted re-entry
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May 19: vehicle (MIRV) systems. He pointed out the complications

(cont.) which MIRV might present, if successfully developed and

deployed, to the inspection of arms control agreements.

He cited the reconnaissance satellites and other techniques,

which had been developed to avoid reliance on a major

stumbling block to achieving an agreement: on-site inspection.

He then stressed that such devices could not determine the

number of warheads each booster might have, or the different

targets toward which each might be aimed. Therefore, "If

we and the Soviets introduce MIRV's into the international

strategic equation, arms control agreements will simply

have to include on-site inspection," and he warned that

"development that necessitates on-site inspection will set

arms control talks back seve-rely, if not irredeemably."
He emphasized that the resolution did not advocate that the

U.S. abandon MIRV entirely, and added that the halt would

be temporary "unless and until the Soviet Union would agree

to a mutual halt to.MIRV testing...." He concluded that

"if the Soviets press ahead with their own development,

or if arms control talks fail to produce a mutual freeze

on MIRV's, we can and should resume testing."

May 21: During Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings on
the deployment of an ABM system, Senator John Sherman Cooper

raised the question why it would be necessary to deploy an

ABM, if, after the initiation of arms limitations talks,

the Soviet Union did not continue deployment of the SS-9

missile. Dr. Donald F. Hornig, vice president of Eastman

Kodak and a former science adviser to President Johnson,

said that "if there were real evidence, either by agreement

or by the fact of a leveling off in the Soviet effort, we

should then reconsider all of the aspects of our nuclear

force, not just the ABM." Another witness, Dr. Gordon

MacDonald, a member of the President's Science Advisory
Committee, supported the President's program in that "it

is a phased approach in which you take into account the

intelligence, progress towards talks, as well as new

development coming out of research, and I think it should

be a year-by-year decision." Moreover, Dr. Eugene Wigner,

a professor of mathematical physics at Princeton University,

interjected the view that "defense is necessary as a prelude

to disarmament, and the sooner we begin with it the better."

Senator.Cooper, who had expressed serious reservations

on the effect which ABM deployment would have on the arms

race and on efforts toward arms limitations, asked "Why
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May 21: should the Congress have to make the decision to build an
(cont.) ABM system when the greatest hope might be that in a year

we might reach either some formal agreement with the Soviet
Union or else, in fact, they just do not build all these
weapons the administration believes they are going to
build?" Dr. Hornig declared that "the Congress is now
being asked to commit itself to a long-term program and
not simply to a further technical step...it would be
utterly wrong to be committed to a long-term program based
on the components we have available now, particularly when
we are faced with this opportunity of talks with the Soviet
Union." Dr. MacDonald agreed with Hornig and added his
earlier remarks concerning the advantages of a yearly
review. Dr. Wigner affirmed his previous remarks and
supported his argument by stating that "I don't believe
disarmament is possible unless we have some defense for
the people, because the offensive armaments have grown to
such an extent that to abolish them to such a degree that
an undefended population is safe from it is really
impossible."

May 27: Secretary General of the U.N. U Thant recommended that
talks between the Soviet Union and the United States begin
at an early date.. Speaking before a conference of non-
governmental organizations, he said that the "security of
these two superpowers is at present at a new high and still
growing." With regard to any progress on the talks, he
referred to recent statements of President Nixon, Secretary
of State Rogers, and Premier Kosygin with a "note of guarded
optimism."

June 1: A report by the Congressional Conference on the Military
Budget and National Priorities, which held meetings in
Washington on March 28 and 29, was released, expressing
criticism which centered on the military-industrial complex;
the report also found issue with MIRV testing and its
effect on arms control agreements. In the sixty-one page
paper, signed by nine Senators and thirty-six House members,
it was stated that "once testing has passed the point where
deployment is possible, we can no longer have a self-
policing arms agreement with the Russians." In addition,
the report declared that once deployment of both the ABM
and MIRV was complete, "it is unlikely that the stability
we now enjoy will ever return again."
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June 4: President Nixon responded to critics of his foreign
policy in a commencement address at the Air Force Academy,
calling them "new isolationists," who look to "a unilateral
reduction of our arms in order to demonstrate our good
faith" and reach understanding with the Soviet Union and
Communist China. He reiterated his earlier feelings that
arms limitations agreements should be accompanied by
settlement of political problems, when he decried the idea
that arms control should be "an end in itself." He declared
that "The adversaries in the world are not in conflict
because they are armed. They are armed because they are
in conflict, and have not yet learned peaceful ways to
resolve their conflicting national interests."

On the same day, Senator Fulbright spoke before the
Joint Congressional Economic Committee, which was holding
hearings on national priorities; he said that what is
involved is "what kind of country we wish America to be."
He discounted President Nixon's accusation that in order
to set a "humanistic example" to the world, unilateral
disarmament was being advocated; rather, that to set such
an example means "a halt to the absurd, wildly extravagant
arms race presently being pursued by our government."
He also called for a halt in the deployment of MIRV and
ABM until negotiations have been opened..

June 5: Increased interest in the implications MIRV development
would have for arms control was shown in questions put to
Secretary of State Rogers, in his second news conference
since taking office. Rogers was questioned extensively
as to the effect MIRV testing would have on either the
start of negotiations or any resulting agreement. When
the question was raised "whether or not the testing program
itself, by advancing to a certain point, precludes an
agreement on preventing the deployment of the MIRV-headed
missiles," Rogers said, "I think the answer is No...that
won't prevent the talks from being successful and it wouldn't
affect the talks, I don't believe."

One reporter pointed out that MIRV might become impossible
* to negotiate once it had passed a certain point in testing,

subsequently leading to deployment. Since reconnaissance
satellites would not be able to determine the number of
warheads, and they' could not be used to verify an agreement,
the only alternative would be the mutually unacceptable on-
site inspection. Rogers, however, commented that "we'll be
able to' have successful talks whether we have tested MIRV's
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June 5: or not." He reaffirmed the U.S. desire to reach accord with
(cont.) the Soviet Union in arms limitation talks, but, recalling

the lengthy time period required to settle on the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty, he said that "we can't stop our testing
on the hope that sometime an agreement would be reached."

June 6: Secretary of State Rogers testified in a closed session
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and as a result,
according to press reports, there was some change in his
position on the effect MIRV testing might have on a strategic
arms agreement. Members of the Committee reportedly argued
that rather than a reliance on reconnaisance satellites,
on-site inspection would be required to verify any control
of a MIRV system; this procedure is unacceptable to both the
United States and the Soviet Union. As a result, Rogers
modified his press conference remarks of the previous day
about the effect MIRV would have on arms control, when he
conceded that "It might be that if MIRV tests are successful
in the next few months, this will present new problems of
inspection." Although he would not name a specific date,
he adhered to the idea that the beginning of talks could
be expected during the summer.

June 10: Soviet criticism of the Nixon decision to deploy the
Safeguard system and its implications for arms control
gained more momentum in an article in Pravda by the news-
paper's Washington correspondent Boris G. Strelnikov. The
article looked on Nixon's decision as a, step toward gaining
a position of superiority, to be used as a "trump card"
in the impending negotiations. Strelnikov viewed such a
position as a stumbling block to agreement, indeed, as a
move which would upset the existing strategic balance in
the world. He added a reprimand for the delay which had
been imposed on a start of talks. The New York Times also
cited a commentary in the Soviet foreign affairs monthly
Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn, which objected to both the ABM and
MIRV as complications to the talks. The article considered
the weapons systems a "further aggravation of international
tensions," a "qualitative new step" in the arms race, and
an added burden to the already large military expenditures.
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June 12:

June 13:

June 16:

Senator Edward Brooke spoke briefly to the Senate on a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution which he was to introduce
in the near future (see June 17, below), and which would
urge the President to propose joint suspension of United
States and Soviet MIRV testing and immediate initiation
of strategic arms negotiations. Concerning the potential
Soviet development and deployment of MIRV technology,
he mentioned the reduced vulnerability of United States
Minuteman forces, should the Soviet Union be persuaded
to forego their efforts. And, dealing with the United
States MIRV program, he cited its purpose: "to pene-
trate an expected heavy Soviet ABM system, which has
not yet materialized," and asserted, "There is no
dispute that the United States could achieve an
effective MIRV capability in a shorter time than it
would take the Soviet Union to deploy a heavy ABM
system. Hence...the United States MIRV program can
be safely delayed for a time."

In testimony before the Senate Appropriations Committee,
Director of Defense Research and Development Dr. John
S. Foster, Jr., told the Committee that both Minuteman
3 and Poseidon equipped with MIRV payloads "are now in
the flight test phase." He cited the deployment of
MIRV as "a way to insure our ability to penetrate
Soviet defenses," particularly to meet the possibility
that the Soviet Union might convert its anti-aircraft
defense system into one which defends against inter-
continental ballistic missiles. Moreover, he said,
"We plan to deploy Minuteman 3. 'It will be equipped
with penetration aids as well as multiple warheads.
We also plan to deploy Poseidon, which will carry a
larger number of multiple warheads."

It was reported in the Washington Post that a message
from Secretary of State Rogers was delivered to Soviet
Ambassador to the United States Anatoly F. Dobrynin on
June 11, just prior to Dobrynin's departure for Moscow.
Citing Newsweek as its source, the Post said the
message suggested July 31 as a target date for the
start of SALT talks with the Soviet Union in either
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June 16: Moscow or Geneva. It was also reported that Dobrynin

(cont.) described the message as "good news to take home."

However, in a New YorkTimes account, it was pointed

out that "United States officials explained that Mr.

Roger's remarks to the Ambassador did not constitute

a formal proposal of a date or site for the talks."

According to the Post, Administration officials

said the message "did not constitute a firm commit-

ment.. .but was conditional on. approval by President

Nixon of Administration proposals for the talks and

on successful consultation with the United States

West European allies." The Post also cited Newsweek

as the source for the claim that neither ABM nor

MIRV testing would be suspended during the talks.
Further official comment was cited in the Baltimore

Sun; Carl E. Bartch, deputy to chief State Depart-
ment press officer McCloskey, confirmed the reports

concerning the meeting between Rogers and Dobrynin,

but added "It is still my understanding that the

timing of the SALT talks will depend on the National

Security Council review meeting, then consultation

with our allies and with the Soviet Union." Mean-

while, White House press secretary Ronald Ziegler

announced that the National Security Council con-

sideration would be held in "10 days or so"; he

described the Rogers-Dobrynin.meeting as a "pre-

liminary discussion."

June 16: Senator Clifford Case introduced a sense-of-the-

Senate resolution that "the President should im-

mediately suspend flight tests of multiple reentry

vehicles for so long as the Soviet Union does the

same." During the course of floor discussion, the
question was raised whether some agreement between

the two nations would be required prior to mutual

suspension of tests. Case explained that this
matter was the point of difference between his

resolution and that of Senator Brooke (to be

introduced the following day). Brooke's resolution
would propose a simultaneous halt, while Case noted

that his resolution "would suggest an immediate

cessation or stopping, to be resumed if there is

..

s
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June 16: any further testing on the other side." He added
(cont.) "Neither one of us is talking about a unilateral

suspension." In addition, Brooke asserted that
action on MIRV would in no way divert attention
from the ABM issue; indeed, he suggested a link
between the two, when he said "if we resolve the
MIRV issue, then we may be able to resolve the
ABM defensive issue more easily, because we can
control the offensive capability against which
it may be deployed." Case's resolution was
referred to the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

June 16: The proposal for a moratorium on MIRV development
pending initiation of arms talks gained additional
support in a statement made by Representative John
B. Anderson, chairman of the House Republican
Conference. Speaking on the floor of the House,
the third-ranking leader of the Republican Party
urged the Administration that "the time has come
to call a halt to this insane nuclear version of
keeping up with the Joneses." Anderson agreed
with Nixon's statement in the Air Force Academy
speech that "we must take risks for peace--but
calculated risks, not foolish risks." However,
he added that the key to the President's remarks
was the assertion that "We are prepared for new
initiatives in the control of arms." Anderson
encouraged Nixon to take the initiatives "before
it is too late," and stressed the need "to move
immediately to the negotiating table with the
Russians to work out an acceptable agreement on
limitation of nuclear arms."

June 17: Senator Brooke introduced a resolution, supported
by 39 co-sponsors, urging (1) that the United States
Government "seek prompt negotiations with the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics to reach agreement on
limiting both offensive and defensive strategic
weapons"; (2) that the President should propose to
the Soviet Union immediate suspension by both
countries "of flight tests of multiple independently
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June 17: targetable reentry vehicles, subject to national
(cont.) verification or such other measures of observation

and inspection as may be appropriate"; and (3)
that the United States should declare its
intention to halt such tests as long as the Soviet
Union did so.

Brooke gave two reasons why the present time was
considered most opportune for SALT talks: (1)
Both the Soviet Union and the United States had
achieved "a clear measure" of assured destruction
capability, thus, with roughly comparable force
levels, they have "entered an era of mutual
deterrence," and (2) advanced technology in sur-
veillance-had enabled each country to approximate
the force levels of the other, and, more signifi-
cant, could be used to verify compliance with arms
control agreements without being intrusive. Keep-
ing these two conditions in mind, he pointed out
that both nations had expressed "a serious interest
in freezing strategic force levels," and cited this
issue as a likely topic of the proposed SALT talks.
And he concluded that the continued development of
MIRV could prove to be a substantial threat to the
favorable atmosphere surrounding the proposed dis-
cussions.

He spoke at some length on the purposes of the MIRV
programs of both nations, and noted how each might
escalate the arms race and/or present irrevocable
impediments to arms control; and despite the avowed
purposes of each country's program, he referred
to "Prospective deployment of MIRV technology" as

a de facto multiplication of offensive capability."
As further support to the goal of his resolution,
he pointed out that "there is little likelihood
that a party could clandestinely complete a full-
scale test program sufficient to justify the
costs and risks of an actual deployment...[Thus]
the risks of trying to exploit a moratorium to
gain a temporary advantage seem too great to run."
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June 17: Brooke also recognized that should the action supported
(cont.) in the resolution be carried, out, this would by no means

end the efforts to control deployment of either MIRV or
ABM, that "this resolution does nothing more than buy
time for the negotiations to devise additional barriers
to MIRV deployment." He declared that "Unless progress
is measurable on such issues as these [ABM, delivery
vehicles, etc.], it is doubtful that a MIRV flight
test moratorium will survive."

June 19: In a press conference, President Nixon was asked to name
a date for the start of arms talks and the meeting site.
In his remarks, he said that "We are just completing our
own strategic review"; he noted that the National Security
Council had met once and would hold a second meeting to
consider further "our position on the SALT talks." He
added that time for "consultations with our allies" would
require the balance of June and into July. He named
July 31 as a target date, and affirmed that Secretary of
State Rogers had so informed Dobrynin. However, he
pointed out, "We have not had a reply from them." Once
the various consultations had been completed, he hoped
that "sometime between July 31st and the 15th of August
there would be a meeting." With regard to location, he
mentioned Geneva or Vienna as possible sites, but main-
tained "We are open on that question."

Asked to comment on the possibility of a MIRV test
moratorium, he said that it was being considered "as
part of any arms control agreement." However, he
emphasized that a unilateral halt would not be in the
interests of the United States, and asserted, "Only in
the event that the Soviet Union and we could agree that

a moratorium on tests could be mutually beneficial to us,
would we be able to agree to do so." Nixon described the
resolution advanced by Senator Brooke and others as
"constructive insofar as they themselves are thinking
about it."
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June 27: It was reported by the Associated Press that the United
States delegation of the SALT talks would consist of five
negotiators, headed by Gerard C. Smith, Director of ACDA,
with Philip Farley as his alternate. Farley, a Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State and expert in nuclear arms
policy,was expected to be appointed as Deputy Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The remaining
members of the team would be: Paul H. Nitze, former Deputy
Secretary of Defense (designated as a consultant); Dr.
Harold Brown, former Air Force Secretary; Major General
Royal B. Allison, arms control specialist with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; and Llewellyn Thompson, former United
States Ambassador to Moscow. Official White House
announcement was not released until July 5.

July 1: A Washington Post report from Brussels indicated that
United States NATO allies were "becoming increasingly
impatient to see Washington fulfill its promise that
United States officials will consult with them before
talks begin on strategic arms limitation." The article
recalled Nixon's pledge (made in February during his
visit to NATO headquarters) that the United States
would consult its allies both before and during the
negotiations. However, the report pointed out that the
first of a series of Council'meetings prior to the talks
was held the previous day, with no United States
officials in attendance; but, it explained, "it is
understood that the United States document that sets out
the objectives of the talks has not been completed."
Specific reference was made to the two concerns of the
West Germans, as to how any future agreement would affect
either (1) the Russian medium range missile force aimed
at West Germany, or (2) the United States weapons
"deployed specifically to destroy these targets."

July 2: In a press conference, Secretary of State Rogers denied
the "speculation by some" that the Administration was
dragging its feet on the initiation of the SALT talks.
He expressed the hope that the talks would "provide an
opportunity for progress in halting the arms race, in
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July 2: limiting international tension, and, most hopefully,
building an international structure aimed at a more
peaceful and secure world." He did not fail to
emphasize the responsibility of the Administration to
review thoroughly "the issues at stake," the interests
of both national security and of United States allies.
He concluded that "with the thought that we may be
presented with an unusual opportunity to make progress
in this area by negotiations rather than confrontation,
we are looking forward to the beginning of these talks."

July 3: President Nixon sent a message to the reconvening ENDC,
in which brief mention was made of the proposed SALT
talks between the Soviet Union and the United States.
He was hopeful for an early starting date for the talks,
and added "they will of necessity be bilateral negotia-
tions." However, he affirmed that the United States
would remain "deeply conscious of its responsibilities
to its allies and to the community of nations."
Furthermore, he stressed that while the talks were
underway, ''it is particularly important that multi-
lateral negotiations continue in this Committee in an
atmosphere of determination and promise... to ensure
that no opportunities are missed to achieve genuine
progress."

July 10: In a major foreign policy statement to the Supreme
Soviet, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko referred to
relations with the United States in what was described
by United States commentators as a "conciliatory tone."
Concerning the possibility of SALT talks with the United
States, Gromyko affirmed the Soviet readiness "to start
an exchange of opinions with the United States over so-
called strategic weapons," and expressed "the hope that
the two sides will approach this question bearing in
mind its paramount importance."

He said that the Soviet Government desired friendly
relations with the United States, and added "we believe
that this would be in keeping with the interests of
both the Soviet and the American peoples." He recognized
that there were,"profound class differences" which
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July 10: divided the countries; but he voiced the belief that the
(cont.) two nations "can find common language on questions of

maintaining peace." He recalled President Nixon's
reference to this being an era of negotiation rather
than confrontation, and pointed out the Soviet willingness
"to come to an agreement both on the question of bilateral
relations with the United States and on outstanding inter-
national problems." He also noted favorably President
Nixon's statements supporting a "well prepared Soviet-
American summit meeting." In conclusion, he reiterated
his earlier remarks that "the prevention of clashes
between the two biggest powers of the world and the
establishment of normal or even good relations between
them is in the interests of both countries."

July 11: Initial United States reaction to the Gromyko speech
was disclosed in a statement by Secretary of State
Rogers, who regarded the address as "positive in tone
regarding relations with the United States." Com-
menting on Gromyko's reference to the importance of
bilateral negotiations .on arms control, he said "we
are awaiting their response to our proposals for a
time and place for such meetings." He recalled the
indication by the NATO ministers, last April, that
"they were prepared to explore with the Soviet Union
and other countries of Eastern Europe which concrete
issues best lend themselves to fruitful negotiation
and early resolution," and affirmed that "This remains
our policy."

July 17: It was reported in the Baltimore Sun that the idea of
a "short-term moratorium on development of multiple war-
head missiles" was being actively considered in Washing-
ton, vis-a-vis the impending SALT talks. The Washington
bureau of the Sun described the supporting argument as
being "authoritatively, but unofficially advanced" that
the discussions "would, in effect, be nullified if
development of multiple-warhead missiles...is allowed
to proceed concurrently in the United States and the
Soviet Union." Citing the several negative aspects
which the development of MIRV had aroused in relation
to arms control, the article conceded that "those con-
tentions are not put forward here with any confidence
that they are shared by Soviet authorities."
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July 17: In the same report, it was noted that "it is also
(cont.) understood" that the Nixon Administration had not

settled on the position it would take during the
talks; moreover, consultations with United States
NATO allies in Brussels had not been completed.

Final arrangements with the Soviet Union were expected
to be completed shortly after the return of Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin at the end of the month. Once a
reply to the United States bid to initiate talks had
been received, it was predicted that talks could begin
in late August.

July 24: Philip Farley, newly appointed Deputy Director of ACDA,
testified before a House Foreign Affairs subcommittee,
where he suggested that MIRV development might have
progressed to the point where a moratorium would be
neither instrumental in preventing deployment, nor
feasible, especially in terms of United States security.
In the course of his testimony, he sought to make a
distinction between two types of MIRV, and the role of
each in the strategic balance. On the other hand, the
United States might require MIRV as "a means of main-
taining a retaliatory capability, through their
capability of penetrating potential .heavy ABM defense
of cities." However, he also pointed out "they can be
a threat to a retaliatory capability and thus to the
maintenance of a stable state of mutual deterrence,
thereby increasing the need for ABM defense of retalia-
tory forces." Taking these differences into consider-
ation, it was brought out that in the context of an
arms control agreement, the treatment of the MIRV con-
cept could vary. According to the New York Times
account of the testimony, Farley seemed to imply that
"while the Administration might favor prohibition on
the development of MIRV's accurate enough to strike at
missiles on the other side, it would not necessarily
favor a curb on less accurate MIRV's designed only to
penetrate defenses around cities." (Yet Farley did
not explain how the distinction might be made in an
agreement.)

Q'



LRS-57

1969

July 24:
(cont.)

As an additional stumbling block to a moratorium on
testing of MIRV Farley did not rule out the possibility
that deployment could be carried out "by one side or
the other for its strategic purposes, on the basis of
experience already gained." However, he did note that
there was not a consensus on.Soviet capability thus far.

Finally, he said that there was some uncertainty as to
how a moratorium could be adequately verified, "particu-
larly by national means alone." He concluded his
remarks by stressing that these "general observations"
were not intended to "prejudge" the Administration's
position, which was still being studied.

It was reported in the Washington Post that former
Vice President Hubert Humphrey,who had returned from
a trip to Moscow, "thinks this is the time for the
United States to do business with the Soviet Union."
During his visit Humphrey had been invited to confer
with several Soviet officials, including Premier
Kosygin; as a result of the meetings, Humphrey had
"concluded...that the Russians are now in the mood,
due in part to their China problem as well as be-
cause of economic pressures from the arms race, to
seriously negotiate with the United States." In
addition, it was reported that Kosygin had voiced
more concern on the effect of MIRV development on
the talks, than on the effect of the ABM.

In an effort to explain the delay in a Soviet
response to United States proposals to initiate
SALT talks, Chalmers Roberts of the Washington Post
advanced the view that the Soviet negotiating position
during the discussions was undergoing review in
Moscow. Roberts asserted that there had been "plenty
of indications...widely printed" to the effect that
one of the first moves by the United States in the
talks would be a proposal to freeze the existing
levels of strategic armaments. And, largely as a
result of the disclosures regarding United States
capability during the ABM debate, some Soviet
officials would view a freeze as placing the Soviet
Union in a position of inferiority; thus a reassess-
ment of the Soviet posture would be in order.

August 3:

August 3:
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August 3:
(cont.)

August 5:

To substantiate his claim, Roberts cited Defense Secretary

Laird's testimony during the ABM controversy regarding

the ability of United States MIRVs "to take out 'hard'

targets in the Soviet Union." The Post commentator added

that "it could be read in Moscow as preparation for an

American first strike capability." Further evidence

was based on Kosygin' s remarks to former Vice President

Humphrey, that the Soviet Government would be more

concerned over development of the American MIRVs than

deployment of an ABM system. (Based on United States

testing of MIRVs and rumors that United States MIRVs

were being emplaced on some land and/or sea-based

missiles, Roberts thought that the Soviet assessment

had determined the United States was further advanced

in its MIRV development than the Soviet Union.)

In addition, consideration of the potential or actual

Chinese threat might have prompted the delay to allow

time to complete development of.the Soviet ABM. And

Roberts noted that the United States had given rather

explicit assurances that it recognized some ABM

protection against the Chinese threat might be required.

Nonetheless some note of optimism was gained from

Gromyko's July 10 speech, in his concern that the

arms race could force each side "to mobilize even

greater national resources," perhaps a reference to

the drain which military expenditures had placed on

the Soviet economy. His concern over a continuing

arms race suggested that there was some disagreement

with those officials who would postpone taking part in

the SALT talks, until at least exact parity with the

United States had been reached.

In hearings on a MIRV moratorium, before the Subcom-

mittee on National Security Policy and Scientific

Developments of the House Foreign Affairs Committee,

Director of Defense Research and Engineering John S.

Foster, and Assistant Secretary of Defense for.
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International Security Affairs Warren G. Nutter,
testified on behalf of the Defense Department. In
a joint statement to the committee it was explained
that a MIRV moratorium "would entail serious risks
for the United States and would diminish the prospects
of a successful outcome of SALT." The following reasons
were given: (1) A mutual moratorium of United States
and Soviet MIRVs would not be in the interests of the
United States, since the two systems "are linked
together erroneously.... Limitations on United States
MIRV must be counter-balanced by limitations on Soviet
ABM capabilities, which the MIRV is designed to
penetrate." (Foster explained that Secretary Laird's
assessment of the United States MIRV, in its capabil-
ity to take out hard targets, had been incorrectly
interpreted as a United States move toward a first-
strike capability; rather than a missile silo, hard
targets could mean "an industrial target--steel mills,
for example.") (2) A moratorium, without the pro-
visions of a formal agreement, might place the
United States in a dangerous position, if the agree-
ment could not be adequately verified. The two
officials asserted that the United States could be
placed in a "position of having to choose between
either breaking the moratorium on the basis of
evidence that might not be sufficiently convincing
to the general public or risking a serious strategic
imbalance." (3) Passage of the resolution prior to
the talks might weaken the United States bargaining
position, "At the minimum...to the extent that the
Soviets believed the United States negotiators to
be restrained by such a congressional resolution";
on the other hand, should the President ignore the
resolution, "there would be strong appearances of
disunity in the United States Government that the
Soviets could exploit."

To conclude the Defense Department testimony, Nutter
took note that in the Executive discussions on SALT
and MIRV, "the question must be considered in the
context of the whole set of conditions that would be
involved in any agreement on limitations." He called
it a difficult task "probably imprudent" to try to
limit MIRV separately, "because the conditions in the
two countries are not symmetrical."
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August 6:

A

4

August 7-8:

A report in the Washington Star added further reasons
for the delay in the Soviet response to United States
proposals on the initiation of SALT talks, when it
cited "sources" who reported that the Soviets might
consider a Gromyko-Nixon meeting prior to actual
negotiations. It was assumed such a meeting could
take place when the Soviet Foreign Minister came to
the United States, September 16, for the opening of
the United Nations General Assembly. While it had
been predicted earlier that Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin on his return would bring a formal reply as
to the date for the start of talks, the current
suggestion was that the Soviet envoy would bring a
proposal for a summit preceding the talks. One
explanation was based on the assumption that Soviet
leaders deemed the delegations too low-ranking "to
handle broad questions of perspective for the talks."

Moreover, it was stated in the Star that some analysts
discounted the theory that the Soviet position was
being reviewed in light of new evidence concerning
United States MIRV capability; rather it -was asserted
that the Soviets had been aware of its development
from the beginning. However, no explanation was given
for the apparent delay in completing the Soviet
position papers.

In the meantime, it was expected that Vasily V.
Kuznetsov,a first deputy foreign minister who
specialized in Soviet-American relations, would head
the Soviet team of negotiators.

Following meetings in Washington between President
Nixon and West German Chancellor Kurt Georg Kiesinger,
a joint statement was issued which outlined the
results of the discussions. It was stated that with
regard to the SALT talks, "the President assured the
Chancellor that the United States would take full
account of the interests of its Allies." In addition,
both leaders "were of the opinion that progress in
strategic arms limitation is inter-related with a
climate favorable for dealing with long-existing
European problems." Later, in an interview with
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August 7-8:

4i

"

August 12:

August 19:

Sudwestfunk (Southwest German Radio), Kiesinger recog-
nized the possible effects which the outcome of the
SALT talks might have on the security of Western Europe.
He dealt with the "serious question," raised by the
talks, "whether the outcome...could not produce a
situation that would be worse for the European NATO
partners than the present situation," Moreover, the
dealings of the Soviet Union and the United States
might result in "a less effective Western deterrent
in the face of the potential enemy." He added that
while the strength of the United States deterrent
might not be lessened, the defense against the Soviet
medium range missiles aimed at West Europe might not
be as effective,thus placing the NATO countries in
a weaker position. Nonetheless, he added the as-
surance of Nixon's "firm commitment" that the
interests of all of Western Europe "will be taken
fully into account and that in every phase of
negotiations we shall be consulted."

In an interview with Gerald Astor of Look magazine,
Special Assistant to the President Kissinger spoke
briefly on his view of the ABM and the reaction of
the Soviets to the United States decision to deploy.
He took into consideration the potential threats of
emergent nuclear powers, and said "I think if you
leave both the United States and the Soviet Union
open, you've added to nuclear proliferation. I
doubt if the Soviet Union will give up the Moscow
system, and I doubt I would urge them to." He
denied that the United States ABM would escalate
the Soviet efforts, and pointed out that "They were
already testing their own MIRV's. They already
have operational ABM's-around the Moscow area, we
won't match them in ABM's until 1974, and they're
improving their ABM's."

In a comprehensive report on the proposed MIRV
moratorium, Chalmers Roberts of the Washington Post,
explored the possibility that the Administration
was experiencing sharp differences of opinion on
the advisability of a joint halt to testing. Based
on Defense Department testimony before the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, andletters received by
Senator Brooke from various Administration officials,
Roberts reported that the main point of difference
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August 19: revolved around the question of "whether the Russians

(cont.) could carry out clandestine MIRV tests which would go

undetected by the United States."

Roberts cited the testimony of Dr. Foster, who revealed

that in the month following the invasion of Czechoslovakia

(an event which had postponed the impending talks), the

United States began its two-year testing program of

MIRV. At the time, no definite position on an immediate

cessation of MIRV testing at the outset of talks had

been formulated by the Johnson Administration. The

current state of United States MIRV development sets

the completion of testing at next May or June "with

first deployment following closely thereafter."

Foster also said that Soviet MIRVs were probably being

tested on their SS-9s, with beginning of deployment

expected "some time in the latter half of the next

year.

Thus, according to Robert's account, "In the view of

some,...a point of no return has been passed and the

arms race has reached a new stage both in terrifying

weaponry and multibillion dollar costs." And judging

from the current status of the testing program, and the

Defense Department's. objections to the proposed

moratorium (see Foster's testimony, August 5, above),

Roberts concluded that any delay in achieving a moratorium

would provide the limited amount of testing time needed

to warrant deployment.

However, another side of the argument was advanced by

members of the Administration, in letters to Senator

Brooke. Brooke had written to President Nixon and
other top officials reminding them that "it is very

important for those developing the administration

position in the SALT talks not to fall captive 
to a

sense of inevitability regarding the advance of

MIRV technology" by either the United States or the

Soviet Union.
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August 19:
(cont.)

August 20:

.+

Brooke's disclosure of excerpts of the replies of
Under Secretary of State Elliott Richardson (answering
for Secretary of State Rogers) and ACDA Director
Smith did not mention the objections raised by Dr.
Foster. Richardson referred to the issue as "funda-
mental...in the SALT talks"; Smith expressed the hope
that "a MIRV test ban will be a priority target in
the SALT negotiations." Neither failed to remind
Brooke, however, that the Administration's position
was still under consideration. Both officials
assured Brooke that the United States had not "fallen
captive to a sense of inevitability regarding the
advance of MIRV technology." And Roberts added
the assertion that "Other officials say that both
Richardson and Smith are prepared to risk what Foster
considers unriskable--that is, the possibility that
the Soviets would be able to cheat on a ban."

President Nixon's reply to Brooke reiterated his press
conference remarks of June 19, that the possibility of
a moratorium was being considered. Special Assistant
Kissinger remained noncommittal, although he too
denied that the United States had become irrevocably
committed to the inevitability of.MIRV. Yet Roberts
reported that Kissinger is "known to have been dis-
turbed by the failure of the intelligence community
to agree on how big a risk there may be of Soviet
cheating on any form of MIRV test ban."

Secretary of State Rogers remarked in a press conference
that the Administration was "somewhat surprised" that it
had not received a response to the United States bid for
the initiation of SALT talks. Rogers explained the delay
by his own "speculation" that the Soviet Union was
directing its attention to its problems with Communist
China. He also conceded that "there may be slight dif-
ferences of opinion" within the administration concerning
the joint MIRV test moratorium prior to the opening of
the discussions; however, he added the opinion that
these differences were not very serious in the admini-
stration." Rogers said that President Nixon would "have
to decide" on the matter when the talks begin. He
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referred to the Brooke resolution as "helpful,"
promising that "We will give it full consideration."
With regard to the anniversary of the invasion of
Czechoslovakia, he called it "a grim reminder of the
difficulty we face in entering an era of negotiation
with the Soviet Union."

The Foreign Affairs Commissions of both chambers of
the Supreme Soviet issued reports which approved
ratification of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
Approval by the entire Supreme Soviet, which was to
meet in the fall, was required prior to ratification.
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko commented on the
importance of Article VI of the treaty, with regard
to the obligations of the signatories to negotiate
measures to stop the arms race. Pravda reported
that Gromyko had said "The Soviet Government regards
this provision of the treaty with all seriousness.
It has more than once expressed readiness to hold
such negotiations with a view to finding mutually
acceptable solutions to this major problem."

Director of Defense Research and Engineering Foster
replied to the letter which had also been sent to
Secretary of State Rogers, ACDA Director Smith,
President Nixon, and his Special Assistant, Kissinger,
(see August 19, above). He introduced his
letter with the thought that "there is no intrinsic
objection on the part of the Department of Defense to
a joint MIRV test moratorium," but added "provided
that appropriate collateral provisions are also
implemented." With regard to these "appropriate
collateral measures," he did not fail to mention the
points raised by his testimony of August 5 before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee: (1) the relation
of the U.S. MIRV program to the Soviet ABM; (2) the
apparent purpose of the Soviet MIRV, as a potential
first strike weapon, as opposed to U.S. intentions
in developing MIRV; and, (3) the question of adequate
verification of a mutual test moratorium. He
reiterated that the Defense Department had no intrinsic
objections to Brooke's proposal, but stressed that "the
matter must be approached with the above thoughts in
mind." And, in conclusion, he assured Brooke that
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"we are doing so in our preparation for the proposed
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks." The complete
text of the letter was released on September 15.

Following the opening of the U.N. General Assembly
on September 16, Secretary of State Rogers and Soviet
Foreign Minister Gromyko met in New York for more than
three hours to discuss several issues which were of
interest to both powers. ACDA Director Smith attended
the meeting, along with several other U.S. and Soviet
officials. While a Soviet response to the U.S. offer
for SALT was not forthcoming at the meeting, Gromyko
assured reporters afterward that "the time will come
for an answer." Later, State Department spokesman
Robert J. McCloskey revealed that Gromyko had told
Rogers to expect a Soviet reply "soon," on the time
and place for "preliminary talks." Press reports added
disclosures from "Soviet sources" in the U.S. that the
Soviet Union would seek a meeting in Helsinki by mid-
October; State Department officials had indicated that
the U.S. position on a meeting site was not inflexible.
A second dinner meeting between the two officials was
scheduled for September 26.


