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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Walter R. Mansfleld, of
New York, to be a U.S. circuit judge,
second circuit.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of William Hughes Mulligan,
of New York, to be a U.S. circuit judge,
second circuit.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read sundry nominations in the
U.S. district courts.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the nominations
be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Jack T. Stuart, of Missis-
sippi, to be a U.S. marshal for the south-
ern district of Mississippi for the term of
4 years.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore., With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

U.S. MINT

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Jack Herbert Keller, of
Pennsylvania, to be Assayer of the Mint
of the United States at Philadelphia, Pa.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am glad

' to see the confirmation, as Assayer of the
Mint of the United States at Philadelphia
of Jack Herbert Keller, of Pennsylvania.
He is a man for whom we have the high-
est regard. This honor which comes to
him now is well deserved and I am very
much pleased that he has been so
appointed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confirma-
tion of these nominations. -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is s0 ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the standing order, the distinguished
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majority leader is now recognized. Does take this course of actior. und I hope it
he wish to speak? will not be necessary. I o want the
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I Senate to know, however that I will not
have no remarks at this time. stand by while the subw: v is allowed to
Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield back Wither from failure of th» @edera]l Gov-
the remainder of my time, ernment to honor its obl.zetion.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE OF A NOM-
INATION

Mr. BYRD of West Vir;:iria. Mr. Pres-
ident, at the request of tte distinguished

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine Senator from New Jerey (Mr. WiL-
morning business, not to exceed 30 min- LIAMS), I ask unanimous consent that the
utes, with statements therein limited to Committee on Finance be discharged
3 minutes. from the further consiceration of the

_ nomination of Merlin K DuVal, Jr., of

_ ﬁrizlc?}l]a,Eto be Assistan: Secretary of
ealth, Education, and “Welfare, which
METRO SYSTEM was referred to that committee on May

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the sup- 13, 1971, and that the ncmination be
blemental appropriation bill passed last referred to the Committe> on Labor and
night by the Senate contains the District Public Welfare for apprpriate consid-
of Columbia contribution of $34 milllon eration and action.
for construction of the area's metro sys- The PRESIDING O 7FICER
tem. Although the House did not include BgynTsEN) .
these funds in its version of the bill, Tam ordered.
hopeful that the House conferees will ac-
cept the Senate provision.

Mr. President, a great deal depends
upon prompt release of this money. The
Metro system is already experiencing dif- ident, I suggest the absen:e of a quorum.
ficulties in the bond market where in- The PRESIDING OFFIFR. The clerk
vesters quite properly insist upon some Will call the roil,
assurance that the subway system will The second assistant 1gislative clerk
be built and will be built according to Dbroceeded to call the roll.
the original 98-mile plan. The continued Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ask
delay in releasing the District of Colum- Unanimous consent that the order for
bia’s contribution not only weakens the quorum call be rescineed. '
Metro’s position in the bond market, but The PRESIDING OFF CER. Without
it is unfair to the local jurisdictions of objection, it is so ordered,

Northern Virginia and Maryland which
have scrupulously lived up to their agree-
ment.

Mr. President, I am not unsympathetic
to the desire of certain House Members
to see progress in the construction of &tor from New York (Mr Javirs) be
new highways in the Washington ares, 8&ranted official leave of tl.e Senate from
These highways will be necessary to help duty to the close of business Thursday,
carry the predicted traffic increase of May 27, 1971,
the next decade Only a balanced trans- The PRESIDING OFF.CZR. Without
portation system that includes both sub- ©Oblection, it is so ordered
way and adequate highways will meet
the area’s needs. In this connection, it
should be noted that the subway system
was designed with the highways in mind
and unless that construction is under-
taken, the subway system would be in-
adequate from its first day of operation. Will call the roll.-

Nevertheless, just as we cannot afford The second assistant legislative clerk
to emphasize the subway to the neglect Droceeded to call the roll
of highways, we cannot insist upon high- Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. }'resident, I ask
ways at the cost of leopardizing the sub- unanimous consent that the order for
:/ay SYStt?an'zf In shgrt. we need balanced the quorum call be rescind»d.
ranspor on and we may need legis- o) 3
lation which will assure that ba.la.ngced The PRESiISDSf,N O‘idi’f;f,"“*‘l" Without
transportation will become availahle, '

objection,
For that reason, should the confer-Jd .
ence commitiee not approve the District BREAKTHROUGH IN STRATEGIC
ARMS LIMITATIO! TALKS

of Columbia money in this supplemental,
Iintend to propose as a rider to either the Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr President, I
ﬂs.,ca,l year 1972 appropriation bill for the rise to commend Presider t Nixon for a
District of Columbia or the District of truly significant breaktlrough in our
Qoﬂumbia revenue bill. an amendment to strategic arms limitation .a'ks. The an-
tie highways and subway funds together. nouncement at 12 noon today may well
Under this amendment, money would be go down in history as the first real
provided for both developments or there .breakthrough in the arma nent race and -
would be no money for either. the first real breakthrougi: in our situa-
Mr. President, I would prefer not to tion in the cold war since World War II,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

(Mr.
Without objection, it is so

QUORUM CALI,
Mr. BYRD of West Virt iria. Mr. Pres-

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that i he senior Sen-

QUORUM CALL

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. Presicient, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFI: 'ER. The clerk
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on an amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) to title V
of the pending amendment by the Semator
from Pennsyivania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), Wwith
the time for debate on that amendment be-
ginning after the foregoing vote, to be equally
divided and controlled by the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HaTrrerp) and the Senator from
Mississippt (Mr. STENNIS); .

Provided further, That a vote be taken
not later than 7 p.m. on Wednesday, May 26,
1971, on an amendment to be offered by the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK) to
title V of the pending amendment by the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER),
with the time for debate, beginning after
the vote on the amendment offered by the
Senator from OQOregon (Mr. HATFIELD), to be
equally divided and controlled by the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. DomInick) and the
Senator from Mississippt (Mr. STENNIS);

Provided further, That a vote be taken at
4 o'clock pm. on Tuesday, June 1, on title
V of the amendment offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), 88
amended, if amended, with the time for
debate, beginning after the vote on the
amendment by the Senator form Colorado
(Mr. DOMINICK), to be equally divided and
centrolled bv the Senator from Penvsylvania
(Mr. Scrwerker) and the Senator from
Mississippl (Mr. STENNIS).

Mr. GRAVEL. I object.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the
Senator withhold his objection?

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator with-
hold his objection and give us an oppor-
tunity to make comment?

Mr. GRAVEL, I reserve the right to
object.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished assistant majority leader
yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we are
faced with the fact that we have only a
certain number of weeks in the year in
which to get the country’s business done
before we go out to the people to apolo-
gize for it. If we are going to spend 6, 7,
8, or 10 weeks on each hill we will be
here until Christmas, with a lot of un-
finished business. We will be confronted
with the same sorry, shabby mess we had
at the end of the last session, which was
a disgrace, in my opinion, in the way it
was shuffled about, without adequate or
constructive treatment in many cases,
and I am not speaking critically of any
individual, but Congress did not give a
good accounting of itself.

flere we are doing our best to work out
some sort of satisfactory agreement with
Senators who have every right to be
assured oi adequate time on the con-
sideration of each of their amendments.
Various suggestions have been made and
these suggestions would carry us so far
into June there would hardly be time
for the conferees to gather or for action
to be taken and, thereby, we would be
confronted with the situation that the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services has pointed out, which would be
extremely unfortunate for the continued
operation of the military services.

So the distinguished assistant majority
leader, the chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services, and myself, with the
approval of the distinguished majority
leader, have proposed a unanimous-
consent request. If that is not satisfac-
tory, and the one-suggested by some of
the Senators does not seem to us to be

one which we could live with, spesking
from the point of view of the party lead-
ership, we do not feel we ¢an indefinitely
be a party to such delays in the Senate’s
business, as would bring the country
down. around our ears agair..

Therefore, we are heading toward a
situation, I regret to say, where we will
have to present a cloture motion on the
entire bill and all amendments there-
to, and amendments to amendments, and
see whether or not the Senate wants to
get on with the business or whether the
Senate is going to be confronted by con-
tinued and interminable delays. Again,
I have no criticism of those Senators who
agree to 3, 4, or even & hours on
amendments. We are willing to accom-
modate ourselves to that end, but we
cannot accommodate ourselves to the
paralysis of the Senate's business. When
it comes to that point, we are going to
put the burden on the Senate. We are
going to say to Senators, “We have done
our best but we are going to be forced be-
fore very long to circulate a cloture mo-
tion and, if that fails, another and an-
other and another, so that the country
will know which Senators want to end
the debate and which do not.”

It is an unfortunate situation. I hate
to say it. I think the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices would not normally favor cloture.
I think he believes, as I do, in free and
extended debate, but I am bound to make
the statement, because I cannot meet my
duties as leader on one side of the aisle
unless I say it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator from Alaska
has the floor.

Mr. GRAVEL. I am happy to yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as our
leaders have said here, we are faced with
a situation where there must be action.

The power to induct under the Selec-
tive Service Act expires on June 30. Be-
ginning with that date and counting
back on the calendar I estimate that we
must pass this bill not later than June
15, if we are to have adequate considera-
tion, a conference, preparation of rec-
ords, and the bill brought back here for
final approval of the conference report,
and then sent to the White House.

This subject matter is important, but
it has been under consideration and de-
bate off and on in this Chamber, in our
committee, and elsewhere, since about
June of last year when the major amend-
ment was passed. We had most thorough
and-searching hearings. We have a com-
plete report. There is unusual Interest.
In these amendments there is a question
about sending draftees to Indochina,; an-
other question deals with withdrawal
from Indochina by a certain date; an-
other matter is the length and extension
of the draft; and another question is the
question of manpower levels, Those mat-
ters cannot be taken lightly.

As the leader has said there is no blood
in my veins that wants to run in here and
holler that a cloture motior: will have to
be applied for and voted. I have never
voted for cloture. I have always made
strong reservations in my mind and ex-
pressed them many times that if there
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ever arose a sltuation where national se-
curity was involved I would be ready to
make full acceptance.

There is no doubt in my mind that
Yo carry on our military services, opera-
tions that are directly for the protection
of our shorelines and our people—leaving
out the war in Vietham and troops in
Rurope, but only speaking of the opera-
tion of our missile bases, our carriers at
sea, our polaris submarines, our ground
missile groups, and many others—the
record shows it is absolutely necessary
under present conditions to have the in-
ducement of the Seclective Service Act.
I feel I know what would happen iIf we
did not have a continuation for a while;
and I am willing to go all out, to a rea-
sonable extent, to get it.

I appeal to the membership of this
body. Let us join hands and settle cur
differenices of opinfon about the provi-
stons of this bill in the right way, by

-argument, and then by vote, and put to-

gether whatever bill the majority of this
body thinks we should.

May I just speak further now, I think
in considering this bill, there are many
amendrments, and there is some choice
about which ones will come up first. I do
not control that, but we are going to
spend the time here. However, I want to
feel free, not to call up any amendment,
but to debate it and discuss it after noti-
1ying the author that I want to discuss
it. I want to get it in the REcORD, and
before the press, and before the public,
and I want to feel free to call up a Sen-
_ator’s amendment if necessary, and get
it to be the pending business if possible,
and start the debate on it if necessary.
I do not want to do that, but something
has to be done to get this bill passed.

I hope all Senators can agree now to
some reasonable voting pattern. I will
accommodate myself to almost anything.
The leaders say they can accommodate
themselves to the problem, but we will
have to move the bill along. I put it up
to our leaders in conference, and I put it
to them now, and I know they are going
to discharge it, but it falls on them as
our chosen leaders to move this bill along
as fast as they can, of course, in con-
formity with the rules and procedures of
the Senate. I think a delay cannot be
tolerated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Virginia?

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I
object———
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.

President, I believe I have the floor. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has the floor.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I would
like to make a few comments in answer to
my distinguished colleague from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I yield tc the Senator from
Alaska with the understanding that I
retain my right to the floor.

Mr. (GRAVEL. Mr. President, with
respect to the comments of both distin-
guished Senators—and let me say for
myself, I know the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ScHWEIKER) and possibly
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES)
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times, there has seemed to be a tendency for
some of the courts to undertake general
oversight over the whole government, to sec-
ond guess officers of the executive branch in
matters which would clearly seem to be of the
sort which are properly allocated to the
executive branch for decision.

Of course, executive officers should be kept
within their proper limits, They are surely
subject to the law and should be held to it.
But executive officers have great responsibili~
ties, particularly in these sometimes some-
what trying times. There is Inevitably an ebb
and flow in allocating the powers In this
area. If there 1s something of an ebb in the
assertion of judiclal power at the present
time, 1t-is not clear to me that that Is in-
consistent with the course of history, and
with the. genlus of our tri-partite govern-
mental system. -

But it is the leglslative branch on which
our interest focusses this evening. All federal
lepislative power is in the hands of 535 men
in Washington, and we are gathered this
evening to attest our friendship and respect
for one of them. The task of Congress, and
of Congressional leadership, is an awesome
one. As I have sat on varlous boards and
committees from time to time, I have often
pondered about the process by which group
decisions are made. It is hard enough to come

. to a conclusion in a group of five or eight or
twelve. Think how difficult it is when there
are 435 members in the House of Representa~
tives—and they cannot function unless they
can get the concurrence of a majority of the
Senate, with 100 members, representing
rather different interests. The wonder is, T
suppose, that any legislative progress is made,
And sometimes it is discouragingly slow.
There aré many problems in the organization

© of Congress, in its committee structure, in its
time consuming procedures, and its failure
to find a way to let the majority speak. Yet
Congress is a deliberative body, and it 1s wise
to see that there 1s ordinarily appropriate

' deliberation on the important matters that
come before 1t.

Too many people forget too often that gov-
ernment is inevitably the resultant of many
competing forces. On the legislative side,
these are focused through Congress. On most
questions, effective government can only be
achieved through compromise. In a demo-
cratic government, many decislons are made
with which many persons disagee, some-
times deeply. As we were long ago told,
“Politics 1s the art of the possible.” Or, as
Winston Churchill wrote about his ancestor,
the Duke of Marlborough, “The best ob-
tainable was neatly always good enough for
him.” Very few people can be successful in
politics if théy are doctrinaire. Perhaps
Charles Sumuner, who represented this Com-
monwealth in the Senate a century and more
ago, 18 an exception, but he served during
an unusual period, and his recent blographer
makes it seem unlikely that it would be wise
for anyone to try to emulate him, One is
reminded of the definition of a fanatic—he
is doing what Goc would do if He only under-
stood the facts.

If compromise is the essence of govern-
ment, particularly on the legislative side,
the caliber and the character of the people
in Congress becomes of first importance.
There 18, of course, partisanship in Congress,
and that is as 1t should be, for that is part of
the process of reaching the consensus which
Congress 13 expected to formulate, But most
of the problems that confront the country
are not partisan problems. They are real
problems, directly affecting masses of human
beings. There will always be differences of
opinion about how to resolve these problems.
But there should be few differences about
the ultimate objective, which is a better,
freer, cleaner country, in which every citizen
has an opportunity to meke his own way,
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freed at least from poverty and diserimina-
tion. In large measure our task 1s to establish
national priorities, for we cannot all at once
do all of the things that ought to be done.

On such questions we need men who can
provide constructive leadership, men who
can make moral end humene judgments. I
know of no one who is better gualified to
make such judgments than Father Drinan.
It was 8 century and a half ago that Goethe
sald: “We hear many complaints about the
growing immorality of our times, but I see
no reason why anybody who wants to be
moral should not be s0 all the more, and
with all the more credit.” I may not always
agree with Father Drinan, but I will never
doubt that in his heéart he is on the right
side. We can ask no more, of & man, or of a
legislator.

Perhaps there is a time for me to do a
little lobbying. I hope that Father Drinan
will Iook with favor on President Nixon’s
welfare proposals, which are measures, I
think, whose time has come. And then there
Is revenue sharing. Perhaps the President’s
proposals can be improved. No one asks a
legislator to be a rubber stamp. But the
basic scheme is one with great possibilities.
Too long the states and the federal govern-
ment have been fighting each other; this
proposal will help them to work together.
Finally, since Father Drinan is a member
of the House Committee on Internal Secii-
rity, I would ask him to do what he can to
advance the bill which would repeal the
provision of the McCarron Act, passed twenty
years ago over President Truman’s veto,
which sets up detention camps in this coun-
try. This law has always been an embarrass-
ment to the executive branch, as well as an
affront to our cltizens. The present adminis-
tration has sought its repeal, and I charge
Father Drinan, who is at least closer to the
seat of power on such matters than any of
the rest of us are, to bring it about.

There iIs much impatience in the land.
Some of this 1s understandable. It is only
human to want what you want and to want
it now., To a considerable extent, the im-
patience is good, for it is a source of motive
power, and that is always needed in a democ=
racy. But the results in government are not
produced by impatience. They are produced
by people. Some of the problems are extraor-
dinarily difficult. In the long run, however,
they will be resolved only by the thought
and effort of the people who work on. them,
and eventually by the votes of our repre-
sentatives in Congress.

In a sense, I am sorrv to see Father Drinan
leave the law school world. He was an im-
portant figure there, not only for his teach-
ing and scholarship and energy and enthu-
siasm, but because of his example, and his
stimulation to his students to make them-~
selves count. But in a larger sense, I am
glad that he has gone to Congress. It is not
that he ig the first Catholic priést in Con-
gress, though I welcome that., for it means
the breaking down of a barrler which has
divided us. It is not just that he 1s a law
school dean who has made good in the larger
world, though I welcome that, for I have long
belleved that American law schools should
not be ivory towers. It is not just that he
is ‘a scholar in politics. We have room for
that, and his scholarship will help. It is
rather because of the kind of man he Is,
quite apart from his cloth. By this, I do not
impugn the countless other members of Con-
gress who are honest, upright, moral and
humane. But to me, there is something very
refreshing that Pather Drinan 1s a member
of our American Congress. I know that you
join with me in tribute and respect to him,
and in that deep warmth which comes when
one salutes a friend.

May God be with you, Father Bob.

Lay 19, Iow.
“ 4 'w-‘m
HON. MICHAEL J. 4ARRINGTON

OF MASSACHTY SEITS
IN THE HOUSE OF REI R+SENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 1¢. 1971

Mr. HARRINGTON., Mr. Speaker, the
United States Is today 'nzaged in Stra-
tegic Arms Limitation 7'alks with the
Soviet Union, aimed at deescalating the
arms race. At least thic i our public in-
tent; our private intere<t is less dis-
certible,

There is a growing realwzation that we
are rapldly developing w-apons systems
while erstwhile espous n:x the cause of
limitation. While preaci ir:g disarmament
we are stoking our own ‘iies.

Perhaps one of the f nest attempts at
analyzing this situation has been done
by Samuel Orr in a tvo-part series for
the National Journal. F e focuses on how
poliey is developed for 7.3, participation
in the SALT talks as we | 1s covering the
issues involved and rezction to the ad-
ministration’s handling ¢t the negotia-
tions.

It is one of the most k-:0wledgeable and
in-depth accounts of tl.e SALT talks to
date and I recommend it t¢ my colleagues.

ParT 1

DEFENSE REPORT/NATIONAI S:CURITY COUNCIL
NETWORK GIVES WHITE [c USE TIGHT REIN
OVER SALT STRATEGY

(By Samuel ( orr)

The United States is tuc i 1g more systems
into its nuclear weapons beit, while calmly
talking with the Soviet U1 ica about halting,
or at least easing, the bur &1 some arms race.

This arm-wksle-you-ta Kk policy is the
handiwork of an elaborate ajparatus created
by the Nixon Administrat o1 to control U.S.
participation in the Strat:zc Arms Limita-
tlon Talks with the Soviet Union.

The intermittent talks, 1 ov/ in their fourth
round at Vienna, began 16 months ago.

Controversy: The U.S. 1 ol:cy-making ma-
chinery for SALT is oile¢ #nd operated by
the White House through tie National Se-
curity Council. The full tine engineer is
Henry A, Kissinger, assista::t to the President
for natlonal security affe rc and NSC staff
director,

Under the guidance of tt = . omplex NSC in-
terdepartmental system, : iriost all aspects
of the U.8. strategic weap« 1+ program would
receive substantial increas :s under the pro-
posed $76-billion defense b:dget for fscal
1972,

Some arms-control supp -riers say that the
Nixon-Kissinger policy jeoj wriizes chances of
any meaningful agreemer . at SALT. They
fear that continued arms escalation will
generate countermeasures vy the Soviets at
a time when the two s.perpowers are
roughly balanced In determ et t strength, and
thus are in & good positic 1 o negotiate an
arms limitation pact.

But Administration spol ¢ nen defend the
strategy as essentlal to :e'p pressure on
the Soviets In the negotia ir ns.

The United States, they s: y, is in danger
of losing its superiority weaponry and
technology within a few rs, and cannot
unilaterally surrender an A 1ty bargain-
ing chips at SALT.

Administration officials a'so defend the
NSC-dominated policy-meki g mechanism.
They argue that it gives cc is dergtion to the
viewpoints of all interested agencies—from
the glant Pentagon to th: 1.ny Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Age .-

RN
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change for the good. We are all Americans, We
all believe deeply in freedom of religion, as
well as many other things. Surely it is meet
that we should work together.

Bui there are other reasons for my being
a bit surprised that.I am here tonight. You
know, when Father Drinan came to be Dean
« f the Boston College Law School, I resented
it s little bit. This was because I had come
to have such high regard for Father Kennealy
that I hated to see him give up his leadership
of this fine law school. I still have that high
regard for Father Kennealy; but I have found
that there is room for high regard for Father
Drinan, %oo. In the course of my years in
Cambridge, I had many contacts with him, in
many fields—in relations between our two
law schools, which were, I think, good, in re-
lations with the American Bar Asscciation,
and with the United States Commission on
Civil Rights. I soon found that Father Drinan
was an activist, and a working activist. When
there was work to be done, he was doling it.
He was one of the principal founders of the
Section of Family Law of the American Bar
Association. He was Chairman of the Massa-
chusetts State Advisory Committee to the
Civil Rights Commission. And now he is a
Congressman.

(Years ago, thinking I knew him fairly well,
I tried to write to him as “Dear Bob”. But my
good Secretary always made it “Dear Father
Bob.”" Of course, I did not mean any disre-
spect, quite the contrary. But he will be
Father Bob tonight.)

For further reasons for surprise at my being
nere, I will observe that he is a Democratic
Congressman, and I am a Republican, serving
in a Republican administration. I may add,
too, that Father Bob defeated a Harvard Law
School graduate in becoming a Congressman.
But despite all these differences—perhaps
because of them——I am glad to be here to-
night. In less time than it usually takes for
an outsider to be accepted here, Father Bob
has made himself a citizen of this commu-
nity, and I am happy to join with you in pay-
ing great respect to him, and to his fruitful,
and for a churchman, unusual career in the
law.

With these preliminaries, I will turn to the
theme of my talk tonight, which is that the
greatest achievement of mankind on earth is
effective self-government—greater than nu-
clear physics, or putting a man on the moon,
greater than art or music or literature,
though one of the fruits of effective seli-
government is that they may flourish. I do
not overlook religion, but for many it has an
outside source. For government, though, we
are on our own,

Of course, fully effective self-government
13 mnever accomplished. There are always
problems. We are always striving. We do a
good deal if we keep the ship afloat and
generally moving ahead. Those of us who
have grown up with our system sometimes
take it for granted, and do not recognize
now inherently complicated it is. We are
a country of more than two hundred mil-
lion people, a number which has consider-
ably more than doubled in my lifetime. We
are a people of widely divergent backgrounds
and interests, inevitably divided into inter-
est groups, factions and sects. We are geo~
graphizally divided into fifty states, some
relativtly small and simple, some huge. New
York aad California, for example, have more
people han nearly all of the members of

the United Nations.

We art a country of paradoxes. We have,

[ believe,more freedom than any country in
nistory, y&t many of us are more concerned
about our freedom than at any time in the
past. We lave great national wealth, widely
spread, ye\ we also have great poverty in
this county. ‘fhe figures show that the
average pel capita income is higher now
than a5 any previous time in history; and
the number 'iving in poverty is proportion-
ately lower than anhy time before. Yet we
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are, I think, more concerned than ever
before.

We have a beautiful country, filled with
natural rvesources, which, in the past, we
have squandered. We have an economy
which is based on growth. Indeed, this has
been a kind of religion of the economists.
Some years ago, when I was on a Committee
at the Brookings Institution, I asked in the
course nf our discussions: “What is so good
about growth?” The shock that resulted was
clearly discernible. It was equally clear that
I made no converts. Yet most of our prob-
lems are the consequence of growth, of the
rapid increase in our population, and the
escalation of consumer demands. For years
we have totted up the Gross National Prod-
uet, with evident satisfaction, and without
taking into account any of the negative fac-
tors involved, such as the costs which should
have been incurred to control pollution. We
have treated the air and the water and the
soil and the beauty around us as inexhaust-
ible. Now we know they are not. Fortunately,
through our great governmental machine,
we are beginning to do something about it.

But how do we go about doing something
about this, or any other large scale problem?
There is little, if anything, which is mono-
Jithic about our governmental structure.
In the first place, we are divided into fifty
states, and literally thousands of counties
and cities and political subdivisions in those
states. And this is good. There are things we
do in Massachusetts which do not concern
the people of Texas or California—and vice
versa. Even in the states and subdivisions,
we usually achieve results through repre-
sentatives. The essence of our government
state and federal, is representing democracy.
Thus the individual citizen is rather remote
from decision making, though we should not.
forget that this is inevitable in a country
as large as ours. The citizen hes his oppor~
tunity to vote; and there are various ways in
which h=2 can make his voice heard. Whether
he can bring about-any change in results
however. depends on how many other citi-
zens feel as he does. For we do believe, on
most things, ih majority rule. The thought-
ful citizen understands this, and does not
become frustrated when government does
not go his way. Instead he works harder to
find ways to bring abcut the result he
wants—-or accepts the meajority’s decision if
he finds little likelihood that a change can be
achieved.

We have a federal governmen:, too, as wel!
as state and local governments. And therc
are many difficult lines to draw between
state and federal powers. GGenerally speaking,
for example, the responsibility for the control
of crime is with the states. Burglary and rob-
bery, assault and battery, murder and man-
slaughter—including death on the high-
ways—are state matters, with which our
state authorities are struggling valiantly.
But if you rob a post office, that is a federal
crime, since the Constitution allocates post
offices to the federal government. And if you
rob a national bank or most state banks, that
is a federal crime, too, since most banks are
insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance

‘Corporation, an organization which Congress

has established in the exercise of its power
to regulate interstate commerce, and to regu-
late the value of money.

Receritly I had a case before the Supreme
Court which involved the question whether
“loan sharking” could he made a federal
crime, without any proof that there was any
effect c¢n interstate commerce :n the par-
ticular case. The case was a sad one. A young
man had worked in a butcher shop for texn
years. He decided to set up his own shop,
and got off to a good ssart. He wanted to
expand. He needed $2,000 to increase his in-
ventory, and to put in shelves and counters.
His credit standing would not enable him
to get a loan from the bank, and the Small
Business Administration said it was inter-
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ested but that 1t would take six fo eight
weeles to -process his application. At that
point a friend said that he could get the
money frora Louey at the corner beer hall. So
he went to see Louey, who sald he would have
to see his people, and shortly returned with
the money. To make a long story short, after
a few months, he had paid back $3.,000 on
the $2,000 loan and still owed $5,000, Threats
were made to his wife and to him. He sold
out his establishment at a heavy loss—and
told the police. The defendant, who had
made the loan to him, was prosecuted under
the Consumer Credit Act of 1968—a section
of the Truth in Lending Law, passed by
Congress. In writing the statute, Congreas
hacl tied its action to its power to regulate
comimerce by including extensive recitals
about the relation of loan sharking to or-
ganized crime, and the deleterious effect of
organized crime on interstate commerce.

The defendant claimed that his crime was
merely local, and that there was no federal
power to make it subject to prosecution in
the federal courts. He lost, and there was
thus established a new area for the applica~
tion of a basic federal power.

I have mentioned this case not only be-
cause it involves the division between state
and federal power in our governmental sys-
tem, but also because it illustrates another
device we have used in an effort to make our
governmert workable and fair. This is the
separation of powers. More than any other
governmental system, I think, we have al-
located powers to the three branches of the
governmert, and have maintained a rather
firm separation between them. Indeed, in
many respects the success of our system de-
pends upon the exteni that each branch of
our government (a) meets the responsibili-
ties assigned to it, and (b) refrains from
undertaking to exercise responsibilities
properly allocated elsewhere.

What hes been called “the least dangerous
branch” is the judieciary. The responsibili-
ties of the judiclary are very great, and we
properly pay it great respect. We look to the
judges to see that tlials are fair, and that
constitutional guarantees and legislatively
established procedures are maintained. But
the highest courts of the states, and partic-
ularly the United States Supreme Court, have
the further and high responsibility of draw-
ing the ultimate constitutional lines, such
as that involved in my loan sharking case.
There we had an example of all three
branches in operation. Congress made the
law, exercising a considered judgment of the
representatives of the people that the exer-
cise of federal power in this area is desirable
and necessary. This was peculiarly a legis-
lative master, a complex and difficult one,
hammerecd out in the committees and on
the floor of Congress.

‘The law having been made by Congress,
it became the duty of the executive branch
to seek to enforce it. Under the Constitution,
the President has the duty “to take Care
that the Laws be faithfilly executed.,” When
complaint was made to the police in New
Ycrk, the executive branch, through the De-
partment of Justice, moved into operation
and startedra prosecusion, in the federal
court, since Congress had expressly author-
ized that action. It then became the respon-
sibility of the courts, ultimately the Supreme
Court, to decide whether, under the Con-
stitution, Congress had power to make such
conduct a federal crime,

For our government to work effectively, all
three branches must play their role. In many
periods of our history, the judicial branch
has been rather passive, acting only in nar-
rowly circumscribed ways on the cases that
come before it. At other times, as in the
recent past, the judicial branch has seemed
to be more activist, reaching out for new
areas in which to operate, sometimes extend-
ing old precedents beyond what they were
commonly understood to stand for. Some-
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we have to participate in this matter
which so affects the lives and fortunes of
all citizens.

This period of extension will also en-
able the Congress to have the benefit of
1 year’s experience with those innova-
tions. contained in the bill that are de-
signed to bring about an all-volunteer
force before we are obliged again next
year to decide whether the draft should
be continued.

The most important of these innova-
tions is reflected in the second amend-
ment which I am cosponsoring. This
amendment will substitute the amount
of the $2.7 billion pay increase as passed
by the House for the approximately $1
billion recommended by the adminis-
tration.

As one who first called public attention
to the spectacle of milibary families on
welfare, I can do no less. For 13 years,
from 1952 through 1964, the basic pay of
enlisted men with less than 2 years serv-
ice remained unchanged, and since 1966
personnel in this category have only re-
ceived across-the-board increases which
served to maintain their position of rela-
tive penury. Under the terms of the
amendment which I am supporting, 86
percent of the increase authorized will
go to enlisted men and junior officers
with less than 2 years service, thus lift-
ing virtually all in this category from
below the poverty level of income.

If enacted, this pay increase, which
will be close to the amount recommended
by the Gates Commission as necessary
to man a volunteer force, should also be-
gin to test the assumption theat increased
compensation cah in fact attract suffi-
cient volunteers to man our Armed
Forces.

It goes without saying that if the draft
is to be retained, it must be made more
equitable. A number of other amend-
ments for this purpose. will be offered,
and I, of course, will support those which
advance this purpose.

QUORUM CALL

Mr, SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Buckirey). The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The RESIDING OFFICER. Without
s0 ordered.

HE SALT TALKS—PRESIDENT
NIXON'S STATEMENT ON RADIO
- AND TELEVISION TODAY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to-
day, at noon, the President of the United
States made a brief statement on na-
tionwide radio and television which is of
singular importance to the Nation and, I
think, to the world.

The President brought us a message of
good news as it relates to the strategic
arms limitation talks now being held
in Vienna.

The substance of the President’s state-
ment is as follows:

The Governments of the United States and
the Soviet Union, after reviewing the course
of their talks on the limitation of strategic
armaments, have agreed to concentrate this
year on working out an agreement for the
Iimitation of the deployment of antiballistic
missile systems (ABM’s). They have also
agreed that. together with concluding an
agreement to limit ABM’s, they will agree on
certain measures with respect to the limita-
tlon of offensive strategic weapons.

The two sides are taking this course in
the conviction that it will create more
favorable conditions for further negotiations
to limit all strategic arms. These negotig-
tions will be actively pursued.

Mr. President, this is part of the Presi-
lent’s statement. I ask unanimous consent
that the entire statement be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state- -
ment was ordered to be printed in the -

REcorp, as follows:
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT

Good afternoon, ladles and gentlemen.

As you know, the Soviet-American talks on
limiting nuclear arms have been deadlocked
for over a year. As a result of negotiations
involving the highest level of both govern-
ments, I am announcing today a sighificant
development in breaking the deadlock.

The statement that I shall now read is
being issued simultaneously in Moscow and
Washington; in Washington at 12:00 o’clock
and in Moscow at 7:00 p.m.

The Governments of the United States and
the Soviet Union, after reviewing the course
of their talks on the limitation of strategle
armaments, have agreed to concentrate this
year on working out an agreement for the
limitation of the deployment of antiballistic
missile systems (ABM's). They have also
agreed that. together with concluding an
agreement to limit ABM's, they will agree on
certain measures with respect to the limita-
tion of offensive strategic weapons.

The two sides are taking this course in
the conviction that it will create more favor-
able conditions for further negotiations to
1imit all strategic arms. These negotiations
will be actively pursued.

This agreement is & major step in breaking
the stalemate on nuclear arms talks. Inten-
slve negotiations, however, will be required
to translate this understanding into a con-
crete agreement.

This statement that I have just read
expresses the commitment of the Soviet and
American Govermmnents at the highest levels
to achieve that goal. If we succeed, this
joint statement that has been issued today
may well be remembered as the beginning
of & new era in which all nations will devote
more of their energies and thelr resources
not to the weapons of war, but to the works
of peace.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise
to commend this statement. The Pres-
ident’s announcement concerning the
SALT talks is encouraging. The under-
standing that we will proceed toward
working out an agreement on limita-
tion of the deployment of antiballistic
missiles represents a significant first
step in strategic nuclear arms control.
The further understanding to seek an
agreement on offensive weapons repre-
sents a major breakthrough in the SALT
talks. These developments, I would point
out, are in accord with the prineiples and
suggestions which I made in my Senate
speech on March 25.

The next step to slow down the arms
race would be an understanding to freeze
the deployment now of both offensive and
defensive missiles.

On March 25, I a5 imploring the ad-
ministration—the I resident and his rep-
resentative at Vier na—to show consid-
erable flexibility in tl.e talks on strategic
arms limitations.

I pointed out in tke March 25 speech
that the Soviet Uni: n had indicated a de-
sire or willingness ‘o discuss a limitation

- on defensive missil s At the time of the

March 25 speech, the administration’s
position was that tliere had to be an
agreement simulta 1eously on both of-
fensive and defensive nuclear missiles.

Mr. President, i: has been my view
that progress in th: strategic arms limi-
tation talks should p -oceed step by step.
I was of the mind, a:;: I am now, that to
try to arrive simull ir.eously at an agree-
ment on both off :nsive and defensive
weapons might bhe vary difficult, if not
impossible.

The President's arnouncement today
subscribes to the j rccedure, first of all,
of seeking an agree n:nt within this year
on defensive weap« ny. This agreement,
cof course, is cond-tinned upon the un-
derstanding that -“o'lowing the agree-
ment on defensive n:issiles there would
be work toward ar asreement on offen-
slve missiles.

This is exactly te position I pursued
in my argument o: March 25. I said at
that time that what 2ver agreement would
be arrived at or defensive missiles,
should be linked to future agreements on
offensive missiles.

The President’s -tutement today tells
us that the Soviet "Jrion and the United
States have agreec "o concentrate this
year on working cut an agreement for
the deployment of anti-ballistic-missile
systems. Then, as a second step, these
two countries have :lso agreed on the
necessity of conclu.iing an agreement to
limit offensive stra.e:ic weapons one to
follow the other.

Mr, President, I ¢ m so pleased that the
administration ha: shown this flexibil-
ity. I do believe thit matters of foreign
policy, and natioral seeurity, particu-
larly with respect o arms control must
be considered over ai.d beyond any par-
tisan questions. I believed that in my
votes of yesterday ¢n matters dealing
with our NATO forces¢. I believe that even
more strongly wit: reference to arms
control. The subje.t of arms control is
one of the most se icus ones facing this
Government and, [ think, one of the
most important ores facing mankind.

It is my considerd judgment that the
building of weapon 'y does not gain new
strength or new s.curity, because it is
matched by our ad ersary or, in this in-
stance, the Soviet Union. In other words,
there really is no wt v vo get ahead. There
is only a way, if wt so desire, to elevate
the level of danger by the arms race.

The other way is to lower the level of
danger and the co:t by a limitation on
arms, what we call arms control agree-
ments.

It should be ncied that the state-
ment of the Presicent does not repre-
sent in unilateral r«duction on our part.
It represents a negoatiation directed to-
wards a mutual fre:z: of deployment or
a mutual limitatiol on the deployment
of anti-ballistic missile systems. It re-
presents an under;tunding to seek a
mutual agreement » the limitation of
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quoted a Department of Defense official as
saying that post exchange and non-appropri-
ated fund jobs were filled by American de-
pendents if possible. This is a small minority
of the clvillan jobs in Europe with the U.B.
Fcrces. Most civillan jobs are appropriated-
jund jobs and most of these jobs are filled
by Europeans.

To help lower ranking enlisted men in the
17.8., there are many welfare services avail-
able. Federal Food Stamps and public assist~
ance are available in many states, Military
commissaries in the U.S. have been author-
1zed to accept Federal Food Stamps from
military families. In Europe there are com-
infssaries near almost all military units, yet
ihere is8 no way provided for familles to buy
food stamps in Europe. Even though U.S.
servicemen in Europe pay federal and state
taxes, they do not recelve the many helpful
services of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare or the services of the
state welfare agencies.

The points so far mentioned in this dis-
cussion place a great deal of emotional stress
upon the soldler, his family and his marriage.
Nearly all of the married, lower ranking en-
listed men are in the early years of their
marriage-—the adjustment period. The prob-
iems of the enlisted men mentioned in thie
paper are deterrents to the marriage adjust-
ment of the U.S. soldier in Europe. Prolonged
separations and financial difficulties in mar-
riage are recognized by mental health pro-
fessional as deterrents to & happy marriage
in the great majority of cases.

4. Conclusions:

a. There are many military families living
in poverty in Europe.

b. There are few jobs available in Europe
for soldiers and American dependents to sup-
plemeant family income.

¢. There has been an ever-widening gap
wetween the incomes of the lower ranking
servicemen and that of the officers and NCO's.

d. Officers and NCO’s receive many finan-
izl benefits that the lower ranking service-
men do not, recelve.

e. Welfare services for military families in
Europe are few and inadequate.

f. The effectiveness of U.8. forces in Europe
is being lowered by the soclal and emotional
problems caused by the poverty of many of
{ts members.

5. Recommendations:

a. A slzable pay increase for lower ranking
enlisted men to raise all military families
above the poverty level.

This is the heart of the amendment
that is before the Senate at this time.
This is, in fact, the Hughes-Schweiker
amendment. That is what it is designed
to do. That is what it does. It does what
the House has already had the courage
to do—add $1.7 billion to this bill for
pay. It is the essence of what the Gates
Commission and the former Secretary
of Defense from Pennsylvania recom-
mended in their study. This is what
everyone who has anything to do with
the problem is considering and recom-
mending. Yet, here we are, on the floor
of the Senate, battling for the right to
have decent pay for our enlisted men.

b. “Command sponsorship” for all married
servicemen to include these financial bene-
fits: dislocation allowance, travel pay for all
dependents, station allowance for high cost

housing areas, government shipment of
household goods.

All of this we do not give them:

¢. End of sending a soldler on two eon-
secutive overseas assignhments, unless re-
guested by the soldier.

Believe me, this is not the exception:
this is the rule. I have any number of

complaints coming into my office, as a
Senator and as a member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, about men
who have just gone through Vietnam
and have been shipped to Germany, with
no opportunity to see their families for
any extended period of time, unless they
pay the bill to take their families to Eu-
rope. How unfair can we get?

d. Unless all military famllies have their
incomes ralsed above the poverty level, Ped-
eral Food Stamps and other financial welfare
services should be provided to the military
families in Europe.

e. Make changes In civilian jobs with the
U.S. military in Europe so that all jobs pos-
sible will be given to American dependents
instead of Europeans.

This study is the personal work and opin-
ion of the undersigned and does not repre-
sent the views of the U.S. Army, Europe.

Most assuredly, it does not. It is signed
by Capt. Fletcher Hamilton, Medical
Service Corps, and Steven S. Simring,
major and psychiatrist with the Medical
Corps.

This brings me to one more point.
Since uncovering the memorandum I
brought out a few days ago and read
again today, whereby the commanding
general of the European exchange sys-
tem, General Phipps, had recommended
that only local nationals be considered
for these jobs, the Assistant Secretary of
the Army, Roger Kelley, has personally
taken over the investigation of this mat-
ter. He has assured me that they are go-
ing to rectify that particular memoran-
dum, that that memorandum will from
now on correspond to the alleged policy
that has been operating over there for
some time, of giving American nationals
some preference, Senators may rest as-
sured that I will follow up and make sure
that is done, because I think this is the
greatest injustice of all.

I have in my hand a copy of the latest
memorandum, which has gone out as a
result of my bringing these facts out in
committee just a few weeks ago. We hope
this will begin to straighten out the mess
and the terrible way in which we are
treating GI's. It is a memorandum that
has gone out to Germany and to Euro-
pean forces:

A. HQ EES Management Information Let-
ter N. 30, February 1871, as amended by EES
commanders Newsletter No. 37, April 1871.

1. This is a joint DA/DAF Message.

2. Department of Defense Policy an-
nounced 6 March 1961 requires that nonap-
propriated fund activitles in forelgn coun-
tries make maximum utilization of US de-
pendents aiready in country and enlisted
personnel employed during off-duty hours, in
lieu of local foreign nationals. This policy
remains in effect.

3. Referenced documents should be
amended and other pertinent commsand in-
structions reviewed to Insure continuing
compliance with policy cited in Para 1, above.

4. You should anticipate additional in-
structions on this subject in the near future,

While this, according to the books of
the Defense Department here, allegedly
has been the policy since March of 1961,
it obviously has not been. The policy has
been followed more in the breaking of it
than in the observance of it. Had it not
been for Captain Hamilton and his lead-
ership there, I doubt that we still would
know that the Commanding General of
Europe has sent out a policy totally con-

tradicting what the alleged policy of this
Government supposedly has been since
March of 1961. I do believe that Assistant
Secretary Kelley is going to see that this
mess is cleaned up. I commend him for
his eflorts.

I am sorry that it took all this trouble
to do what our GI's are entitled to do in
the first place. This, itself, tells us what
we are doing wrong in Europe--the fact
that we have to debate a situation such
as this and have to consider it—the fact
that I had to offer an smendment in
committee, which was accepted by the
chairman—and I commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services for accepting my amend-
ment.

My amendment reads:

At the end of the bill add a new section
as follows:

Sec. 15, Unless prohibited by treaty, no per-
scn shall be discriminated against by the
Departraent of Defense or by any officer or
employee thereof, in the employment of
civillan personnel at any facility or installa-
tion operated by the Departrnent of Defense
in any foreign country because such person
is a citlzen of the United States or is a de-
pendent of a member of the Armed Forces
of the United States. As used in this section,
the term facility or installation operated
by the Departrnent of Defense shall include
any officers’ club, non-commissioned club,
post exchange, or commissary store,

1 think it pretty well tells the story
to know that a U.S. Senator has to write
into a bill an. amendment that says we
will not discriminate agsinst our GI's
and our exchange bases with our pay
or with servicemen’s facilities. It is a
pretty sad day in American history when
a Senator has to present an amendment
like that.

I commend the chairman for his will~
ingness to tackle the problem and get it
straightened out. To me, this shows the
whole problermn of why we had seriously
to debate the NATO question, why we
wcnder about the cost of paying the bill
there, and why we are facing up to the
situation there. The debale was healthy
and long overdue. It is another aspect of
what has been happening.

It is our own GI's that are the guinea
pigs. It is our own GI’s who are, in fact,
being discriminated against. It is our
own GI's that a Senator has to write an
amendment to protect so that they will
not be discrimninated against.

That pretty well sums up the case why
we have to sfart to treat our GI's as citi-
zens of the United States and give them
the same kind of pay, the same kind of
consideration, the same kind of emolu-
ment, the same kind of service and re-
spect that all other people in our Ameri-
can society get today.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, today I have
joined in cosponsoring the Schweiker-
Hughes amendments to the draft bill
currently before the Senate.

The first of these amendments will
provide for a l-year extension of the
draft, rather than the 2-year term re-
quested by the administration and rec-
ommended by the Senate Armed Services
Committee.

A 1-year extension will require the
Congress to consider this issue next year
and to exercise the responsibility which
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Development of the U.S. SALT policy 18
cited by Administration officials as a model
of how the NSC system is supposed to work.

Because of the sensitive nature of the
SALT talks, which are secret, few of those
involved in the planning—past or present—
would speak on the record in National Jour-
nal interviews. But, several talked on a not-
for-attribution basis.

Stakes: A comprehensive arms-control
agreement, limiting both offensive and de-
fensive weapons, would sharply reduce pres-
sure for spending on several major strategic
weapons programs under development by the
Pentagon,

Defensive—But the limited proposals be-
ing discussed at SALT thus far would cur-
tail only the Safeguard antiballistic system
(ABM) among U.S. programs. The Admin-
istration has begun deployment of Safe-
guard, which has an estimated cost of $11.9
billion. '

The Unlited States has offered to halt de-
ployment of Safeguard, provided that any
SALT agreement covers both offensive weap-
ons and ABMs. The goal is a limit on the
Soviets’ powerful S8-9 missile, which can
carry up to 18 warheads.

In line with its stated desire to go slow
on ABM because of the negotiations, the
Administration requested only $1.3 billion—
a relatively small amount—rfor Safeguard in
the flscal 1972 budget.

Offensive—In the past year, the Adminis-
tration also began deploying two major mis-
sile systems, the sea-based Poseidon and
land-based Minuteman III, both having
the controversial qualitative improvement
known as MIRV (multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicle).

The military services and their allles In
Congress have resisted demands from arms-
control advocates that deployment of MIRV
warheads be stopped to avoid possible ad-
verse effects at SALT.

The Administration also has begun work
on two additional strategic systems, the B~1
bomber and ULMS, a submarine missile sys-
tem. First described as hedges against the
possible failure of SALT, the two systems are
now defended by the Pentagon simply as
replacements.

No SALT agreement has been considered
that would preclude deployment of B-1 or
ULMS. Both are now in the research-and-
development stage and would be enormously
expensive to procure in large numbers. The
B-1 bomber program has an estimated price
tag of $9.8 billion. The Pentagon has given
no firm estimate of ULMS’ ultimate cost.

Over-all scope—National Journal deter-
mined in January that nearly $68 billion
remains to be appropriated for 52 major
weapons systems, strategic and tactical, In
various phases of development. About 100
other systems, also being planned, could add
billions in development and procurement
costs. (For cost flgures on the 52 systems, see
No. 4, p. 170.) )

NSC SYSTEM.

The White House holds tight control over
U.S. participation in the SALT talks,

The NSC staff under Kissinger sits at the
center of a complex interdepartmental com-
mittee system through which all preliminary
analysis for SALT was coordinated. The day-
to-day monitoring of the talks is closely tied
to the NSC system. Changes in the basie,
prearranged U.S. positions are
through the same structure.

In other areas bearing directly on strategic
arms policy, the committee system has re-
sponsibilities for:

Review and articulation of broad policy,
in documents like the President’s Feb. 26
forelgn policy message to Congress;

Review of Pentagon weapons plans and de-
velopment of broad policy directives to guide
Pentagon force planning;

Assessment of the Soviet threat.

cleared.

xlenstons O

The membership of the various commit-
tees, generally at the under secretary or as-
sistant secretary level, includes considerable
overlap among officials from the Defense De-
partment, State Department, Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency and Central In-
telligence Agency.

To a large extent, the committees consist
of the same officlals wearing different hats.
Structure: President Nixon moved early to
revive the National Security Council as the
formal mechanism for high-level review of
issues requiring Presidential decision.

The NSC Is composed nominally of the
President and his Cabinet, with other policy-
making officials sitting in when invited.

The council functions as a court of final
appeal on military policy issues involving
substantial disagreement within the govern-
ment.

The distinctive feature of the NSC sys-
tem under Mr. Nixon is the strong, independ-
ent role of the large NSC staff assembled for
the President by Kissinger. The 110-member
stafl is the focal point for a multilevel struc-
ture of interagency committees and working
groups reaching deep into the national se-
curity bureaucracy.

The committees are chaired by Kissinger
or other NSC staff members and composed
of a shifting cast of officials from the depart-
ments and agencies concerned. These groups
meet at irregular intervals to review the
work of lower-level working groups and staff
analysts drawn from throughout the
government.

Verification Panel-—The focal point of NSC
control over the U.S. position is the Verifica-
tion Panel, which served as the central in-
terdepartmental forum during the extended
period while U.S. SALT positions were be-
ing worked out. The panel focused lts anal-
yses on how to verify Soviet compliance with
an arms-control agreement and what dan-
gers might come from Soviet cheating.

It continues to serve as the forum for

preparing summary analyses of the pros and

cons of possible shifts in the basic U.S. bar-
gaining position.

The panel is chaired by Kissinger. Its meet~
ings are usually attended by Gerard C. Smith,
ACDA director and chief U.S. negotiator at
SALT; David Packerd, deputy secretary of
defense; John N. Mitchell, Attorney General;
John N. Irwin II, under secretary of state;
Richard Helms, Central Intelligence Agency
director (or Lt. Gen. Robert E. Cushman,
Jr., deputy ClA director); and Ma]. Gen.
Royal B. Allison, Joint Chiefs of Staff officer
for SALT and a member of the U.S. negotiat-
ing team.

Working group—Below the panel is the
Verification Panel Working Group, which
monitors the specific detailed analyses asked
for by the panel, delineates the conflicting
agency positions where they exist, prepares
the initial summarles of the Verification
Panel and assigns specific analytical tasks
to staff analysts, or to speclal study groups
and government offices with special expertise.
" The chairman of the Verification Panel
Working Group is K. Wayne Smith, Kissin-
ger's chief deputy for analysis and former
special assistant to Alain C. Enthoven, as-
sistant secretary of defense for systems anal-
ysls under former Defense- Secretary (1961~
688) Robert S. McNamara (For a report on
the Systems Analysis Office, see Vol. 2, No. 49,
p. 2643.)

The Verification Panel Working Group 1s
composed of the designated representatives
of panel members (except Mitchell). The
group’s current members are Gardiner L.
Tucker, assistant secretary of defense for
systems analysls; Spurgeon M. Keeny Jr.,
ACDA assistant director for science and tech-
nology; Ronald I. Spiers, director of the
State Department Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs; Gen. Marvin C. Demler, Joint Chleis
of Staff special assistant for arms control,
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and & CIA representative ass g:uied on a ro-
tating basis.

The Verification Panel V'orking Group
often breaks down into ad hoc =e:sions during
the development of an analyt ze! effort, with
the formal members frequen ly represented
by desighated subordinates, w:wo can work
full time on SALT problems. " uker’s special
asslstant for SALT, Archie ‘Vcod, and Col.
Paul R. Von Ins, Gen. Allisc v+ staff assist-
ant, often sit in when thelr sup-riors cannot
be present.

The detailed analyses of st: ategic weapons
issues and SALT strategy and the written
summaries of agency view: e prepared
injtially by staff assistants of working group
members or are farmed out o specialists in
the various agencies, in part cular the office
of the director of Defense ljepartment re-
search and englneering, ACD 1 wind the CIA.

Where the work is done a.id the level at
which interagency coordinatinr begins vary
widely. Some baslc policy pay ers are written
by the NSC staff, while detalied technical
assessments originate with th: scientific staffs
of the departments and ager =ics concerned.

Detailed analytical work «n SALT issues
is coordinated by Col. Jack wlvrritt, Wayne
Smith’s principal deputy on the NSC staff.

“Backstopping commitiee”- Tay-to-day li-
alson with the negotlating te:.m:. clearing in-
structions to the delegatior ~nd deciding
negotiating tactics, is handle:i hy a so-called
SALT “backstopping commi ez Philip J.
Farley, ACDA deputy directcr, is chalrman,
with Keeny acting as chairrian in Farley’s
absence, Membership on th ommitiee is
basically the same as for fhe Verification
Panel Working Group and in:cludes Tucker,
Demler and Spiers. The NS( i. represented
by Helmut Sonnenfeldi, seni-r staff member
and an expert in Soviet affairs

Much of the routine busine s nf supporting
the U.S. delegation at the t:uls is handled
without formal meetings.

On occasions when devel. pinents at the
talks raise the question of a »asic change in
policy, the issue 1s sent to “h~ Verification
Panel—and ultimately to th: I'resident--for
decision.

Negotiating team—The 1.8 negotiating
team at SALT is headed b+ Smith., Other
members are Paul H, Nitze, former deputy de-
fense secretary (1967-69); Hu.rdld Brown,
former director of defense re: carch and engi-
neering (1961-656) and Secr tary of the Air
Force (1965-69), J. Graham Parsons, deputy
for SALT in the State Depa: traent’s Bureau
of Politico-Military Affairs, . nd Allison.

DPRC: Weapons systems ar d force require-~
ments, which could have a bearing on the
bargaining at SALT, are rev ewed at a high
interdepartmental level by t e Defense Pro-
gram Review Committee, a o ajor component
of the NSC structure.

Roles, composition—The DPRC, also
chatred by Kissinger, is comj:ored essentially
of the same officlals, at the under secretary
level, who sit on the Verificat:on Panel.

The WPRC is the forum for integrating
Pentagon weapons plans into the Administra-
tion's broad policy objectives Including arms
control efforts, and for relat:ng the whole to
the federal budget.

The DPRC serves the dua purpose of in-
tegrating high-level NSC re iew of the De-
fense Department budgetar; yrocess and of
bringing Joint Chiefs of Sta: cfficers directly
into the process. The Joint ¢ hiefs are repre-
‘sented at all levels of DPRC r 'v:ews and anal-
ysis. (For more on the defens > budget system,
including the DPRC’s role, ..;e Vol. 1, No. 1,
p. 9; Vol, 2, No. 49, p. 2642; « ni? Vol. 3, No. 3,
p.166.)

NSC analysis—The DPR( ‘vas organized
late in 1969 In an effort to se« that NSC guid-
ance on Pentagon programs hsd the kind of
detailed analytical base that SALT policy was
afforded by the Verification Prnel structure.
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The DPRC was set up as a multilevel com-

" mittee system similar to that of the Veri-

fication Panel. It includes several of the samie

people, with Wayne Smith coordinating the
detailed analyses for NSC.

Intelligence: Most discussion about pos-
sible SALT agreements and, in theory at
least, the rationales for U.S. weapons sys=-
tems, derive from intelligence about the
Soviets and other potential enemies.

Richard Helms is chief intelligence advisor
o the President, by statute, and the CIA,
wiiich he heads, has primary responsihility
Tor evaluation of intelligence.

CIA officials and analysts sit as members
ot all the NSC committees and study groups.

3ut evaluation of the evldence is an inex-
act science often colored by the differing
missions of the agencies using intelligence.
Fundamental to disagreements over policy
and program rationales among the intelli-
gaence agencies are their differing evaluations
oi the threat.

f/SIB—In addition to the CIA, all other
departments and agencies Involved in na-
tional security affairs have some intelligence
evaluation capability. An effort to reach a
working consensus on what constitutes the
basic threat is made through the U.S. Intel-
ligence Board, chaired by Helms.

Other members of the USIB are Howard C.
Brown Jr., assistant general manager, Atomie
Energy Commission; Ray S. Cline, director
of the State Department’s Bureau of Intel-
lizence and Research; Lt. Gen. Cushman,
deputy director of CIA; Lt. Gen. Donald V.
Bennett, director of the Defense Intelligence
Agency: Vice Adm. Noel Gayler, director of
the National Security Agency; and William
C. Sullivan, deputy director of FBI.

USIB is charged with overseeing and coor-
dinating the exchange of intelligence within
the government, assigning intelligence gath-
ering tasks, working out general prlorities
on collection of intelligence and supervising
the preparation of National Intelligence
Estimates.

Jollection—Basic Intelligence on strategic
weapons comes from several sources.

‘The Air Force’s National Reconnsaissance
Officer spends about $1 billion a. year, prin~
cipally on satellites that photograph in great
detail designated areas of the Soviet Union
and China.

‘'his and other reconnalssance gives a
fairly accurate count of missile silos (old or
undser construction), activities in Soviet
haval shipyards and many other military
activities.

‘'echnical intelligence about the capa-
bilities of Soviet strategic weapons is derived
from a number of other sources including
technical and military journals, reports
about accomplishments of the Soviet space
program, seismological monitoring of nuclear
warhead tests, radar and visual monitoring
of missile tests and analysis of the external
contiguration of weapons seen on parade or
in photographs.

HBetween $5 billion and $6 billlon is spent
every year by the various agencies on the
coilection and evaluation of intelligence.

The AEC has primary responsibility for
information about Soviet nuclear testing.

‘The National Security Agency, which em-
ploys over 90,000 persons, many of them mili-
tary personnel from the security branches
of the three services, spends nearly $1 billion
annually monitoring radio transmissions and
radar emissions around the world.

{n addition, the CIA, State Department

and the military intelligence operations
bring together vast amounts of political
intelligence from open and covert sources,
including spies, defectors, foreign publica-
tions and statements by officials.
Threat assessment: According to NSC offi-
cials. all departments and agencies directly
concerned with strategic weapons and policy
have the technical expertise to evaluate the
basic technical intelligence.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

CI4—Although the CIA evaluates iIntelli-
gence, it scrupulously avoids making policy
recoramendations.

Helms told the American Sloclety of News~
paper Editors on April 14 that the CIA “can
not and must not take sides.” If he werz to
advocate a particular positlion, he said, those
recommending another posi:lon would sus=
pect “that the intelligence presentation has
been stacked to support my position, and the
credibility of CIA goes out the window.”

DI4-—Defense Intelligence Agency analvsts
coordinate work done directly for N3C
through Col. John V. McLein, DIA special
assistant for NSC matters.

ACDA—Technical analysis for ACDA,
which does not collect intelligence and
which does not participate directly in the
USIB process, is carried out primarily in the
Science and Technology Bureau, headed by
Keeny. Before going to ACDA in March 1969,
Keeny worked on strategic weapons issues
at the CIA and then as a meraher of the N3C
staff. His deputy, Sidney N. Graybeal, was
a strategic weapons analyst at CIA.

Stave Department-—State Department
analysis of strategic weapons intelligence is
centered in the office of Strategic and Gen-
eral Research of the Bureau of Intelligence
and Research, which has a dirsct role in the
USIB process. The office is headed by Fruuk
H. Perez.

Both Keeny and Perez played vigorous
roles in the length process of analysis that
went into the U.S. position at SALT.

Dirzctor of Defense Research and Enei-
neering.—A pardicularly influential role in
evaluating strategie intelligerice and project-
ing the long-range threat is played by the
Office of the Director of Defense Research
and Engineering, headed since 1965 by Johin
S. Fuster Jr.

Foster is the principal technical adviser
to Derense Secretary Melvin R. Laird. Foster's
office has control over the military services'
reseurch and development money, reviews
the services’ research-and-development
budget requests each year fcr Laird, and is
the focal poinv in assessing the progress of
weapcns research and development programs
under way.

According tc Foster's chlef deputy, Eber-
hardt Rechtin. the principal responsibility
of the office is vo guide the long-range direc-
tion of U.8. weapons programs and ensure
that U.S. research and development pro-
grams are undertaken that will avoid a “mil-
itary Sputnik” some tirne in the future.

*Our main worry is that the roof will fall
in during the 1974-78 time pariod,” Rechiin
said in an interview.

Foster’s office developed a strong inde-
pendent threat-assessment capability and
Foster has assumed a principal role in pre-
paring the rationales for mmajor research
and development programs based on that
capability.

The de facto role played by Foster’s office

in threat assessment has been formalized
by Laird with the recent creation of a “net
technical assessment group” within the
Pentugon headed by Foster and assigned tie
responsibility of making detailed evaluations
of Soviet weapcns.
“Model system”: Several top NSC officials
said that the interdepartmental structure
put logether by Kissinger, in particular the
Verification Panel, is, as one official put ii,
“a model process for analyzing issues for the
Presiclent and putting everytking on a finm.
factual basis.” .

“It's important to emphasize that it is an
analyt:cal process, not a declsion-making
process,” this official said. “We aren’t hashing
out a final consensus to present to the Presi-
dent for ratification, the way the system
operated under Eisenhower.”

CENTRALIZATION

On paper, the NSC cominittee system
gathers the reins of power into the White
House, with every issue and analysis rising
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through levels of synthesis, passing through
Kissinger’s hands and arriving on the Presi-
dent’s desk as a clear set of options with
the arguments for and against fully spelled
out.

But NSC officials are quick to place their
role in perspective.

Rather than subordinating the traditional
departments and agencies, they say, the
system ensures that conflicting agency posi-
tions are clearly laid out for the President
and are not lost in a compromise negotiated
at lower levels.

The NSC interdepartmental system has

been clearly predominant in the articula-
tion of broad policy goals in documents such
as the President’s foreign .policy message. It
has also dominated the Administration’s
SALT policies, but it has had a much less
central role in decisions on U.S. strategic
weapons programs.
NSC role: Administration officials questicned
by National Journal generally agreed that
centralizing SALT policy analysis in the NSC
system has worked out well.

Views represented—-According to NSC offi-
cials, the interdepartmental committees,
such as the Verification Panel, are organized
to ensure that views of the departments in-
volved are fairly represented.

‘“T'ne President has to know what his top
advisers think,” one NSC staff member said.

The major agencies in strategic weapons
deliberations—ACDA, CIA and the Defense
Departraent—are represented at all levels by
officials with enough rank and staff resources
to strongly represent their agency interests.

Kissinger’s staff plays an important role in
pointing the direction of analysis—by posing
Juestions, challenging agency positions and
structuring the summaries presented to the
Verification Panel or other high-level
groups. The NSC stafl also has the primary
role in writing the Administration’s poiicy
statements after decisions are made.

“If you have ever read any of Kissinger’s
heooks, you know who was behind the Presi-
dent’s foreign policy message,”’ one former
Pentagon official said.

But, one NSC staff member said, “The sys-
tem doesn't give anykody a veto, during the
preliminary work or later. The top people
can question anything that goes on and can
back out of anything the lower-level people
might have agreed to.”

One high official said, “We don't have any
illusions about standing astride the access
to the President. The top people can and do
make their views fully known in NSC meet-
ings and the NSC system isn't the only
channel open to the President.”

Function—The NSC cfficial said, however,
that Kissinger and his staff “are not exactly
intellectual eunuchs, raechanically balancing
other people's arguments.”

“Henry 1s the President's foreign policy
adviser and he gives advice. So do a lot of
cther people,” he said.

The kinds of analyses that are done, the
way the choices are presented to the Presi-
dent and the NSC and the shape of the re-
sulting policies inevitably reflect the biases
of the President and his leading officials, such
as Kissinger.

“Obviously, there's no such thing as pure
analysis,” one top NSC official said. “The
cliche is ‘the assumptions drive the analys:s,
but the point of the kind of analysis the
NSC has done is to make sure the assump-
tions are explicit, spelled out, understood.”

SALT ezample—The detailed and pro-
tracted analyses that went into preparation
of the U.S. positions at SALT are regarded by
the officials involved as an example of the
NBC system at its best.

Administration officials interviewed by Na-
tional Journal agree that the Verification
Panel system under Kissinger has dezlt
fairly with all sides in its analysis and sum-
maries of issues for the President.

“Everyone had his day in court at every
stage in the process,” an ACDA official said.
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“By trying to ensure that conflicting views
were clearly represented, the system pro-
tected against things being forced into a
simple-minded consensus.”

A full hearing for ACDA in the highest
policy councils has not meant that eventual
U.S. policles have reflected ACDA’s position
on major SALT issues. As an example, the
basic disagreement between ACDA and the
Penybagon over whether a bah on MIRVSs can
be adequately monitored to prevent cheating,
has been resolved on a number of occasions
in favor of the Pentagon view that no MIRV
ban is feasible.

Despite these occasional setbacks, an-
other ACDA official sald, “the system gives
agencies like ACDA a full-fledged role in
formulation of military policy, instead of
treating them as appendages off to one side.”

He added that the interdepartmental dis-
cussions have had an educational benefit.

‘“The fear of the unknown that generally
makes top officials suspicious of arms control
has been reduced. Just knowlng what the
technical pros and cons are may supply the
confidence in the arms control approach that
will be needed among high-level officials to
get an agreement.”

Differences: The Pentagon holds the edge
when technical disagreements arise over cur-
rent Soviet capabilities, the time frame for
future Soviet technological advances, the
technical problems of verification and other
issues.

Here the relative technical analysls capa~
bilities of the agencies involved In SALT
policy come Into play.

Resources—Officlals involved in the analy-
sig process acknowledge that the Secretary of
Defense and Jolnt Chiefs of Staff have “al-
most limitless resources to call on,” as onhe
NSC stafl member described if.,

“They have the technical manpower and
some very influential people,” he said, “and,
of course they have a lot bigger constituency
than the other agencies, but thils is all recog~
nized. The important point is that it really
doesn’t do them that much good if their
arguments are bad.”

NSC officials describe the ACDA technical
staff as small but very capable. An ACDA
official emphasized that they were under no
constraints in making their views known.

The total ACDA budget of $10 million is
less than the cost of one of the new F-15
fighters emerging from the Pentagon research
and development mill. But ACDA officials
emphasize that they have no inferlority com-
plex in evaluation of technical intelligence
or other technical assessment issues.

Estimates—The National Intelligence Esti-
mates prepared by the U.S. Intelligence
Board are intended to be an agreed-upon
summary of the range of possible future de-
velopments in Soviet weapons.

The estimates are seldom the last word for
U.S. weapons planning or the development
of rationsales for those weapons,

The format of the estimates (“if the So-
viets do this, then they may have x capability
within y number of years”) leaves a lot of
room. for interpretation. In addition, there is
provision for carrylng through disagree-
ments over specific estimates in the form of
footnotes,

Institutional bicses—The different missions
and perspectives of the offices contributing to
threat assessment lead to differences in em-
phasls on what factors to emphasize in policy
planninhg.

“Of course there are blases in threat pro-
jections, but they are well understood,” one
NSC official sald, “Part of our job is to make
sure all the positlons are represented.”

An ACDA official sald, “Johnny Foster's
office has responsibility for developing U.S.
weapons technology and a reasonable case
can be made for his insistence that he has
to assume the worst possible, realistically
possible, threat for planning purposes. )

“We have different responsibilities and we
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tend to emphasize the improbability of the
worst possible case.”

‘The CIA, as the principal official evalustion
agency, often is caught in the middle. Helms
was called to appear in secret session before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
April 1969, when committee members ex-
pressed skepticism about intelligence used
by Laird in defending the Safeguard ABM
and about Laird’'s claim that the Soviet mis-
sile deployments proved they were “going for
a flrst strike,” a clanim not based on any
agreed USIB assessment.

More recently. Sen. Henry M. Jackson, D-
Wash., disclosed the discovery in satellite
photographs of Soviet missile sllos, which he
said were larger than those normally associ~
ated with the largest Soviet ICBM, the 8S-9,

Laird said in a New York speech April 21
that the new silos signal a whole new genera-
tion of giant misgsiles for the Soviets and
that this “must be of major concern , . .”
He sald the United States might be forced
to take unspecified “additional offsetting
actlons” to bhalance the Soviet activity,
if the SALT talks fail to produce an agree-
ment.

ACDA low profile—The high visibility of
these and similar interpretations of the
Soviet threat has led. according to ACDA
officials, to private criticisms from arms-
conirol advocates that ACDA should be do-
ing more to publicize alternative viewpolnts.

A top ACDA-SALT official told National
Journal that Smith, Farley and the other
ACDA participants in the SALT process de-
cided in the beginning o try to influence
Administration policy from the inside, with-
out attempting to make thelr views public
through friendly Members of Congress, the
academic community or leaks to the press.

“The country has a military policy. Our
role i1s to try to influence that policy,” he
sald, “It was decided in the beginning that
the quickest way to lose credibility and kill
our effectiveness was to get involved in try-
Ing to build up outside pressure.”

OUTSIDE ADVISERS

Strategic weapons poley is influenced
from outside the government by a diffuse
array of advisory committees, contract re-
search organizations, academic consultants
and scientific advisers.

Many of the current precepts gulding
strategic weapons analysis and doctrine may
be traced back through 20 years of academic
theorizing and technological change.

Advisory committees: The President is ad-
vised on aspecis of strategic weapons policy
by a number of high-level committees of
outside experts.

FIAB——The Foreign Intelligence Advisory
Board is charged with reviewing operations
of the entire U.S. intelligence community
and suggesting ways to improve the collec-
tlon and coordination of Intelligence activi-
ties. The board is composed of nine leading
businessmen and former government officlals,
including Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller, R-
N.Y.; Frank Pace Jr.. former Secretary of the
Army (1950-53) and retired chairman of
General Dynamics Corp.; Edwin H. Land,
founder of Polaroid Corp. The current chair-
man is retired Adm. George W. Anderson Jr.,
former Chief of Naval Operations (1961-63).
The board has been given a formal role in
the annual review of the Safeguard ABM
program.

Scientists—A special panel on strategic
weapons of the President’s Sclence Advisory
Commitiee reviews specific weapons research,
when asked, and offers the President its
opinion on whether they seem worthwhile.
The Science Advisory Committee is headed
by the director of the Office of Science and
Technology, currently Edward E. David Jr.,
former scientist for Bell Telephone Labora-
tories. The committee’s speclal strategic
weapons panel was disbanded in Augusi
1970, with the resignation of Lee A. Du-
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Bridge as OST director. Dz -ic: has not yet
named a new panel.

The former strategic werptns panel was

headed by Sidney D. Drell, & :s:stant director
of the Stanford Linear Act=l-rator Center,
Standard University, Drell ¢ it cized the Ad-
ministration’s Safeguard AB M plans in con-
gressional testimony last ye: r.
_ACDA committee—The Gereral Advisory
Committee for the Arms Cnirol and Dis-
armament Agency is comp s¢d of a blue-
ribbon list of former gove n:nent officials,
including former Secretary ot State (1961—
69) Dean Rusk; John J. M.Cloy, former
Military Governor for Gert:a iy (1949-52),
former president of the Wo:'id Bank (1947-
49) and arms control advlor to President
Kennedy; Cyrus R. Vance, firmer Deputy
Secretary of Defense (1964 -€7), Secretary
of the Army (1962-64) ar i deputy chief
negotiator at the Paris Peac ' t'onference on
Vietnam (1968-69); and Wi ii-m C. Foster,
first director of the Arms ( >nirol and Dis-
armament Agency (1961-69).

The group proposed in March 1970 that
the President seek at SALT : ifreeze by both
sides on the deployment o' :iew weapons,
including MIRV and imprc-e! surface-to-
air missiles.

On several occasions the gt »u» has advised
the President that the Unite 1 states should
abandon its insistence that .. MIRV ban re-
quires on-site inspection anc should seek an
agreement halting testing ar 1 »roduction of
MIRV systems.

Committee members hav: -aken an in-
creasingly active role in pu'il: criticism of
Administration SALT policy. Jne member,
Foster, has been advocating p.iblicly in re-
cent months a total ban or 1 uclear weap-
ons testing, a complete bard on ABM de-
ployment, production and te ;ting and a ban
on MIRV testing.

None of these
accepted.

Pentagon advisers: Each £ 1he military
services supports a scientific a:tvisory board
of defense-orlented scientisiz o advise on
weapons research and devel 'p nent.

Science board—In additic i, the Defense
Sclence Board, currently hea sc by Gerald F.
Tape, performs in advisory f :nction for the
Secretary of Defense and the d rector of de-
fense research and engineer! i

‘Tape 1s an academic phys! is: and former
Atomic Energy Commissioner (:1963-69).

The board has had a contir :1ing role in re-
viewing the Safeguard progra a wnd has been
asked for opinions on a mn mber of other
programs currently under di velopment; in-
cluding the Army’s Hardsite / B concept, to
which the board gave high piority in a 1969
review,

Consultanis—Countless a- acemic scien-
tists and industry researcher. snd engineers
consult on a full- or part-t x2 basis with
offices throughout the Pent:.g n. In addi-
tion, the Pentagon and the r:r ices support
a long 1ist of contract researc : -irganizations
for both policy analysis an echnical re-
search and development,

The most prominent of th:se is the Rand.
Corp, of Santa Monica, Cali:. I'ormer Rand
assoclates are scattered throt sl out the gov-
ernment and the academ : community,
Richard Latter, a long-time P«ntagon con-
sultant from Rand, a mem 21 of the De-
fense Sclence Board and a : rincipal figure
in developing the Safeguard ‘BM, is serving
as a technical adviser Lo the U.3. delegation
at SALT.

O’Neill panel—The efforts o1 a group of
sclentists, called together by 7chn Foster to
review the Safeguard plans ro- fiscal 1971,
offer an example of the rale those advisory
groups play in strategic weap a. policy.

The panel of seven scient st:, called the
Ad Hoc Group on Safeguard, w.s headed by
Lawrence H, O’Neill, presider . of the River-
side Research Institute in N w York and a
professor at Columbia Univer :ity. The panel

suggesti m: has been
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was selected by Foster to include scientists
who favor and scientists who oppose
Safeguard.

Foster asked the group only to comment on
the technical capability of Safeguard to meet
the Soviet threat as projected. It was asked
specifically not to consider strategic, political
or diplomatic factors.

After three days of Pentagon meetings, the
panel reported it felt Safeguard was adequate
for the “thin” area defense missions in its
rationale, but that if the primary mission
were to protect Minuteman, the Pentagon
should move shead quickly on the Hardsite
concept.

This qualified endorsement was laler cited
by Foster in congressional hearings as en-
dorsement that the Safeguard.system could
“do the job the Pentagon wanted it to do.”
The sassertion led Sen. J. W. Fulbright,
D-Ark., Foreign Relations Committee chair-
man, to charge that the panel’s conclusions
had been distorted to provide “window dress-
ing" for Safeguard.

The charge of window dressing was also
raised about the President’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Strategic Weapons, which passed on
the Safeguard plan after a meeting with
Foster March 17, 1969, three days after Mr,
Nixon announced his ABM decision. Defense
intellectuals: Kissinger came to prominence
in the closed world of the so-called “defense
intellectuals,” academic theorists whose in-
fluence has been immense on the rationales
behind deterrence strategies, if not on the
actual course of weapons development.

Among the most prominent of these theo-
rists and writers on weapons strategy are
Thomas C. Schelling, a Harvard proiessor;
Herman Kahn, director of the Hudson Insti-
tute; Albert Wohlstetter, professor at the
University of Chicago; and Donald G. Bren-
nan, Hudson Institute staff member. They
consult regularly with Pentagon and other
government officials and testify frequently
before congressional committees .

Kissinger himself wrote prolifically on
strategic weapons issues and NATOQO policy
while a Harvard professor and served as con-
sultant, at various times since the late 1950s,
to the Pentagon and ACDA, and to the Na-
tional Security Council during the Johnson
Administration.

CRITICISM

The Administration’s machinery for pro-
ducing national security policy is not uni-
versally admired.

A former high-level scientific adviser to
the Pentagon, who asked not to be named,
said in an interview:

“The most important thing is whether the
system really confronts its own biases and
produces truly objective assessments of the
relative risks involved between a something-
less-than-foolproof arms-control agreement
and a continuation of the arms race into a
new <era of particularly threatening and
costly technology.

I don’t think the NSC debates have done

this; but even worse, a lot of dubious mili-
tary hardware is being justified in the name
of arms control—bargaining chips, as they're
called—and the public has been softened up
for blaming it on the Russians if the talks
fail.”
ABM  villain: A number of the Adminis-
tration’s critics point to the decision to
deploy the Safeguard ABM as a principal
source of subsequent inhibitions on U.S.
SALT policy.

The Nixon Administration inherited an
ABM program, the Sentinel, when it came
into office, as well as a rising groundswell of
opposition in Congress and the scientific
community to the ABM concept. It was also
faced with Army proposals for expanding
Bentinel.

Stone—Jeremy J. Stone, head of the Wash-
ington office of the Federation of American
Scientists, said that the Administration de-
cision to go ahead with its revised version
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of Sentinel, renamed Safeguard. has vastly
complicated all subsequent thinking on arms
contro! and strategic weapons.

Stone said the Safeguard ABM concept has
been very costly politically because its ra-
tionales emphasized the vulnerability of
Minuteman missiles. The Adminisiration was
emphasizing the vulnerability of one weapon,
Minuteman, to help sell Congress on the idea
of another, Safeguard, he said.

Scoville—The projections of the threat =o
Minuteman that the Soviets could be capable
of posing by the mid-1970s, which are the
basis for Safeguard deployment, have been
central to most subsequent SALT analysis,
in the view of Herbert Scoville Jr., a leading
critic of Administration strategic weapcns
policy and a Former assistant director for
science and technology for ACDA. Scoville
left ACDA in the early months of the Nixon
Administration.

Scaville said that many of the arguments
offered by the Administration in explanation
of strategic weapons policies are familiar to
long-time participants in strategic weapons
debates and represent the “predominance of
Johnny Foster’s shop.”

Blitz: Scoville said that Foster and other
weapons experts viewing strategic weapons
“as essentially a series of technical problems
to be solved” prevailed in the early months
of the Administration debates because they
used strong and imaginative projections of
weapcns advances the Soviets are technically
capable of making.

These projections of a possible Soviet
threat were derived in part from new intelli-
gence about Soviet SS9 deployments and
multiple warhead testing.

According to Scoville, “The basic problem
with new intelligence is that it is easy to
have differing points of view about what it
implies. One can construct quite plausible,
highly technical interpretations and, even
inadvertently, overwhelm people for whom
the intelligence and the arguments are
somewhat new.”

Scoville thinks that technical assessments
are getting a much more skeptical look in
Administratior. debates now,

Effects: One former ACDA official says that
the assigned role of the Veridcation Panel
and the pressures that led to its formation—
dissatisfaction with the earlier treatment of
verification problems and the possible dan-
gers trom Soviet cheating—have served to
reinforce the technological, “worst case” ap-
proach to strategie arms proklems at the ex-
pense of other, softer arguments.

“On the one side there is given a strong,
not totally unrealistic technical argument
emphasizing what they (the Soviets) could
do if they wanted. On the other is the argu-
ment, perhaps in eqgually technical terms,
which says, ‘well, maybe it is possible, but it
is highly improbable,’ ”’ he said. “The cur-
rent system seems to me to favor the first
way of thinking.”

NSC officials say that projections of what
the Soviets are technically capable of doing
within a given time frame have to be the
primary basis for prudent policy making.

The President’s Feb. 256 foreign policy mes-
sage says the existing rnilitary balance “dces
not permit us to judge the significance of
Soviet actions only by what they say—or even
what we believe—are their intentions. We
must measure their actions, at least in part,
against their capabilities.”

Yardstick—The prineipal measuring rod
for interpreting intelligence about Soviet
weapons is what is known, for example, about
missile accuracy or silo hardness, from U.S.
experience.

This is the argument frequently used by
Foster and other Pentagon officials to bol-
ster their case for continued heavy expendi-
tures in weapons research and development.

Rebuttal-—Scoville and others, including
Herbert York, former director of defense
research and engineering (1958-61), and seif-
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described longtime “participant in the arms
race” now turned opponent of Safeguard,
say that measuring Scoviet capability by U.S.
experience can create a self~contained action-
reaction cycle within U.S. weapons develop-
ment, which may bear only indirectly on
actual Soviet progress and contributes to a
self-generated arms race,

One former top Pentagon analyst notes
that the NSC interdepartmental committee
system “probably serves the President well
fo the extent that 1t makes sure that every-
one is arguing about the same things.”

“But in strategic issues, 1t's very dangerous
if the interdepartmental coordination serves
to give all argumenis a kind of artificial
equality,” he adds.

“This is particularly important in arms
control issues becauss some of the crucial
variables are not really susceptible to qualita-
tive analysis or even perhaps to fully arti-
culate expression on paper.

Scoville says that this is a basic danger
deriving from the rise of “worst case” tech-
nical arnalysis to the pcsition of primacy in
arms-control policy making.

“What's needed is a President with the in-
clination to challenge all the technical gob-
bledygook and say ‘Well, why is that im-
portant?’ ” Scoville said. Limited options:
BSeveral factors have joined, in the view of
some critics of Administration policies, to
produce an overly cautious, limited view of
the choices available on strategic weapons
questions.

One former Pentagcn systems analyst says
vhat the original ABM decision was made on
the basis of options and arguments that
really left little choice.

The Inherited Sentinel system was already
well along, with production engineering al-
ready under way and 7,300 employees of
prime and first level subcontractors already
working. In addition, nearly $6 billion had
already been spent since 1958 on developing
ABM technology and the Army was wholly
committed. These factors and the strong
arguments demonstrating the potential So-
viet threat made killing ABM an unlikely
cholce.

The choice of expanding Sentinel was chal-
lenged as a destabilizing move in the strate-
gle weapons balanc: and as being too
expensive.

Support of the basic Safeguard concept,
primerily the work of Foster, was widespread.

Other ABM concepts, such as the Hard-
site concept of strong silo defenses, were not
offered as short-range options.

The President’s forzign policy message, in
discussing the broad alternatives studied for
NATO deterrence, presents a similar limited
set of choices: “reliance on conventional
forces alone; early rvesponse with nuclear
weapons; & flexible strategy that does not
preclude or force either kind of response.”

The Pentagon and the NSC analysis struc-

ture have been directed to study the means
of implementing the third choice.
Choices known: NSC officlals say that the
system serves the President well. They em-
phasize that the President has a strong per-
sonal interest in strategic weapons issues.

“The President gets detailed papers on
these issues,” one NSC staffl member said.
“None of those one-page summaries you hear
about in other areas.”

One ACDA official said that Kissinger is
a ‘“powerful source of continuity in arms
control debates” and that he has placed
particular emphasis on having all sides fairly
represented.

A former NSC stafl member who partici-
pated in the SALT preparation process told
National Journal, “If it turns out that the
Administration is not taking the right ap-
proach to SALT, it won't be because alterna-
tive courses weren’t known.”

KISSINGER: MASTER STRATEGIST

Henry A. Kissinger, 47, assistant to the
President for national security aflairs, is a
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powerful and controversial flgure in the
Nixon Administration.

Many in Congress, the press and the public
believe—rightly or wrongly—that he and his
staff wileld more influence in the making of
foreign policy than the State Department or
the Pentagon.

Kissinger’s role has been criticized because
his power 1s not balanced by accountability
to congressional committees. He has been
the key figure in the Administration’s revival
of the National Security Council.

Academic background: Kissinger estab- |

lished himself academically by elaborating a
refinement of the balance-of-power approach
to diplomacy. In 1957 he criticized the “mas-
sive retaliation” doctrine of the Eisenhower
Administration, and argued instead for
developing a flexible capability to fight
limited nuclear or comventional wars.

Kissinger taught at Harvard University
from the time he recelved his doctorate in
1954 until December 1968 when he was
desighated as Mr. Nixon’s national security
adviser, (In January 1971 he resigned from
the Harvard faculty to remain at the White
House.)

Consultant: While at Harvard, he held
advisory positions In the forelgn policy estab-
lishment, including posts with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (1956-60), and the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency (1961-68). He
advised Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy and
Johnson in 8 personal capacity. He also
directed foreign policy studies for the Rocke-
feller Brothers Fund and the Council on
Forelgn Relations. He was foreign policy
adviser to Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller of New
York during his unsuccessful campalgn for
the Republican Presidential nomination in
1968.

Kissinger is the author of three books on
U.S. foreign policy and defense strategy.

NixoN GOALS: STRENGTH AND STABILITY

Presldent Nixon spelled out the Adminis-
tration’s approach to strategic forces plan-
ning in his Feb. 25 forelgn policy message.

Mr. Nixon sald that while he is committed
to keeping strategic forces strong, “I am
equally committed to seeking a stable stra-
teglc relationship with. the Soviet Union
through negotiations.”

He added: “There 1s no inconsistency be-
tween these goals; they are in Ifact
complementary.”

World view: The President’s message re-
peatedly reaffirms the TU.B. commitment to
act as peacekeeper in a world where the
United States and the Soviet Union, as the
two most powerful nations, “conduct global
policies that bring thelr interests into con-
tention across a broad range of issues.”

Linkage-—The President emphasized in a
number of contexts that the baslc aim of
TU.S. policy is to demonstrate to the Soviets
‘that they should not be tempted into “bolder
challenges'” as their strateglc power ap-
proaches parity with that of the United
States,

The Presldent cited the Soviet Unlon’s
policy in the Middle East and its naval exer~
clses in the Caribbean as examples of policies
and actions that, in his view, may stem from
a8 Soviet “failure to appreciate the risks and
consequences of probing for advantages or
testing the limits of toleration.”

Adm. Thomas . Moorer, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, carried this argument
a step further in March 10 testimony before
the House Armed Services Committee.

“We will pay a very high price In the effec~
tiveness of our diplomacy if we permit the
Soviet Union to achleve a clearly evident
strateglc superlority, even were that supe-
riority to have no practical efect on the out-
come of an all-out nuclear exchange,” Moorer
said.

Carrot and stick—In the Presldent’s esti-
‘mate, U.S. and Sovlet strategic forces have
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reached a level of rough parity that affords
s basis for structuring a stable balance of
power between the two superpowers.

The President’s message held out the
promise of accommodation through SALT
and other negotiations—on Berlin,
reductions in Europe and mutual efforts to
reach stability in the Middle East. At the
same time, U.S. polley embraces & steady
buildup of new weapons.

Most of the major research and develop-
ment programs in the new Pentagon budget
would receive substantial Increases in pro-
posed funding for fiscal 1872. Pentagon wit-
nesses at several congressional hearings
argued last year that spending on Safeguard

" ABM, the B-1 bomber, the Navy’s new bal-

listic missile submarine and deployment of
multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicle (MIRV) warheads on the Minute=-
man and Poseidon missiles all glve added
credibility to the President’'s foreign policy
efforts. (For a summary of the flscal 1972
defense, budget, see No. 6, p. 290.)

The threat: The Administration 1s confi-
dent that U.S. forces are designed to conform
to the nation’s policy of nuclear stability.
This confidence is coupled with doubts about
Soviet intentions.

“Soviet deployments make us wuncertaln
whether the USSR has made & similar na-
tional commitraent to strategic equilibrium,”
the President said in his foreign policy
message. “By any standard, we believe the
number of Soviet strategic forces now ex-
ceeds the level needed for deterrence.”

Flexible response: Defense planners fear
that a strengthening of Soviet strategic
forces will weaken any deterrent effect that
U.S. strateglc forces have on Soviet milliary
moves that might trigger a nhuclear exchange.

This link between strategic forces and
possible Soviet boldness is of particular con-
cern in North Atlantic Treaty Organlzation
planning, where ensuring the credibility of
the U.S. pledge of its strategic forces has
been a central problem since NATO was
formed.

President Kennedy in 1861 had character- -

ized the situation as a “choice between
humiliation and all-out nuclear action.”

Similarly, Mr. Nixon said in his message:
“No NATO leader should be left with the
choice between capitulation snd immediate
resort to general nuclear war.”

DEeVELOPMENT OF U.S, SALT POSITION

The U.8. negotiating position at the Stra-
teglc Arms Limitation Talks 18 the product
of lengthy deliberations that have pgone
through several phases since the Nixon Ad-
ministration began.

Groundwork: The SALT talks were slated
to begin in August 1968, during the Johnson
Administration, But they were postponed
when the Soviets invaded Czechoslovakia &
few days before the scheduled opening ses-
sion. (For details of events leading to SALT,
see Vol. 1, No. 3, p. 136.)

A U.S. position calling for a ban on ABM
systems had been prepared by an ad hoc
group in the Office of the Defense Secretary,
According to a former Defense Department
systems analyst, who declined to be quoted
by name, there was little interdepartmental
coordination or special analysis of that orlg-
inal proposal.

Internal Pentagon disagreement over the
Administration’s decision in 1967 to proceed
with an ABM, the Army’'s Sentinel system,
was the impetus for an ABM ban,

Nixon reassessment: At the start of the
Nixon Administration a wide-ranging reas-
sessment of U.S. policy was Initiated. The
SALT talks were delayed further.

An early National Security Strategy Mem-
orandum directed the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency to study SALT options.
A group was then set up, headed by Philip
J. Farley, ACDA deputy director.
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The ACDA study producec -“our possible
combinations of limitations ¢ 1 »ffensive and
defensive weapons, and prese::tcd arguments
about the risks and benefits o: each.

The President gave the go alead In June
1969 for U.S, participation i:» the talks,
which began the following M H»vember,

Verification Panel: Henry ... Kissenger,
assistant to the President for national se-
curlty affalrs, organized a Ve -if:.cation Panel
in the early summer of 196% to prepare for
the upcoming talks and to s:udy arms con-
trol issues on an interdepari nenial basis.

Laurence E. Lynn Jr., for nerly with the
Pentagon Office of Systems Aj alvsis, directed
Verificatlon Panel analysis ¢s chalrman of
the Verification Panel Work w;: Group.

Lynn's principal deputy as e-ordinator of
working level anmlysis was W.lter B. Slo-
combe, Slocombe and his ass:stiint, B, James
Woolsey, were both alumn »f Pentagon
systems analysis.

Analysis—The National Sccvrity Counecil
directed a thorough study ¢’ ALT options
by the Verification Panel, fo-u-ing on a de-
tailed technical assessment ¢ f the problems
of verifying compliance with 2a~h of a num-
ber of possible agreements, $)e-ial attention
was directed to “lead time” pr »blems—assess-
ing what threats might be pscd to the U.8.
deterrent from the lag in tine between the
discovery of cheating by the 3¢ viets and the
deployment of a U.S. response

Varlous ways of limiting ec!: of the cate-
gories of strategic weapons- b mbers, land-
based missiles, sea-based aissiles and
defenstve systems—were stu licd in light of
the NSC directive.

Post-talk studies—Studies by the Verifica-
tion Panel were the basis fo: i:tial probing
and preliminary discussions vi h the Soviets
at the first round of SALT t:liis at Helsinki
in November 1969.

After the Helsinki round ind throughout
the winter of 1970, the Verific at-on Panel sys-
tem insugurated so-called “ Fask Y studies
of specific arms control or tins, based in
part on an assessment of Sovie: views galned
at the first talks.

Twelve major studies of ar ns control prob-
lems were made, Specific oestions were
studled in a number of ad 1o interagency
groups. *

Several technical studies :oncerning in
particular the “leadiime” g westion, were
farmed out to Pentagon off "e:. The process
was coordinated by a SAL " ackup group
composed of officials from -he Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Defense Research &n¢ Englneering,
Systems Analysis and othter ¢ ffi es. They were
supported by analysts from tr e Rand Corp.
and other research firms.

The analyses were subjec ‘e: to challenge
where disagreements arose > aor interpreta-
tions of Soviet capabilities, - h« difficulties of
detectlion, the probability o: ¢heating and a
number of other issues.

“Building blocks”—Seven dfferent pack-
ages with varlations of possi :lc combinations
of offensive and defensive veapons were
readied for the second rou:id of the talks,
which began in Vienna in A ril 1970. The
arguments within the Admi:is tration on the
risks and benefits of each ¢! the options
were summarized, further r finied in sessions
of the Vertification Panel :its-1f and passed
up to the NSC.

These options, called “tui'ding blocks,”
glve fexibility and cohererce to U.S. posi-
tions at SALT, since, in th- : dministration
view, they can be combiner c«r reordered in
different clusters or comb n: tions to give
alternative proposals, witl -he risks and
benefits of each worked ou. “eforehand.

This allows quick respons: t> Soviet moves
at SALT because substaniiv: elements of
policy have already been w.rked out within
the Administration. It als: :ninimizes bu-
reaucratic jockeying over & cl. new point as
the negotiations progress.
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Liynn, Slocombe roles: NSC officials, past
and present, eredit Lyhn and Slocombe with
major roles in pushing through the kinds
i studies wanted by Kissinger.

*“They kept the working level people do-
ing gzood analysis,” one former NSC staff
inember said, “They ensured that there was
o falling off into rhetoric and, probably
mogt important, they made sure all sides
were treated fairly.”

The studies were drawn together in a
“nome believe, others believe” format, ac-
cording to one participant in the process.
Many of the longer studies were summarized
tor the Verification Panel. The whole was
refined into a series of options for the NSC
and the President. The resulting options
remain the basls for U.S. policy on SALT.

bLynn, Slocombe and Woolsey all have left
the NSC. Lynn, who is on the faculty of
the Stanford Graduate School of Business,
s1i1l serves as a consultant. Lynn was nomi-
nated April 21 to be an assistant HEW
secretary.

Part 11
IDEFENSE REPORT/SLOW PaACE oF SALT NEgo-
TIATIONS PROMPTS PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE
iN U.S. PosiTioN

(By Samuel C. Orr)

The Nixon Administration is under increas-
Ing pressure to shift its basic negotiating
position at the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks with the Soviet Union.

With the nuclear arms race showing little
sign of abatement, several Democratic Sena-
tors have Joined influential scientists in
suggesting that the United States be more
conciliatory toward an ABMs-only agreement
proposed at SALT by the Soviets.

Under the Senators’ proposals, an ABM
agreement would be tied to a freeze on of-
fensive weapons while the talks continue.
The Administration has been adamant that
any agreement must cover both offensive and
defensive weapons systems.

Congress generally has had little to say
about SALT bargaining strategy, although
two-thirds of the Senate would have to
ratify any treaty resulting from the talks.
The slow pace of the negotiations has spurred
Members to seek ways of removing stumbling
blocks to an agreement.

SALT issues: The overriding U.S. aim since
the talks began in November 1969 has been
an agreement that would limit the Soviet
Union’s powerful 8S-9 missile.

This aim and the basic’ U.S. negotiating
strategy at SALT are products of an elaborate
interdepartmental committee system estab-
lished under the aegis of the National Se-
curity Council.

The system centralizes SALT issues in the
Verification Panel, which is headed by Henry
A. Kissinger, assistant to the President for
national security affairs and staff director of
the NSC.

The Administration has used this com-
plicated machinery to grapple with the com-

plexities involved in negotiating arms
control limitations.
One of the most intricate problems

concerns the difficulty of verifying Soviet
compliance with any ban on the ceployment
or testing of multiple warheads.

The Administration has begun deploying
a sophisticated multpile warhead system
(MIRV) on its land-based Minuteman and
sea-based Poseidon missiles.

Meanwhile, the United States has refused
2t SALT to pursue a MIRV limitation because
of the verification difficulties involved.

Jpposition: The Administration’s SALT
strategy is challenged—in Congress and
among the President’s critics in the scientific
community--as exaggerating the verification
problems, as risking the long-term advane-
tages of an ABM agreement in trying to get
an oiffensive weapons agreement that will
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solve few problems, and as rationalizing the
continued deployment of U.S. weapons, such
as MIRV and ABM.

Arms control advccates argue that an
agreement which does not cover MIRV sys-
tems would not be meaningful and that con-

tinuing U.8. deployment of MIRV missiles

may have jeopardized the chances of getting
a kan on MIRVs at SALT. But they maintain
that the future stability of the arms race
requires renewed efforts to get a ban on
MIRV weapons.

Secrecy: By agreement with the Soviets,
details of the negotiations are secret. But
much of the substance has been reporte: in
the press. And the President, in his Fel: 25
foreign policy message, gave a general ac-
count of what has happened and his ir:er-
pretation of what the issues are.

The U.S. aims and negotiating strategy
clearly reflect the doubts sbout Soviet in-
tentions that are expressed throughout the
President’s message.

Trey also reflect an acute sense of the
threat that the S8-9 and other Soviet missiles
might pose to the United States.

Because of the sensitive nature of the taiks,
and the protective secrecy surrounding them,
few of the officials involved in making 1J.S.
SALT policy would speak for attribution in
National Journal interviews.

NEGOTIATING STRATEGY

The Administration's eautious, step-by-
step approach to SALT calls for continuing
major U.S. weapons programs while positions
Incorporating basic U.S. aims are being pre-
sented at the talks.

Leverage: U.S. weapons programs, in par-
ticular the Safeguard ABM, are defended by
the President as supplying needed incentive
for the Soviets to negotiate seriously. The
pregrams have regularly been defended as
essential bargaining chips in the overriding
alm of negotiating a halt in-the deploynient
of the Soviet SS9 missile,

Administration officials questioned by Na-
tionul Journal defended the bargaining 2hip
rotion strongly, arguing that Safeguard
complicates the targeting problems for Sgviet
planners who might be considering a first-
strike policy and that it signals to them that
it will be very expensive for them to try.

The alternative of negotiating should ap-
pear more desirable to the Soviets, in this
view, if the United States demonstrates its
willingness t¢ respond with weapons of its
own Lo any continued deplcyment of Scviet
weapons.

Bargaining: Administration officials also iTer
the argument that it is simply bad negotiat-
ing strategy to give up something unilaterally
during a negotiation.

Signals: The President, in his foreign pclicy
message, emphasized that the United States
has tried to siznify its interest in stability in
the sirategic balance through the defencive
intent of the new systems ocming into -he
U.S. arsenal.

Otficlals say the United States has no new
offensive missile, has not expanded the niim-
ber of Minuteman sites or Polaris/Poseicon
subuarines, does not have tae combinations
of yield, accuracy and total numbers of war-
heads—even In its MIRV (multiple indepen-
dently targetable reentry vehicle) system-—to
launch a first strike, and has tailored ihe
Safeguard ABM to emphasize its stabilizing
effects on the arms race.

A senior NSC staff member acknowledged,
however, that any prudent Soviet plarner
would have to assume that the United States
couid acquire the capacity for a first strike,

“That's all the more incentive for him to
negotiate, just the way we're trying to ne-
gotiate away their first strike threat,” he
sald.

Caution: NSC officials say ancther general
view guiding U.S. bargaining at SALT is the
need to approach the talks with caution
and a realistic assessment, reached after pre-
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liminary discussions with the Soviets, of
what kind of agreement can be expected to
emerge,

“You don’t start out in any negotiating
situation by putting all your cards on the
table,” one NSC official said.

First things first—-This has led to a nego-
tiating strategy that emphasizes strict focus
on achieving the minimum short-range U.S.
aims, the principal ohe being a limit on the
Soviet SS-9 missile, and leaves complicated
secondary options urtil later.

This is a principal reason offered for not
responding to the Soviet desire to include
in the current talks the U.S. fighter-bombers
based in Europe and on carriers in the
Meditervanean.

Administration officials feel these weapons
should be discussed in negotiations on mu=
tual force reductions in Europe, along with
Soviet missiles targeted on Europe.

Other possible areas of mgreement—on
antisuomarine warfare systems, or anti-
satellite systems-—are not on the agenda, and
the extremely complicated process of nego-
tiating mutual redwuctions or controls on
specific kinds of weapons has been given
secondary priority in the U.S. proposal for
a general ceiling on all offensive weapons.

Rejectied measures—In addition, to main-
tain pressure behind the basic U.S. aims. the
Administration has tejected several interim
measures, Consideration was given at various
times by the Administration to moratoriums
on all deployments of new strategic sys-
tems, on MIRV deployments and on ABM
deployments, pending the outcome of the
formal talks.

ARMS CONTROL OPTIONS

The Administration studied during prepa-
rations for SALT—and has reconsidered at
various times since—a wide range of
approaches to contralling strategic weapons.

Offensive and defensive weapons each pre-
sent different sets of problems, and the
problems are complicated by the numerous
possible combinations of different approaches
to limiting offensive or defensive weapons.

Actual negotiations are made more dif-
ficult by the basic assumption in arms con-
trol discussions that no agreement is viable
unless compliance with its terms can be
verified by both sides independently.

Disparities: The diffsrences in the strategic
forces of the United States and the Soviet
Union further complicate negotiations.

The United States has many more bombers
and ballistic missile submarines. The Soviets
have deployed larger numbers of ICBMs
and the large S8-9 missile, for which the
United States has no counterpart. The
Soviets have a limited ABM system around
Moscow, while the United States is just
starting deployment of the Safeguard system.

The U.S. lead in every significant area of
strategic weapons technology--missile ac-
curacy, reliability ard retargetability; mul-
tiple warheads; solid-fueled rockets, and a
wide variety of advances in penetration aids
for bombers and missiles—further compli-
cates negotiations.

The Administraticn's pre-SALT analysis
produced several alternative approaches to
SALT, joining combinations of offensive and
defensive limits, with each containing a num-
ber of variables in certain details.

Gross ceiling: Limiting offensive weapons
presents problems both in agreeing on the
form of the limitations and in satisfying
strong concerns about the possibility of un-
detected cheating, a particular worry for the
Pentagon.

One approach to offensive limits is to settle
on the number of delivery vehicles—missiles
and bombers—each side will be allowed to
have, without setting limits on each cate-
gory of weapons.

Within this gross ceiling, bombers, for
example, could be replaced by missiles, or
land-based systems, by ballistic missile sub-
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marines. Also, old weapons could be replaced
by newer ones.

Negotiating a gross ceillng is considered
relatively easy, once both sides are agreed
on what weapons on each side constitute
strategic weapons. But sefting a celling
leaves a number of problems unsolved.

Improvements in existing systems, in par-
ticular, the additlon of MIRV warheads of
increasing accuracy, would be permitted. Re-
placing old systems with more advanced ones
would continue.

Pressure for ways to preserve land-based
systems in the face of increasingly accurate
MIRV warheads could result in expensive ef-
forts to “super-harden’ missile silos or deploy
mobile ICBMs, which make accurate verifica-
tion of the agreement difficult.

Categorical ceilings. Another approach to
limiting offensive weapons is to negotiate a
ceiling for each category of weapons—
ICBMs, bombers and submarines—with no
allowances for changing the mix.

The asymmetries between. U.S. and Soviet
forces complicate this kind of approach. One
suggestion under the approach is to allow the
Soviets to build an agreed-upon number of
additional missile submarines, while the
United States agrees to eliminate some of its
bombers.

In another variation, large missiles such as
the 8S-9 would be distinguished from smaller
missiles, like the Minuteman and the S$5-11,
with ceilings for each.

The categorical approach helps avoid the
problems of large numbers of more effective
new weapons belng substituted for obsoles-
cent weapons, missile for bombers, for ex-
ample, But qualitative improvements such as
MIRV would still be allowed, as well as new
generation improvements in existing systems.
Freezes: Another approach to limiting offen~
sive weapons would be an agreement by both
sides to freeze the stocks of strategic weapons
at existing levels.

The freeze might either permit or restrict
improvements to existing systems—such as
adding MIRV. These improvements are diffi-
cult to detect in any case.

The differences between U.S. and Soviet
arsenals make negotiating a permanent freeze
difficulf, and there is strong Pentagon opposi-
tion to halting the U.S. MIRV programs.
Allowance would have to be made for theg
Soviet submarine program, and the United
States would have to accept the Soviet lead in
land-based missiles.

Short-term freezes on deployments or on
deployment and testing of new systems have
been praposed several times over the last two
years, generally with the freeze tied to achiev-
ing formal agreement in further negotiations.
ABM limits: The feasibility of any limits on
offensive weapons requires a complementary
defensive ABM agreement in the long run.

Without ABM limits, controls on offensive -

weapons, whether celling or freeze, could give
impetus to efforts to expand or upgrade ABM
systems. In the end, this could upset the
strategic balance by eroding the effectiveness
of offensive missiles.

In addition, a ABM agreement would re-
move the primary potential threat to the
effectiveness "of each country’s submarine-
based missiles, an increasingly important goal
as missile accuracy makes land-hased systems
more vulnerable,

MIRV complications: Highly accurate mul-
tiple warheads are within technical reach of
each side. Current argument centers mainly
on how soon both sides can have warheads
capable of knocking out land-based missiles
in their silos with a high degree of effective-
ness, regardless of efforts at further harden-
ing the sHos.

Soviet missiles—U.S. plannhing had been
based since early 1969 on the estimate that
the Soviets could have the capacity by the
mid-1970s to knock out 95 percent of U.S.
Minuteman missiles,
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This projection of Soviet capabillties as-
sumed 420 SS-9 missiles, each carrying three
highly accurate warheads. It was hased on
Soviet testing of multiple warheads ob-
served by U.S. intelligence and the extrapo-
lation of the rate of S5-9 deployments since
1965.

The Pentagon announced a slow-down in
deployments of SS-8 missiles last December.
Persistent press reports over the past year,
never confirmed by the Pentagon, have stated
that no new starts on 8S-9 missile stlos were
discovered between August 1969 and July
1970. The Pentagon estimate of the number
of S8-9s deployed or under construction has
fluctuated between 276 and 300.

Sen, Henry M. Jackson, D-Wash., recently
disclosed that new Boviet silos have been dis-
covered under construction. The new silos
are larger than those generally assoclated
with the $S-9.

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird told
the American Newspaper FPublishers Asso-
ciation on April 21 that the new silos indi-
cate the Soviets have launched ‘& new-—
and apparently extensive—ICBM construc-
tion program.”

A slowdown in SS-9 deployments, if not
offset by deployment of a new missile, would
stretch out the time period assumed for the
original threat projections used to justify
the Safeguard. If the Soviets do not deploy
the projected 420 $3-8s, then more than
three warheads per missile would be needed
for the equivalent threat to Minuteman to
materialize. This would further alter the
original timetable, since no tests of more
than three warheads have been announced.

U.S. missiles—Each new generation of
Minuteman missiles features improvements
in range, payload, reliability, retargetability,
penetration aids.and other technical ad-
vances.

No estimates of the accuracy of the
Minuteman are available to the public.
Scientists on both sides of the Safeguard
issue assumed accuraclies for the Minute-
man varying from 0.5 mile to 1.5 miles. One-
quarter mile is the assumed aceuracy re-
quired for a warhead the size of those on
the current Minuteman to have the capa-
bility to knock out a hardened silo. The
smaller warheads of the Minuteman IIT
would have to have somewhat greater ac-
curacy.

Administration officials from the President
down are firm in stating that the United
States does not have—and has no plans to
seek—a hard-target capability.

No serious effort has been made at SALT
to halt MIRV developments.

SALT POSITIONS

The Administration’s formal proposal at
SALT, put forward at the second round of
the talks last summer, combined ceilings on
offensive systems with a full or partial ban
on ABMs.

The link between offensive and defensive
limits has remained basic to the U.S. posi-
tion. In his foreign policy message the Presi-
dent said, “To limit only one side of the
offense-defense equation would rechannel the
arms competition rather than effectively
curtail it.”

Elements: Within the broad U.S. position
are a number of detailed provisions defining
more fully what would be covered.

The substitution of one type of system for
another within the over-all celling would be
permitted, with the exception of increases in
the numbers of large imissiles, such as the
Soviet 5S-9.

Improvements, introduction of new sys-
tems, MIRV warheads and other qualitative
changes would be allowed.

ABM systems would be eliminated or lim-
ited to an agreed number of launchers
around each nation’s nationsl command
center—Moscow end Washington.

According to press reports, the Soviets
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agreed generally at SALT to th: Timited Mos-
cow and Washington ABM sys.ems. There Is
continuing discussion of the pscific details
on numbers and types of radar - to be allowed
and of a U.8. proposal to subs .itute an ABM
system protecting a Minutems 1 Hase instead
of Washington.

Definitions: There has been »a:ic disagree-
ment throughout the talks ove r what consti-
tutes a strategic weapon. Th- ‘oviets have
insisted on including the U.S. fcrward based
systems” (carrier-based and I mi-based U.S.
fighter-bombers in Europe), 1wany of which
are capable of reaching the 8¢ vizt Unlon.

Options deferred: In chooiing o seek a
celling on offensive systems ra her than a
freeze, whether permanent o with a time
limit, the Administration ha. :ccepted the
view, strongly held in the }-ertagon, that
verification of a freeze is no: frasible. Offl-
cials also note that difference . hetween U.S.
and Soviet forces make ever : short-term
freeze difficult to negotiate.

The NSC on several occasi :n. considered
other options that would he.e relaxed the
Administration’s insistence or- trying to get
limits on both offensive and d-fensive sys-
tems in the initial agreemer &.

One approach suggested res hing & formal
agreement on ABM limits, b :t making the
agreement conditional on reicining a later
agreement on offensive systms within an
agreed time limit.

Another proposal suggeste i coupling an
ABM agreement with a mu u:d freeze on
new deployments of offensive w2apons, both
conditional on later formal a:reement on
offensive limits.

A particular variation of th's rpproach was
pushed by Arms Control an« Disarmament
Agency officials last June duri g Administra-
tion deliberations over its fory :a: proposal.

The ACDA plan called fer arranging
simultaneous U.S. and Soy:e: announce-
ments halting S8-9 and Saf:gard deploy-
ments, pending progress in 1he talks,

Verification issues: The diff sulty of verify-
ing compliance with agreed iimits and the
dangers of clandestine chrating by the
Soviets are the reasons offerec by the Admin-
istration for mot pursuing *TIRV limits at
SALT and for insisting on eleboration of the
technical details of ABM lm::ts

These verification issues ar - ¢t the core of
disagreements within the Adnp inistration and
of outside criticism of Acministration
proposals.

It was established early in :h:: Verification
Panel analysis that there is ¢ feasible way
to verify a ban on MIRV warl.exds once test-
ing has been completed.

Satellites cannot photogray n nside missile
sllos. On-site inspection coi.le be circum-
vented by switching warheac - even If both
stdes departed from the pas: pposition to-
on-site inspection that has ampered every
previous arms negotiation.

There has been, moreove:. . continuing
disagreement within the Adn inwstration over
the technical feasibility of distinguishing
MIRYV tests from other kinds >f ballistic mis-
sile tests.

The U.8. decision to insist ¢ + nsite ingpec-
tion of any MIRV ban reflect 4 ihe view that
an agreement forbidding m :ltiple warhead
tests could not be adequate v verified.

In the meantime, the Uni ec States com-
pleted testing on its MIRV: aad began de-
ployment as the second rouw of the talks
were In progress.

John S. Foster Jr.. direcwc: of defense
research and engineering, argued during
congressional hearings in 19¢ ¢ :hat disagree-
ment within the “Intelliger=e community’’
over whether the Soviets wer - t2sting MIRVS
or warheads that were not >ndependently
targetable was itself a demo: :s:ration that a
MIRV test ban could not e verified with
confidence,

Sclentists working on U.& :nultiple war-
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izeads ciaimed full confidence that they could
design MIRV tests indistinguishable from
sing.e warhead tests, so it would have to he
assumed that the Soviet could do it, too.

Soviet ABM: Soviet deployment of a line
<11 defense missile and attendant radars—
1ha so-called Tallinn line—in the late 1960s
was first interpreted as the beginning of a na-
sionwide area defense ABM system. After
:engthy dispute, the intelligence community
ssment, affirmed by Laird in his 1969
ement, to Congress, is that the system
i an advanced bomber defense.

fiowever, FPoster and other defense experts
snutinue to advise that the Tallinn system——
Jdong with the extensive Soviet radar net-
work, the ABM system around Moscow, con-
tinuing Soviet testing of ABM missiles and
ne large number of surface-to-air missiles
deployed around the Soviet Union for bomb-~
=+ defenses—egives the Soviets the potential
inr secretly upgrading these elements into an
ABM system.

‘The U.S, SALT proposal spells out clearly
whas changes in the Soviet systems, par-
sularly radars, would be considered a vio-
intion of the ABM limits.

{*OMPARISON OF U.S. aND SoOVIET STRATEGIC
FORCES

ifforts by the United States and the Soviet
1’nion to reach an arms control agreement at
sae SALT talks in Vienna are made more
ifficult by the differences in composition and
sumbers of the strategic forces of the two
nations.

‘The differences have led to disagreement
sver whether the strategic balance is tipped
11 favor of the United States or the Soviet
iinicn.

Wnile there has been little dispute that
:iie United States has been ahead in most
cespects, Administration leaders have been
ying recently that the Soviets have nar-
owed the gap and even may have gained
sfrategic superiority. On the other hand,
-»me advocates of arms control say that the
Administration is being excessively pessi-
mistic to help justify heavier spending on
7.5, weapons systems.

The table below compares the U.S. and
Zoviet strategic weapons being discussed at
e SALT talks, based on what Is known
sbout the existing and planned weapons
systems.

The United States has a substantial lead
(1 the number of solid-fuel missiles and has
hegon a p:anned program to increase several-
iold its number of nuclear warheads.

The Soviets continue to rely mostly on
iarge liguid-fuel missiles and are slowly in-
creasing their numbers of solid-fuel missiles.

Beveral elements of the arms race that
nave figured in the talks are not included in
tha table. One of the most Important is the
155, tactical aircraft force maintained in
Hurcpe and the Mediterranean. These air-
sraft, numbering about 500, could deliver
suclear weapons against the Soviet Union.
similarly, Soviet medium range ballistic mis-
iiles targeted on Europe have been excluded,
25 have the antiballistic missile (ABM) sys-~
s of both countries.

{J.3. and Soviet negotiators have been un-
:hle to agree on whether the U.S, fighter~
:omboers in Burope and the Soviet missiles
inirgeted on Europe should be classed as stra-
wic weapons and thus placed on the bar-
ming table at Vienna.
mources for the information in the table
tigluded the annual posture statements of
.he Secretary of Defense, testimony by de-
innse officials before the Senate Armed Serv-
wes Commitiee and other congressional
sanels and the annual publications of Jane’s
arbooks and the Institute for Strategic
srudies.,

Auvthorities frequently differ on the range

ud megatonnage of various missiles. Where
wizesble divergences exist, the table presents

raclge I estimates.,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —- Extensions of Remarks

UNITED STATES
Land-based ICBMs, aolid-Jueled
(Deployed)

Minuteman IIT (LGM-30C) : The nuriber
of aeployed Minuteman III ICBMs is slated
to reach an objective of 550 by 1976. Deploy-
mens with MIRV (multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicles) began in June
1870. Minuteman III has improved targe:ing,
ratige, accuracy; its silos are being super=-
havdened.

Number: 50, Range: 8,000 -,

<'irst operational: 1970, Warheads: iluaree
(MIRV); 200 KT.
Minuteman I (LGM-30¥): The Miniite-

mzi 1T is the principal component of U.S.
ateglc forces. Fifty of them apparently
wiil be replaced by Minuteman III. Range,
acuuracy, targsting are all Ilmproved over
Minuteman 1.

IH.unber: 500, Range: 7,000,

st operutional: 1966, Warheads:
akuut 2 MT.

Minuteman I (LGM-30B): All are being
replaced by Minuteman III at rate of anout
10¢ per year. An earlier version has “een
phased out.

Jmber: 450, Range 6,300,

Tirsh operational: 1962, Warhead: ore: 1
Lo 2 MT.

(In research and development)

411 advanced ICBM for launch from hard-
ened silos deep underground is in early de-
velopment. Apbnual funding is about 3%10
nmuilion, for preliminary studiss only. The Air
Force is continuing work on advanced re-
eniry systems under the Advanced Ballistic
Reentry Systems (ABRES) program, funded
at $100 million in flscal 1971. The Air Force
recuested $87 million for fiscal 1972. The
program is directed toward Increasing the
survivability of warheads and ensuring -heir
ab:lity to penetrate enemy air defenses.

Land-tased ICBMs, liquid-fueled
{Deployed)

Titan II (LGM-25C): Tilan catries the
largest payload of all U.S. missiles. Earlier
versions have been phased out. Titan has
becn retained because of it long range, but
is scheduled for phase-out beginning in :973.

MNumber: 54, Range: 7,250 to 9.250.

First operational: 1962, Warheads:
5 [ 10 MT.

(In research ar.d development)

The United States does nct plan to det elop
new ligquid-fueled ICBMs.

“ubmarire-launcked bailistic missiles
(Deployed)

Foseidon C--3 (ZUGM-73A) : Initial depoly-
ment of Poseidon (-3, with MIRV, was
anaounced April 1. Poseidon -3 doubles Po-
laris® payload, with improved accuracv. A
total of 496 missiles 1s planned for 1976. All
31 of the 616-class nuclear submarines will
be converted to carry Poseicdon, with 16 niis-
siles on each submarine.

Number: 16, Range: 2,880.

First operational; 1371, Warheads: 10
erage}; 50 KT,

Polaris A-2 (UGM-27C) : The Poaris A-3
is the principal sea-based U.S. deterrent at
present. It features an increased range aver
A-2. improved targel coverage with tlhiree
MRV (multiple reentry vehicle) warheads,
The system will be retained on five 608-class
and five 598-class submarines, for a total of
160 missiles,

Humber: 560, Range: 2,880.

First operacional: 1964, Warheads: 3 each
(MRV); 200 KT,

Polaris A-2 (UGM-27B): This sysiem
represented improved propulsion and range
when it replaced A-1, The 608-class sub-
marines now carrving A-2 raissiles will be
converted to A-3s; the schedule is
undiselosed.

Number: 80, Range: 1,750,

)
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First operational: 1962, Warheads:; 1 each;
about 1 MT.

(In research and development)

ULMS (undersea long-range missile sys=
tem): To counter Soviet antisubmarine
warfare efforts, ULMS would replace Poseidon
by the early 1980s. Iach ship might carry 24
missiles.

Number: not determined, Range: Around
5,000.
Operational: About 1980, Warheads:

(MIRV); size is unknown; likely to be com-
parable to Poseidon,
Strategic bombers
(Deployed)

B-52 G/H (Stratcfortress): These are
equipped with Hound Dog missiles (range
up to 700 miles) and Quail decoy missiles.
The bombers are undergoing modifications to
carry 20 SRAM (short-range attack missiles),
which are now in production (range up to
100 miles). The B-52 G/H could carry SCAD
(subsonic cruise armed decoys), which is in
amn early development phase. The bomber’s
power plant consists of eight turbofans.

Numbker: 255, Payload: 4 to 6 H-bomkbs.

First operational: 1958-61, Range: 12,500
(maximum).

B-52 C through F: Some are deployed in
Southeast Asia; others are in active storage.
All are scheduled for replacement by the
FB-111 and the B-1. The power plant is eight
turbofans.

Nuniker:
H-bombs.

First operational:
(maximum).

FB-111: These are planned as interim
replacements for B-52 C-F bombers until
the B-1 becomes operational. The originally
planned force of 263 FB-111s has beern. cut
back sharply. This sircraft can carry six
SRAM missiles. The power plant is two

200 to 250, Payload: 4 to 6

1955, Range: 11,500

turbofans.
Number 76, Payload: 2 to 4 H-hombs.
First operational: 1970, Range: 3.800

(maximum).
(In research and development)

B-1 (advanced manned strategic aircraft) @
This proposed bomber is under full-scale
development to replace the B-62 G/H series.
It would carry SRAM and SCAD missiles,
and possibly other defensive missiles.

Number: 200 to 250.

Operational: Late 1970s.

SOVIET UNION
Land-based ICBMs, solid-fueled
(Deployed)

58-13 (Savage): This is the newest Soviet
missile, first displayed in 1965. The Derense
Department confirms that fewer than 50
have teen deployed in four years. Range estl-
mates vary. The 83-13 is not rated accurate
enouga for use in counterforce strikes against
U.S. missiles.

Number: Under 59, Range: 2,000 té 6,200,

Firs; operational: 1968, Warheads: one;
1 MT (estimated).

(In research ar.d development)

A variation of the £5-13, developed as an
intermediate range raissile (2,500 miles) ., was
displayed in 1987. U.S. speculation abcut a
new solid-fuel missile center on Soviet con-
struction of large new silos; however, no U.S.
observation of test flights has been an-
nounced to date.

Land-based ICBMs, liquid-fueled
(Deployed)

55-11: The fuel of this ICBM is storable
liquid. The United $tates does not rate the
S8-11 as a counterforce threat. Some are be-
lieved targeted on Western Europe. The de~
ployment rate is slowing, according to the
Defense Department.

Number: More than 900, Range: 6,500.

First operational: 1966, Warheads: one; 1
to 2 MT.
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offensive weapons, so that we are in no
way jeopardizing our security. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is my judgment that by pursuing
this course we are enhancing it.

I do compliment the team we have in
Vienna, particularly Mr. Smith, the
head of our arms control delegation.
Their work is highly sensitive, most dif-
ficult, and complex. I believe that we owe
them a debt of gratitude for this begin-
" ning approach or this beginning success.

Let us hope that the understandings
that have been arrived at thus far can
be transiated into concrete terms of a
signed agreement,

May I add that it would be in the in-
terest of all parties if, during the time an
agreement is being sought or during the
time of the negotiations on the hoped-
for agreement on the anti-ballistic mis-
sile system limitation, there could be a
freeze on the further deployment  of
ABM’s here and in the Soviet Union, and
& freeze on further deployment of land-
based missiles and the intercontinental
ballistic missile-type—the Soviets with
thelr S8-9s and the others of that
family, and we with our Minuteman,
Polaris, ‘and Poseidons.

It is my judgment that the interest of
the world's peace and security would be
best served by not only having an un-
derstanding on limiting weaponry but
also on freezing further deployment.

I am hopeful that the Committee on
Appropriations, as it now looks at our
defense requirements, will take very
seriously the suggestion I made on
March 25 of putting whatever funds
we have for missilery——the ABM's and
the MIRV-ICBM’s—into escrow. That is
not to say that the funds should not be
appropriated; . it is simply to say they
should be set aside during the time we
are working out an agreement. Why
waste those dollars, particularly if we
are going to have a limitation on strate-
gic nuclear weapons. We can always

protect ourselves simply because we have.

a technological lead, particularly in
what we call the MIRV, the multiple in-
dependent retargetable reentry vehicle.
‘We have a substantial technological lead
over the Soviet Union in this aresa, there-
by giving us that margin of safety we
should require if we go into a freeze
on deployment and if we put funds in
escrow during the time we seek an iron-
clad or firm agreement.

Mr. President, I take this time to
thank the President of the United States
for his message today and to encourage
him to proceed as he is with even more
determined effort. He will have my help
and my support. I do not seek to make
the life of a President difficult and try-
ing in flelds of national security. I feel
it is our job to work with him; not to
be a rubber stamp, but to be consulted
and to be willlng to be consulted, to be
helpful, and to be willing to advise and
to be advised.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of & quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING, OFFICER. Without
obj eif%n. itis red.
P )

THE SALT TALKS—PRESIDENT
NIXON’S STATEMENT ON RADIO
AND TELEVISION TODAY

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the an-
nouncement by President Nixon made
at noon today that an agreement had
been reached at SALT to begin working
out details on an ABM limitation and
on the beginnings of an offensive weap-
ons limitation has raised hope that it
may be possible to reduce the danger of
nuclear war and annhilation that hangs
over the earth.

The President’s efforts represents a
step of the greatest statesmanship and
wisdom. The deadlock appears to have
been broken and we can hope that an
agreement limiting the further deploy-
ment of nuclear weapons will be worked
out in the near future.

I commend the President for his cour-
age and hope that the progress he re-
ported to the Nation today will result in
curbing the nuclear arms race which is
a growing danger to the security of this
country and the world.

The attitude of the Soviet Union In
joining the United States in this agree-
ment is a sign that offers great hope for
better future relations with that coun-
try.

I know I speak for many when I ex-
press my support for the step for peace
in the world made by the President to-
day.

Mr. President, I ask unahimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp the
nationwide radio and television state-
ment which the President made at 12
noon today.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT

Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.

As you know, the Soviet-American talks
on limiting nuclear arms have been dead-
locked for over a year. As a result of nego-
tlations involving the highest level of both
governments, I am announcing today & sig-
nificant development in breaking the dead-
lock.

The statement that I shall now read is
being issued simultaneously in Moscow and
Washington; in Washington at 12:00 o'clock
and in Moscow at 7:00 p.m,

The Governments of the United States and
the Soviet Union. after reviewlng the course
of their talks on the limitation of strategic
armaments, have agreed to concentrate this
year on working out an agreement for the
limitation of the deployment of antiballistic
missile systems (ABM’s). They have also
agreed that, together with concluding an
agreement to limit ABM'’s, they will agree on
certaln measures with respect to the limita-
tion of offensive strategic weaponmns.

The two sides are taking this course in the
conviction that 1t will create more favorable
conditions for further negotiations to limit
all strategic arms. These negotiations will
be actively pursued.

This agreement is & major step in breaking.

the stalemate on nuclear arms talks. In-

tensive negotiations, however, wiil be re-
quired to translate this unders:arding into
a concrete agreement. .

This statement that I have jis: read ex-
presses the commitment of the foviet and
American Governments at the }ighest levels
to achleve that goal. If we saicceed, this
joint statement that has been ssued today
may well be remembered as tf e beginning
of a new era in which all natior : will devote
more of their energies and th:ir resources
not to the weapons of war, but o the works
of peace.

QUORUM CALL

Mr; BYRD of West Virgini: . 1r. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence ¢ . quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICE!:. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The second assistant legisiative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virgini: .. r. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consc¢n that the
order for the quorum call be e:cinded.

The PRESIDING OFF:CER (Mr.
CraNsTON). Without objection. it is so
ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT I:QUEST

Mr. BYRD of West Virgini::. Mr, Presi-
dent, various discussions ha re been had
with the hope that we mighk: »e able to
enter into a unanimous-cor sent agree-
ment which would allow the flenate, after
some additional debate, to dispose of the
amendment offered by the c¢isiinguished
Senator from Pennsylvinia (Mr.
ScuwEeIKER) and all amendn er:ts thereto
by no later than Tuesday, Jun= 1, which
would be the flrst day fcilowing the
Memorial Day recess.

The distinguished manager »f the bill,
the Senator from Mississipp ¢ Mr. STEN-
Ki1s), and the equally distinzvished mi-
nority leader, the Senator fr »m: Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ScorT), and I—a . the request
of the distinguished major:t- leader-—
have prepared the following unanimous-
consent proposal.

I have talked with the ¢ isiingulshed
majority leader, and I have outlined the
proposal to him. He has givn it his ap-
proval, and that leads me tc propose the

request.
The Senator from Alask:: -Mr. Gra-
VEL), the Senator from JIowa (Mr.

HueHES), the Senator frop: Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), the Senator
from California (Mr. CRaNs1oON}, and the
distinguished leader are all :'r=sent.

I shall propound the reque st

Mr. President, I propose - h: following
unanimous-consent agreem :ni:

Ordered, That the Senate p o-eed to vote
at 4 o'clock p.m. on Monda: May 24, on
title IV of the pending amer irent offered
by the Senator from Pennsyivanie (Mr.
BcHWEIKER), No. 78, as modifie:{, "o H.R. 6631,
to amend the Military Select! e Service Act
of 1870, to increase military p2y to author-
ize military active duty strenstas for fiscal
year 1972, and for other pury ses, with the
time for debate, beginning afte- the bill 18
lald before the Senate on F:iday, May 21,
until the vote is taken, to be ¢gually divided
between the Senator from Pen asvlvania (Mr.
ScHWEIKER) and the Senato: from Missis-
sippl (Mr. STENNIS);

Ordered further, That the :ienate vote at
4 o’clock p.m. on Wednesday, May 26, 1971,
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on an amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HaTFIELD) to title V
of the pending amendment by the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), with
the time for debate on that amendment be-
ginning after the foregoing vote, to be equally
divided and controlled by the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS); .

Frovided further, That a vote he taken
not later than 7 p.m. on Wednesday, May 26,
1971, on an amendment to be offered by the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK) to
title V of the pending amendment by the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER),
with the time for debate, beginning after
the vote on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), to be
equally divided and controlled by the Sena-
tor from Coloratlo (Mr. DomIinick) and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS);

Provided further, That a vote be taken at
4 o'clock p.m. on Tuesday, June 1, on title
V of the amendment_offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER), as
amended, if amended, with the time for
debate, beginning after the vote on the
amendment by the Senator form Colorado
{Mr. DOMINICK), to be equally divided and
ecntrofled bv the Senator from Penvsylvania
(Mr. Scewerker) and the Senator from
Mississippd (Mr. STENNIS).

Mr. GRAVEL. I object.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the
Senator withhold his objection?

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator with-
hold his objection and give us an oppor-
tunity to make comment?

Mr. GRAVEL. I reserve the right to
object.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished assistant majority leader
vield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we are
faced with the fact that we have only a
certain number of weeks in the year in
which to get the country’s business done
before we go out to the people to apolo-
gize for it. If we are going to spend 6, 7,
8, or 10 weeks on each bill we will be
here until Christmas, with a lot of un-
finished business. We will be confronted
with the same sorry, shabby mess we had
at the end of the last session, which was
a disgrace, in my opinion, in the way it
was shuffied about, without adequste or
constructive treatment in many cases,
and I am not speaking critically of any
individual, but Congress did not give a
good accounting of itself.

Here we are doing our best to work out
some sort of satisfactory agreement with
Senators who have every right to be
assured of adequate time on the con-
sideration of each of their amendments.
Various suggestions have been made and
these suggestions would carry us so far
into June there would hardly be time
for the conferees to gather or for action
to be taken and, thereby, we would be
confronted with the situation that the
chairman of the Comimittee on Armed
Services has pointed out, which would be
extremely unfortunate for the continued
operation of the military services.

50 the distinguished assistant majority
leader, the chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services, and myself, with the
approval of the distinguished majority
leader, have proposed a unanimous-
consent request. If that is not satisfac-
tory, and the one suggested by some of
the Senators does not seem to us to be

one which we could live with, speaking
from the point of view of the party lead-
ership, we do not feel we ¢an indefinitely
be a party to such delays in the Senate’s
business, as would bring the country
down.around our ears again.

Therefore, we are heading toward a
situation, I regret to say, where we will
have to present a cloture motion on the
entire bill and all amendments there-
to, and amendments to amendments, and
see whether or not the Senate wants to
get on with the business or whether the
Senate is going to be confronted by con-
tinued and interminable delays. Again,
I have no criticism of those Senators who
agree to 3, 4, or ever 5 hours on
amendments. We are willing to accom-
modate ourselves to that end, but we
cannot accommodate ourselves to the
paralysis of the Senate’s business. When
it comes to that point, we are going to
put the burden on the Senate. We are
going to say to Senators, “We have done
our best but we are going to be forced be-
fore very long to circulate a cloture mo-
tion and, if that fails, another and an-
other and another, so that the country
will know which Senators want to end
the debate and which do not.”

It is an unfortunate situation. I hate
to say it. I think the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices would not normally favor cloture.
I think he believes, as I do, in free and
extended debate, but I am bound to make
the statement, because I cannot meet my
duties as leader on one side of the aisle
unless I say it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator from Alaska
has the floor.

Mr. GRAVEL. I am happy to yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as our
leaders have said here, we are faced with
a situation where there must be action.

The power to induct under the Selec-
tive Service Act expires on June 30. Be-
ginning with that date and counting
back on the calendar I estimate that we
must pass this bill not later than June
15, if we are to have adequate considera-
tion, a conference, preparation of rec-
ords, and the bill brought back here for
final approval of the conference report,
and then sent to the White House.

This subject matter is important, but
it has been under consideration and de-
bate off and on in this Chamber, in our
committee, and elsewhere, since about
June of last year when the major amend-
ment was passed. We had most thorough
and searching hearings. We have a com-~
plete report. There is unusual interest.
In these amendments there is a question
about sending draftees to Indochina; an-
other question deals with withdrawal
from Indoching by a certain date; an-
other matter is the length and extension
of the draft; and another question is the
question of manpower levels. Those mat-
ters cannot be taken lightly.

As the leader has said there is no blood
in my veins that wants to run in here and
holler that a cloture motion will have to
be applied for and voted. I have never
voted for cloture. I have always made
strong reservations in my mind and ex-
pressed them many times that if there
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ever arose a situation where national se-
curity was involved I would be ready to
make full acceptence,

There is no doubt in my mind that
to carry on our military services, opera-
tions that are directly for the protection
of our shorelines and our people—Ileaving
out the war in Vietnam and troops in
Europe, but only speaking of the opera-
tion of our missile bases, our carriers at
sea, our polaris submarines, our ground
missile groups, and many others—the
record shows it is absolutely necessary
under present conditions to have the in-
ducement of the Selective Service Act.
I feel I know what would happen if we
did not have a continuation for a while;
and I am willing to go all out, to a rea-
sonable extent, to get it.

I appeal to the membership of this
body. Let us join hands and settle our
differences of opinion about the provi-
sions of this bill in the right way, by

-argument, and then by vote, and put to-

gether whatever bill the majority of this
body thinks we should.

May I just speak further now, I think
in considering this bill, there are many
amendments, and there is some choice
about which ones will come up first. I do
not control that, but we are going to
spend the time here. However, I want to
feel free, not to call up any amendment,
but to debate it and discuss it after noti-
fying the author that I want to discuss
it. T want to get it in the RECORD, and
before the press, and before the public,
and I want to feel free to call up a Sen-
ator’s amendmenst if necessary, and get
it to be the pending business if possible,
and start the debate on it if necessary.
I do not want to do that, but something
has to be done to get this hill passed.

I hope all Senators can agree now to
some reasonable voting pattern. I will
accoranmodate myself to almost anything.
The leaders say they can accommodate
themselves to the problem, but we will
have to move the bill along. I put it up
to our leaders in conference, and I put it
to them now, and I know they are going
to discharge it, but it falls on them as
our chosen leaders to move this bill along
as fast as they can, of course, in con-
formity with the rules and procedures of
the Senate. I think a delay cannot be
tolerated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Virginia?

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr.
object——- )

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr,
President, I believe I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has the floor,

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, T would
like to make a few comments in answer to
my distinguished colleague from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
Alaska with the understanding that T
retain my right to the floor.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, with
respect to the comments of both distin-
guished Senators—-and let me say for
myself, T know the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER) and possibly
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HucEs)

President, I
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$8-9 (Scarp): This missile is the basis of
U.S. fears of Soviet flrst=strike capability.
Authorities differ on whether its propellant is
storable. U.S. officials have equated it with en
improved U.8. Titan II. The $S-9 deployment
rate decreased in 1970, as in 1968. When
equipped with MIRV, this missile could carry
three five-megaton warheads or up to eight-
een smaller warheads.

Number 290 to 300, Range: 7,500 to 9,000.

First operational: 1965, Warheads: one;
12 to 25 MT.

S5-7 (Saddler), SS-8 (Sasin): This is the
oldest group of Soviet ICBMs; thelr deploy-
ment remains essentially unchanged Ifrom
1965. Some are not deployed in underground
silos.

Number: About 200, Range: 6,900,

Pirst operational: 19612

(S8-17); 1962 (85-8), Warhead: one; 5 MT.

(In research and development)

Multiple reentry vehicles have been tested
on the 58-9 since August 1968; the Defense
Department has not claimed thus far that So-
viets have tested an actual MIRV. Soviets
have tested since 1965 a depressed trajectory
ICBM or & fractional orbital bombardment
system (FOBS), either of which would com-~
plicate U.S. defenses; but neither would be
effective in a first strike, according to defense
officials.

Submarine-launchet/i ballistic missiles
(Deployed)

SSN-6: These are deployed aboard seven-
teen Y-class nuclear submarines, each with
16 launching tubes. The Soviets are produc-
ing seven to elght submarines a year, The
fuel of the SSN-6 is solid or storable liquid.

Number: 272, Range: 1,200 to 1,500.

First operational: 1968, Warheads:
each; 1 MT.

SSN-5 (Serb): This missile 1s deployed
aboard 25 G-class diesel submarines and 10
H-clags nuclear subinarines, all having three
launching tubes each. Some of these sub-
marines, however, are believed to carry the
SSN—4 Sark, which has a range of about 350
miles and requires surface launch. Authori-
ties differ on the type of fuel used by the
Serb,

Number: About 75, Range: 750,

First operational: 1964, Warheads:
each; 1 MT.

(In research and development)

The Defense Department believes that a
new naval missile is under development. In
making this statement previously, the de-
partment said the missile was ‘‘probably”
the SSN-Sawfly, It now confirms that this is
the same misgsile referred to last year, but
will not confirm that it is the Sawfly. De-
fense officials have previously stated that the
Sawfly, developed several years ago, will not
fit into the Soviets’ new Y-class submarines.
No new submarine construction has bheen
announced. The range of the Sawfly is esti-
mated as 2,700 to 3,000 miles.

Strategic bombers
(Deployed)

TU-95 (Bear): Both Bear and Bison (be-
low) are used for maritime reconnalssance,
in addition to thelr roles as bombers. One
version of Bear carries a single Kangaroo
missile, with a range of about 250 miles. The
power plant consists of four turboprops.

Number: About 100, Range: 5,200 to 7,800.

First operational: 1956, Payload; Less than
the U.S. B-52.

Mya—4 (Bison): Fifty Bisons are config-
ured as tankers, This aircraft has little or no
missile capability. Numbers of both Bison
and Bear are expected to continue to decline.
The power plant is four turbojets.

Number: About 95, Range: 3,400 to 6,000,

First operational: 1956, Payload: Less than
the U.8. B-52,

one
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(In research and development)

The Defense Department says that the So-
viets have produced a prototype of a new
bomber, believed to be of medium range.
No heavy bomber is helng produced.

KT-—kiloton (equivalent to 1,000 tons of
TNT)

MT—megaton (equivalent to 1,000,000 tons
of TNT)

Ranges are in statute miles. The distance
between Moscow and the northern border of
the continental United States is about 5,000
miles.

Numbers of missiles are as of the end of
1970, except in the case of the Poseidon,
whose numbers are as of April 1.

CRrITICE VIEWS

Critics question the Administration ap-
proach to SALT across the board, from
broad negotiating strategy to the basic tech-
nical assumptions on verification and the
dangers of cheating. Herbert Scoville Jr.,
former ACDA science and technology director
(1963-69), calls  Administration strategic
weapons policy the “worst-case analysis car-
ried to the ultimate extreme.”

Scoville and others say that any agreement
that does not cover MIRV would be & license
for a new generation of strateglc weapons.

Strategy: Jeremy J. Stone, director of the
Federation of American Scientists, argues
that it would be much less ambiguous nego-
tiating strategy tor the United States to hold
back on deployment of new strategic
weapons.

Stone said in an interview that U.S. de-
ployments are based on inflated estimates
of Soviet capabilities and, if held in reserve,
would be more likely to induce negotlations
than to spur new Soviet weapons deploy-
ments.

The FAS, in a formal statement signed by
Scoville and Herbert York, former director
of defense research and engineering (1968
61), argued Nov. 2 that the U.S. proposal at
SALT threatened to sacrifice an ABM agree-
ment for a ‘“sham” limitation on offensive
weapons.

They argue that any agreement that does
not cover MIRVs would preserve the U.S.
land-based deterrent only for the time it
takes the Soviets to perfect an SS-9 MIRV
payload capable of carrying six, eight or more
warheads.

They see the Sovelt ABM as the only fore-
seeable threat to the effectiveness of the U.S.
Polaris/Poseidon submarine-launched mis-
siles, the heart of the U.S. deterrent. The
chance to get an ABM agreement should not
be endangered by rigid insistence on linking
offensive and defensive weapons, they say.

FAS and a number of other arms control
advocates have called for a change in SALT
tactics. They have advocated signing an ABM
agreement as part of a two-step process in
which continuation of the ABM limits would
be conditional on agreement to limit offen-
sive systems within a given time.

ABM upgrading: The probability of clan-
destine upgrading of Soviet defensive systems
t0 a point where they would be a forceful
element in a Soviet first-strike plan is widely
disputed.

One ACDA official noted that Soviet “hen-
house” radars, which would be a key element
in ‘any expanded Soviet ABM system, are
highly vulnerable and would have to be
protected by missiles that would be seen by
U.S. satellites.

Scoville says that the United States has
been trying, in essence, to upgrade surface-
to-air missile systems to a viable ABM for
15 years, with the Safeguard ABM as the
result. Any similar Soviet effort, particularly
one giving the high degree of confidence in
its capability for destroying incoming war-
heads that a first strike would demand,
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would take many years to ac:onplish and
could be detected in a numb«:+ I ways, he
says.

MIRV verification: Accordin: t» a number
of critics, the MIRV testing 1 sue is an ex-
ample of Administration failu e to counter-
balance adequately the techni:a possibility
of cheating agalnst a full asse:sinent of the
improbability of the cheating going
undetected.

One former ACDA official Lo:id National
Journel: “By now it’s probably a moot point,
but the question for a policimaker in the
White House, as opposed to a Fer tagon plan-
ner, ought to be whether, or the basis of
s complete estimation of piotability, it’s
worth taking the technically possible risk
that they'll cheat in order t« get the pre-
sumed benefits of a MIRV b n

“It seems obvious to me thit part of the
reason & MIRV agreement wa .ot serlously
attempted while it was stil; feasible was
the fascination with its poten ie! usefulness
in a more flexible strategy.”

Scoville says that it is proraosly too late
to get a MIRV agreement bccause of U.S.
deployment, But, “it is extr:mely myoplc
from the standpoint of nation .l security not
to give 1t a try.”

A former Pentagon analyst s.ic: “Actually,
the Alr Force should be leac n;: the oppo-
sition to MIRYV, in its own i terest. MIRVs
are the biggest long-range h-eat to our
land-based weapons.”

The basic argument for th: iecasibility of
a ban on MIRV testing has be n that for the
Soviet MIRV to constitute the first-strike
threat claimed for it, Soviet leaders would
have to have full confidence n its accuracy
and reliability. .

While it may be hard to de ec® MIRV sys~
tem tests that are deliberate y designed to
disguise the system’s capabiit:, it 1s im-
probable that the extensiv. testing the
Soviets would reguire to aciicve a high-
confidence MIRV capability ¢ uld go on
wholly undetected, arms corir: advocates
argue.

Once a test ban is agreed t , t becomes a
risky venture even to try caeating, given
the onus of getting caught.

Military pressure: One former I'entagon an-
alyst told Nationael Journal that current Ad-
ministration SALT policies r flcet the diffi-
culty of overcoming the inhe ert skepticism
of the military toward arms :¢atrol efforts.

He said that the ‘“‘almost ] mitless” tech-
nical arguments against the v ukillty of arms
control agreements geherally -efiect “f7 » ex-
treme caution about Soviet u‘entions and
capabilities inherent in the ;e vices’ plan-
ning.”

“You can argue thal it’s h: job of the
military to plan for the worst ~ e said, “but
at some point it all has to b yut into per-
spective.” .

He sald that the strong an? :ophisticated
analysis and debate on strate ;ic weapons is-
sues within the Pentagon un le- former De-
fense Secretary (1961-68) RrDbert S. McNa-
mara stil] produced many mor ' vveapons than
were needed at the time.

“I don’t see any signs thit the current
system is succeeding any bet e:.” he sald.

Scoville says that for arms control efforts
to succeed in the face of int-rnal pressures,
“the President himself has ‘o put his full
and enthusiastic support bet :nn | the effort.”

CONGRESS

The highly charged congre:s:onal debates
on Vietnam, the ABM and tie Pentagon
budget the past two years 'iae masked a
general qulescence in Congres - ¢n SALT since
the talks began.

This reflects a general feel ny in Congress
that it can have only a lim fe{ or indirect
role in trying to influence ne¢scriations with
the Soviet Union,

While disagreeing with mar v .:spects of the
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President’s foreign policy, Sen. J. W. Ful-
bright, D-Ark., has remained silent on SALT,
"The Foreign Relations Committee, which Ful«
bright heads, would have to pass on any
treaty arising from the SALT talks,

Support: Leaders of the committees dealing
with Pentagon programs support the policy
ol continuing U.S. weapons development
while the talks are in progress, even though
some question the approach.

Allen J. Ellender, D-La., chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee and its
Military Appropriations Subcommittee, said
in an interview that the Administration
policies are “the same old story.”

“We talk peace and we prepare for war,”
he sald. “You Just can’t get an arms agree-
mment trying to negotiate from strength., The
Russians aren’t going to sign an agreement
while thev're weaker, and neither would
we.”

Yes Ellender feels that the President
should be supported. “He’s the commander-
in-chief, and the people are more likely to
foillow him than Congress on national se-
curity questions,” the Senator said.

Rep. ¥, BEdward Hebert, D-La., chairman
of the House Armed Services Committee, said
in an interview that he would not approve
of delaying U.S. weapons programs for SALT.
I dcen’t get any great comfort out of con-
ferences with the Russians,” he said.
Proposals: A number of Democratic Sena-
tors have proposed ways to break the dead-
lock at the SALT talks.

'The Democratic Policy Council proposed
Feb. 26 that the United States accept an
ABM agreement that is expressly conditioned
on a freeze on offensive missiles, while the
negotiations continue.

Varlations of this plan have subsequently
come from Democratic Sens. Edmund S.
Muskie of Maine, new chairman of the For-
eign Relations Subcommittee on Arms Con-
trol; Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota, and
Stuart Symington of Missouri.

Jackson, chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Subcommittee on SALT, has pro-
posed a one-year freeze on new offensive mis-
siles, including MIRV, while the talks
continue.

STRATEGIC WEAPONS ISSUES

Laird has said that all U.S. weapons pro-
grams are designed to implement a policy of
“realistic deterrence.”

President Nixon sald early in the Adminis-
tration that the principle gulding strategic
weapons decisions is “sufficiency.”

iIowever they are described, the Adminis~
iration’s strategic weapons policles call for
increased funding for every major develop-
ment program in strategic weapons and con-
tinued deployment of U.S. multiple-warhead
missiles and the Safeguard ABM,

As explained in various Administration
statements, this course puts pressure on the
Zoviets to negotiate sericusly at SALT, keeps
the President’s options open pending the
outcome of the talks, and provides an essen-
tial protective hedge against the projected
thireat if the taks fail completely.

T'he President emphasizes that a primary
aim. of U.S. strategic weapons programs Is to
convince the Soviets that the United States
will not allow them to gain superiority in
strategic weapons.

'olicies are under review by the Adminis-
tration aimed at giving the President alter~
natives in the use of nuclear weapons other
ti:an  all-out attack. These policies have
underiined the importanec, in the view of
Pentagon planners, of MIRV warheads for
1J.5. weapons.

‘I'ne continued deployment of MIRV sys-
tems and the trend of long-range planning
within the Administration has sparked criti-
cism cf current strategic weapons policies on
a wide range of Issues.

The greatest fear is that the SALT talks
are being used to justify the continuation
ol weapons systems that may ultimately de-

stroy current chances for meaningful arms
control agreements.

U.S. weapons: The Pentagon’s fiscal 1972
budget proposes increased spending for a
long list of strategic weapotis development
programs.

Funds also are requested to continue de-
ploying the Minuteman ITI MIRV missile and
the Poseidon MIRV submarine-launched
missile.

ABM-—The Administraticn’s request for
funds to continue the Safeguard ABM pro-
gram is geared to developments at the -ur-
rent talks.

The request is for $1.27 billion, but the
decision on precisely how the money will be
spent has been left open. The President
wants authorization to spend the money
either for initial procurement of componeuts
for a fourth ABM site in Wyoraing or for ini-
tial work on a site near Washington, D.C.

The Army’s development work on an ad-
vanced ABM concept, Hardsite, has heen
merged into the Safeguard program, and the
funding has heen increased. Hardsite envi-~
slons using large numbers of small, inexpen-
sive radars and Sprint missiles to provide ter-
minral defenses for the Minuteman silos.

Foster defends the concept s a long-range
upgrading of Safeguard’s silo defense capa-
bility “in case the potential Soviet threat
materializes in the late 1970s.” The Pentagon
contends Safeguard 1s needed &s a “platform™
for later improvements like Hardsite.

Weligang K. H. Panofsky, director of ihe
Stanford Linear Accelerator and a leading op-
Ponent of Safeguard, argued in congressicnal
hearings in 1969 and 1970 on the ABM that
the Administration should skip Safeguard
and use the money to perfect the Hardsite
concept.

He argued forcefully that Safeguard would
be ineffective at its primary mission—silo
defense—if the Pentagon is correct in its
projection of the Soviet threat. A more real-
istic assessment of how soon the Soviets
could achieve the projected threat, he said,
would allow time to develop and deploy the
more effective Hardsite concept.

The Senate votes In 1970 on Safeguard
were aimed at forcing the Administration
to defer ABM deployment and conduct fur-
ther research on the concept. (For buck-
ground on the controversy, see Vol. 2, No. 23,
n. 1177; for votes, see Vol. 2, No. 33,.p. 1791,
ang Vol. 2 No. 34, p. 1851.)

Other programs—Other major develop-
ment programs would receive substantial
funding increases In the proposed fiscal 1972
Pentagon budget. The programs, all in the
research-and-development stage, include the
new B-1 bomber, the Airborne Warning and
Conirol System (AWACS), new missiles
(SRAM and SCAD) for B-52 and FB-il1
bombers, satellite reconnsaissance systerus
and over-the-horizon radar for early warn-
ing of attack, all for the Air Force; the suc-
cessor to Polaris/Poseiclon, ULMS (undersea
long-range missile system), for the Navy;
and a new surface-to-air missile, SAM-D, for
the Army. (For a report on the programs in
the budget, see No. 4, p. 166, for a summary
of the Pentagon budgel, see No. 8, p. 290.,

‘Threat: These U.S. weapons programs ate
nominglly a response to estimates of Soviet
capabilities in strategic weapons in the fora-
seabie future.

S5-9—The chief worry is the Soviet 85-9
missile. Every increment in its gradual de-
ployment has been well publicized. The Peli-
tagon has estimated thet the missile's power,
sufficient to boost a 13,500-pound payload
into intercontinental trajectory, gives the
missile the capability to fire warheads up .o
25 megatons av the United States. By com-
parison, the U.S. Minuteman, according .o
most estimates, carries a warkead of about
one megaton.

Current estimates put the number of on-
erational 8S-9 missiles at about 280.
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The United States has no military missile
so powerful. The U.S. Titan II, deployed in
limited numbers in the early 1960s—there
are currently 54 Titans in silos—has a 5- to
10-megaton warhead. Former Defense Secre-
tary McNamara chose to deploy large num-
bers of solid-fueled Minuteman missiles,
rather than larger liguid-fueled missiles such
as the Titan (and the Soviet-S3-9), because
the solid-fueled missiles are much less expen-
sive to maintain and more efficient to oper-
ate. Also, McNamara’s deterrence strategies
called for large nurabers of small warhead
missiles rather than a few missiles with high-
megaton warheads.

Defense officials repeatedly stressed during
the first two years of the Nixon Administra-
tion that the rate of deployment of Soviet
strategic weapons would threaten the U.S.
deterrent if continued during the next four
or five years.

The power of the Soviet 889 missile af-
fords the Soviets wide flexibility in mixing
the numbers and explosive yield of warheads
on each missile. Tests have been conducted
since late 1968 of a payload containing three
warheads of an estimated five megasons
each,

Other Soviet systems—The Soviets, accord-~
ing to Laird, have deployed “over 900" SS8-
11 missiles, which ean carry warheads about
the size of the Minuteman, and about 45
$5-13 solid-fueled missiles. About 200 older
ICBM's have been retained by the Soviets,
but are not in hardened silos.

The Soviets are building a new class of
ballistic missile submarines—called the
“Yankee" class by the Pentagon—comparable
in capability to early versions of the U.S.
Polaris. Each submarine carries 16 ballistic
missiles with a range estimated at about 1,200
miles. About 17 are seid to be operational.

The ABM complex around Moscow, begun
in 1964 and completed last year, employs
64 Galosh ABM missiles. In addition, the
Soviets have deployed large numbers—esti-
mates run to as meny as 10,000—of SAM
missiles as a defense against U.S. bombers.
The system includes the Tallinn line of high-
performance missiles northwest of Moscow.

The Soviets are esiimated to have about
145 intercontinental bombers, with anhother
50 of these planes outfitted -as tankers.

Testing—Beyond th.e simple growth in the
numbers of Soviet missiles, which had been
increasing at varying rates since 1064, a
number of Soviet development and testing
programs have figured prominently in U.S.
estimates of the potential Soviet threat.

These include testing of improved ABM
missiles—sald to have the capability of
“loitering” in the atmosphere before picking
a warhead to destroy—improvements in de-
fensive radars, development of a new bomber,
testing of orbiting atlack vehicles to destroy
U.S. surveillance satellites and a variety of
testing programs aimed at improved capa-
bilities for their missiles.

Future threat—These assessments of Soviet
capabilities have been projected, with nu-
merous variations in timing and alternative
estimates of probability, to produce a long-
range picture of Soviet advantage in the
strategic balance.

Pentagon and NSC officials questioned by
National Journgel said that, without U.S.
countermeasures or a SALT agreement, cur-
rent Soviet programs could produce a situa-
vion, in the long run, in which U.S. Minute-
man missiles are vulnerable to accurate
MIRV warheads on the S8-8, U.S. bombers
are vulnerable to Soviet ballistiec submarine
attack, and the effectiveness of the surviving
Minuterasn missiles and bombers is lessened
by Soviet ABM and surface-to-air missile
defense.

The Fentagon’s Foster also says that vhe
Soviet SAM missile dafense system and ac-
companying radars could be upgraded to
serve as ABMs, further lessening the effec-
tiveness of U.S. offensive missiles, and that
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this potential must be taken into considera-
tion in U.S. planning.

These developments would, in this analysis,
leave U.S. Polaris/Poseidon submarine mis-
siles- targeted on Soviet citles but with thelr
use deterred by the remalning Soviet S8-11
and S8-13 missiles. In a nuclear confronta-
tion, the President would be faced with what
he calls in this year’s foreign policy message
the ‘‘agonizing choice between paralysis and
holocaust.”

Doctrine: The U.S. strategle forces in-
tended to meet this perceived threat are sup-
posed to be gulded by what the Administra=
tion calls the doctrine of ‘“sufficiency.” A
general review of U.S8. strateglc forces policy
in 1969 by the NSC produced four basic cri-
teria for judging sufficlency, which were set
out in a National Security Decision Memo-
randum at the end of that year.

Assured destruction—The criterion of as-
sured destruction, which was the basis of the
McNamara approach to deterrence, has been
adopted by the Nixon Administration.

McNamara developed a rough measure for
judging how many U.S. weapons were re-
quired to assure a level of destruction on the
Soviet Union that would deter a Soviet
attack. !

In the McNamara calculation, used prin-
cipally to counter arguments from the serv-
ices for larger numbers of weapons than he
thought necessary, about 400 surviving U.S.
warheads, delivered on the Soviet Union
after an attack, would kill 30 per cent of
the population and destroy 76 per cent of
Soviet industry. Increasing the number of
warheads to 800 would increase the number
of people killed to 39 per cent and the amount
of industry destroyed to 77 per cent—mnot
enough of an increase fo justify the added
cost, -

Hostage equality—The criterion of hostage
equality means, in the Administration view,
that neither side should be allowed to achieve
an overwhelming superiority in nuclear
weapons, even if that superiority would have
only marginal effects In the total disaster of
an all-out nuclear war.

Crisis stability—This criterion emphasizes
the survivability of U.S. weapons, based on
the judgment that vulnerable weapons Iln-
crease the temptation for the other slde to
strike first with nuclear weapons in a time
of crisis or conventional war. The adoption of
“launch-on-warning” strategles as a means
of overcoming the vulnerability of missiles is
rejected on the grounds that such strategies
increase the danger of miscalculation in a
crisis.

Stabillty also requires, In the President's
view, U.S. strategic forces and policies flexible
enough to respond to a Soviet attack at the
same level—to avoid the situation in which
“the indiscriminate mass destruction of
civilians is the sole possible response to
challenge.”

Umbrella—The fourth measure of suffi~
ciency, as set forth by the NSC, is the con-
tinued ability to protect other nations with
the U.S. nuclear umbrella. .

Japan, India and a number of other coun-
tries signed the nuclear nonproiiferation
treaty with the understanding that the
United States would provide the protection
of its nuclear weapons as a substitute for
each country developing its own weapons.

This U.S. pledge will depend for its credi-
bility, in the Administration view, on the
“thin” population defemse capability of the
safeguard ABM, as China develops its ICBM
force.

A “thin” ABM would make credible a U.S.
threat of nuclear attack against China, in
the event that China were threatening an-
other nation. (For a discussion of “suffi-
ciency,” see Vol. 2, No. 16, p. 810)

‘Weapons declslons: These criteria are ex-
pressed in three basic guldes for the design
01’1 U.5. forces: survivability, flexibility and
mix,
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To increase the survivabllity of U.S. stra-
tegic weapons, programs for hardening mis-
sile silos have been approved. Improvements
in U.S. air defenses, the ABM and MIRV
programs are all justified as improving
survivability.

MIRV warheads, more accurate missiles,
and improvements ul command and control

are all seen as contributing to the flexibility .

of U.S. forces,

Survivability and flexibility both require,
in the Administration analysis, a full mix
of bombers, submarine-based misstles and
land-based missiles, to prevent the Soviets
from concentrating research and develop-
ment on defeating any one element. The
mix also complicates the Soviet’s problems in
targeting and coordinating a first strike.

Each of these arguments supports the view
that the security of the nation requires the
full array of U.S. strategic forces.

McNamara coupled his basic concern with
maintaining an assured destruction capa-
bility with a secondary aim of developing
forces to limit the damage to the United
States that might result from a nuclear ex-
change. One approach to limiting damage 1s
constructing ABM defenses, Another s
developing offensive missiles capable of
destroying Soviet forces before they sttack.

Counterforce stratsgies: The latter ap-
proach is called a ‘“‘counterforce strategy”—
meaning that offensive weapons are targeted
on the enemy’s offensive weapons, rather
than his population centers.

The Administration is considering such a
strategy, and it is for this reason, among
others, that il has been reluctant to put
MIRV on the bargaining table at SALT.
MIRV would be needed if the United States
were to develop a capability to knock out
Soviet missiles in silos-—in a retaliatory sec-
ond strike, or, conceivably, in a first strike.

NSC officials questioned by National Jour-
nal say that Administration concern about
crisis stability and the credibility of the
U.S. deterrent, particularly in Europe, has
stimulated consideration of weapons and
strategies suitable for a counterforce ap-
proach to deterrence sometime in the future.

The Air Force chief of staff, Gen, John D,
Ryan gave his interpretation of the outlook
in a speech Sept. 22, 1970, in which he sald
that the Minuteman IIT missile with its
MIRV “will be our best means of destroying
time-urgent targets like the long-range
weapons of the encmy.”

Elsewhere in the speech Ryan made clear
that he was talking about a second-strike
counterforce strategy aimed at *. .. the re-
maining strategic weapons which the enemy
would no doubt hold in reserve.”

A counterforce capability is being re-
viewed, as an alternative to immediate re-
course to general nuclear war in a crisis
situation.

Options.~—Orficials emphasize that coun-
terforce strategies have been considered
thoroughly in the past and that current
efforts are intended only to preserve these
strategies as options for force planning and
weapons development. Future development
of the necessary forces to carry out these
strategies depends, according to Pentagon
officials, on the terms of the final SALT
agreement.

Programs.—The services have paper stud-
ies under way on exactly what weaponry,
force levels and crisis management tech-
nigues will be required for & counterforce
strategy.

According to Pentagon officials, current
U.S. MIRV systems were designed for de-
stroying cities and would have to be more
accurate than they now are if they were to
be used to destroy military targets.

The Army’s Hardsite ABM program is be-
ing pushed as a means of enhancing the
capability of defending Minuteman silos.

According to testlmony by Foster hefore
the Senate Foreign Relations Commitiee in
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1969, the United States deve oped, but did
not deploy, a method by whirn .8, missilex
could signal back whether tl.e warheads
had heen sent off on the rig: t trajectory.

Development programs are wrder way for
satellites capable of sensing S -v.et silos from
which the missiles had alreacy neen fired.

Speclal emphasis is being :iven In NATO
planning to the problems of ccmmand and
control communications.

Strategy questioned---The Acdministration
interest 1n alternatives to assu -ecl destruction
has revived long-standing op soition to the
damage-limiting and limite:: nuclear war
strategles being contemplate i,

One former Pentagon ana!. s. under Mc-
Namara told Natfional Journ:l “In theory,
it’s nice to have options, anc 1he President
always asks for them. Kennec y -lid, Johnson
did. McNamars said, “You car 't have a creds
ible deterrent based on an ine¢-ecible action—
that is, saying youwll blow th>p: up and ac-
cept getting blown up yours £ if they more’
troops against NATO.

“But, nobody has ever bee . ..ble to think
up a scenario for a controllec e:change that
makes any sense. The idea ¢ "wieing able to
control responses in a crisis it wtlon i not

~ credible.”

The reluctance of the NAT ) .llies to con-
template strategies that migi.t cesult in the
devastation of Furope in a inmited nuclear
war complicated flexible res-o.se planning
throughout the 1960s.

The President’s foreizn pol oy report indi-

. cates that this is still an uvarasolved issue

within NATO.

Ambiguity—Panoisky note that the tech-
nology required for a counter orce strategy—
principally, accurate MIRV nissiles—is the
same as that required for a ::ret strike. This
ambiguity, in his view, is pczentially desta-
bilizing for the nuclear balece.

sgurvival demands that w- 1hust give ab-
solute priority to avoidance ol nuclear war
over the ability to fight one.  *ie said.

Scoville and Panofsky botr argue that the
“key myopia,” in Scovilles v ords, 1s the
tendency to regard counter vrue exchanges
as 8 “pure” contest in whi-h weapons are
destroyed but no one gets hw =. T'hey say that
caleulations of the number :f people killed
from secondary effects of ever a :imited coun-
terforce exchange wouid ma e these strate-
gles seem less attractive.

The chief worry is that t! ¢ :nherent am-
biguity about the intentiorns »f a country
with a counterforce capabilit' r:akes a mean-
ingful SALT agrement nearls impossible and
might stimulate the Soviet -o consider a
“lgunch-on-warning” or evtn a first-strike
policy.

Policles questioned: The ..d'ninistration’s
policy of arming while the t.li's continue is
faulted by a number of obst v .rs.

A former ACDA official tole M ational Jour-
nal, “Here we are putting JIRV warheads
on our missiles and leading t 1¢ Soviet Union
by a wide margin in every r-le vant category
of military hardware—why, ' D-puty Defense
Secretary David) Packard sai | that himself—
with troops all over the worl:i, .. sound, well-
focused research-and-develc nient program
and a virtually endless shop >ing list of new
weapons, and what’s the th u.t of the Ad-
ministration’s foreigrn polk y* What's the
principal inhibiting factor i1 our SALT
policy? The fear that a Sovie! :lanner might
get the idea that were we: ke ning, getting
soft.”

Domestic risk—A congress or.al staff mem-
ber close to arms control ssues, who de-
clined to be identified, told Mational Jour-
nal, “In the long run it is orobably riskier
to0 let some of these weapon programs get a
good start than to hold up oi. them.

“It's bad bargaining stritegy with the
Pentagon, in any case. It tak s a tremendous
investment in time and ¢nergy and arm
twisting or compromising ‘> stop a major
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weapons systems that one of the services is
deeply committed to. One man’s bargaining
chip is another man’s opehing wedge.”

No hard choices—One former NSC staff
member under both President Johnson and
President Nixon told National Journal, “You
don’t-hear criticism of Kissinger being ‘Secre~
tary of Defense in everything but name’ or
complaints from the House Armed Services
Committee about Kissinger and his whiz kids
undercutting the judgment of the profes-
sional military.

“Everyone is more sophisticated about
nuclear weapons policy now, including the
Pentagon, and the budgetary constraints
have forced the services to make falrly rea-
sonable requests. But if the White House
were doing anything that really threatened
any vested interests, it wouldn't be all sweet-
ness and light as it is now.”

Scoville sees the Administration’s SALT
policies and the kind of agreements being
talked about as having the potential for
legitimizing, in the name of arms control,
a new round of increased spending on stra-
tegic weapons.

One impetus behind this possibility, Pan-
ofsky sald, is that ‘“nuclear weapons are by
far the cheapest way to kill.”

SUMMARY OF SALT NEGOTIATIONS

Limited progress has been made at the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, now in their
fourth round. Following is a summary of the
negotiations at each session:

First round: The first session, held in
Helsinki Nov. 17-Dec. 22, 1969, was devoted
to general discussions of strategic weapons
and the problems of verifying compliance
with any arms control agreement.

A basic disagreement over whether U.S.
fighter-bombers based in Europe should be
considered strategic weapons was first raised
at this session. It has remained an issue.

Second round: The U.S. delegation offered
for discussion two alternative approaches to
limits on offensive and defensive weapons
early In the second round of the talks, held in.
Vienna April 16-Aug. 14, 1970.

One approach suggested a ceiling on the
total number of offensive delivery vehicles—
missiles and bombers—for each side and a
ban on qualitative improvements, particu-
larly MIRV, to be verified by on-site inspec-
tion.

‘The second approach suggested a substan-
tial reduction in large missiles, especially the
Soviet 85-9, as a substitute for a MIRV ban.
Both approaches coupled offensive limits with
a total or partial ban on ABMs.

After Gerard C. Smith, chief U.S. negotiator
at SALT, returned to the United States for
consultations in June, the United States pre-
sented a formal proposal as a basis for nego-
tiations. The proposal, based on the ex-
pected mnegative Soviet response to earlier
suggestions, was a package linking a ceiling
on offensive weapons to a full or partial ban
on ABMs.

The proposal suggested that substitution of
missiles for bombers or other changes in the
mix of weapons within the ceiling could be
allowed, except that a fixed limit would be
negotiated for large missiles such as the SS-9,

Third round: The remainder of the second
session and much- of the third session, held
in Helsinki Nov. 2-Dec. 18, 1970, were devoted
to expanding on details of the U.S. proposals.

The Soviets suggested that continued dis-
agreement over U.S. fighter-bombers in Eu-
rope might be bypassed for an agreement
coupling ABM limits with a commitment to
subsequent negotlations on offensive
weapons.

The President has decided to continue
pressing for a combined limit on offensive
and defensive weapons. He said in his Feb. 25
Toreign policy message that an agreement
covering only one side of the offense-defense
equation would be dangerous and might re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —- Extensions of Remarks

move the Incentive to negotiate a more com-
prehensive agreement.

Fourth round: The current round of the
SALT talks began March 15 at Vienna. The
New York Times reported April 29 that the
Soviets have proposed a five-year treaty limit-
ing ABMs to 100 missiles protecting each
nation’s capital. “Administration officials”
were given as the source.

NucLzar WaRHEAD TeEsT BAN

Arms control deliberations are continuing
at the permanent Eighteen Nation Disarma-
ment Conference in Geneva, while the United
States and the Soviets negctiate at SALT.

The Geneva talks produced an agreement
last year, signed by 62 nations after two years
of bargaining, which bans all weapons of
mass destruction from emplacements on the
ocean floor.

Currently, two other areas of weapons con-
trol are under consideration: a ban on chem-
ical and biological weapons end a ban on
all testing of nuclear warheads.

Test ban issue: Nuclear nesting has been
conducted underground since the 1963 agree-
ment outlawing tests in the atmosphere. Ef-
forts to ban all testing foundered at the time
on tne issue of on-site inspection.

Feasibility—-Since the 1963 agreement. re-
search has largely solved the problem of
monitoring tests without on-site inspeection.
Technology has reached the state where seis«
mologlsts are confident they can distinguish
between an earthguake and even a small
nuclear test explosion anywhere in the world.

A number of scientlsts, Including some
working for the Pentagon’s Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency, have conducted a
long campaign to remove any doubts about
the technical feasibility of monitoring tests
seimologically. As a result, scientific argu-
ments are no longer seriously advanced as
a block to a test ban.

Advocacy—A number of arms control ad-
vocates, including William C. Foster, head
of the General Advisory Committee for the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
argue that a treaty benning nuclear testing
should be sought regardless of progress at
SALT. In this view, a halt o testing would
effectively limit qualitative improvements in
strategic weapons, such as MIRV (multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles),
which are not covered by current proposals
at SALT.

Administration reluctance: The Adminis-
tration has decided to delay negotiations on
& test ban until it is clear what kind of con-
trols on strategic weapons will emerge from
SALT.

Gerard C. Smith, ACDA director, told news-
men at the opening of the current round of
SALT in Vienna, March 15, that there was no
sclentific reason for not seeking a test ban
treaty. but that negotiations would most
likely be delayed until after the SALT talks.

The Administration’s decision to give top
priority at SALT to controls on deployment
of weapons systems, rather than their qual-
itative improvement, is based In part on the
view that warhead testing has gone far
enough on each side for the United States
and the Soviet Union to make qualitative
improvements in weapons without further
warhead testing.

Another factor is the general reluctance of
both Atomic Energy Commission and mili-
tary leaders bo sign away the option of con-
tinued testing in the absence of firm weapons
agreements.

FosSTER: NUCLEAR WEAPONS EXPERT

John 8. Foster Jr., 48, the Pentagon’s re-
search and engineering direclor, has spent
his professional career studying componerts
of the arms race.

“Radar, warheads and missiles,” he once
responded to a House committee member who
inquired about his professional interests.
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On assuming his post in October 1965,
Foster became the third (after Herbert York
and Harold Brown) director of the Lawrence
Radiation Laboratory in Livermore, Calif., to
move straight to the Pentagon’s top research
Job. He was retained in the job by Defense
Secretary Melvin R. Laird after the Nixon
Administration took: office.

Warnings: Within the past year Foster has
spoken frequently on the dangers of ‘‘the
growirg Soviet strategic threat.” In April
1970 he warned members of the American
Newspaper Publishers Association that “the
Soviet Union i1s now about to seize techno-
logical leadership frcm the United States.” In
a U.S. News & World Report interview Nov. 30,
Foster said the United States still has a
two- to three-year lead over the Soviets. But
he said that without increased defense re-
search efforts ‘““‘we would be number two
technologically in some areas” by 1974 or
1975.

Spokesman: Widely regarded as a highly
competent defender of such controversial
programs as the ABM, Foster has testified be-
fore Congress on subjects other than the
research budget. In 1963 he opposed ratifica-
tion of the Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, saying
that the United States should test certain
nuclear devices above ground.

In 1969 he appeared before a House For-
eign ATairs Subcommittee to explain why the
Pentagon believed testing of multiple inde-
pendently targetable reentry vehicles should
be continued. Foster had announced the
MIRV testing program six weeks earlier. Un-
der guestioning, Foster saild MIRV was nec-
essary to counter Soviet ABM work. He said
he belleved that an agreement at the Stra-
teglic Arms Limitations Talks was more likely
if MIRV were developed than if all testing
were halted.

Background: Foster began defense work
during World War XI when he left McGill
University in Montreal to work on radar
countermeasures at the Harvard Radio Re-
search Laboratory. He was graduated from
McGill in 1948 and received a doctorate in
physics from the University of California at
Berkeley in 1952. He then went to work at
the nearby, newly formed Lawrence Radiation
Laboratory, where he participated in major
advances in the design of nuclear weapons,
He became director of the laboratory in 1961,

CLIPPARD INSTRUMENT LAB, INC,,
AWARDED THE RCA CONSUMER
ELECTRONICS VENDOR AWARD

HON. ED JONES

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 18, 1971

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
the Clippard Instriment Lab, Inc., was
recently awarded the RCA Consumer
Electronics Vendor Award for the fourth
quarter of 1970. This award was made
in recognition of the company’s record
of outstanding quality, service, and price.

The Paris, Tenn., plant of the Clippard
Instrument Lab is one of the outstand-
ing industries of the Eighth Congres-
sional Distriet, which I am proud to
represent in this bocdy. This plant pro-
vides employment for many residents of
the Henry County area, and I, for one,
am especially proud of the company’s
record. Mr. Bill Calwell and the person-
nel of the Paris plant are to be com-
mended for their achievement as recog-
nized by this coveted award.
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