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puty Foreign Hinitstar Semenov

Reported ramark int
eting, 8 May 1972, fHa2lsinki:

i
during a Delegat

= In the coursc of all previous phases of SALT both
sides had procceded from the premise that moderniza-
tion and replacement of the armaments being_limited
would not be prohibited. In this connection, in
addition to the proposals he had presented the day
before, he would state that the Soviet side would
consider it necessary to register in the Interim
Agreement the right of both sides to modernization
and replacement of older submarines by new submarines
but without exceeding the number of modern submarines
and of the SLBM launchers on these submarines, estab-
lished at appropriate levels for each side.

‘ﬁs_‘heported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Trusov
during a Delegates' meeting, 10 May 1972, Helsinki:
Trusov said that since we were engaged in working

out an Interim Agrecment the important things were not
definitiogs in themselves, but the effort to avoid a .
situation which would in the course of work on moderni- (
zation and replacement lead to the result of increasing
the numbers of heavy missiles by conversion from other
types of missiles covered by the Agrcement. This was
evidently the wain problem. As an example, he wanted
to use the cquipment on the table before us in order
to cxplain the substance of the proposal tabled by the
Soviet side {using ashtrays of two widely differing
sizes, Trusov used the smaller to denote a launcher
for a lignt missilesand the larger to decnote a launcher
for a hcavy missile]. !e said that national technical
means of verification would clearly distinguish between
these two types. And when we said that in the process
of modernization and replacement no substantial
increasec in the dimensions of the light missiles could
occur, it would be obvious that national technical
means could clearly show whether or not any increase
was substantial enough to bring the. light missile
into the catcgory of heavy. T
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Reported remarks of Deputy Forecign Mintster Semenov
and Soviet SALT delegate Trusov during a Delegates’
meeting, 10 tay 1972, Helsinki:

Semenov said that he would comment as a layman
once again, with the reservation that he had not had
the opportunity to consult with thosec of his collcagues
who were specialists. He wanted to spcak becausc
possibly he was the father of this misunderstanding,
at lcast in part. At one time he had said he thought
formulation of this question would not prove difficult,
but he could sce now that he had been imprccise, for
we were evidently facing difficulties now which he
had not cxpected. He had believed and continues to
believe that the US side will appraise the situation
recalistically and that we will be ablec to find a
mutually acceptable solution, given a desire on both
sides to do so. In connection with ABM limitation,
at the propesal or at the insistence of the US side,
the Soviect draft of Article VI in paragraph (a) pro-
vided an undertaking not to give missiles, launchers,
or radars, other than ABM interceptor missiles, ABM
Jaunchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to countcer
strategic,ballistic missiles or their cleiments in
flight trajectory, and not to test them in an ABM
mode. Now thc US side wanted to make morc specific
the obligations concerning non-ABM radars, but if
we werce talking about non-ABM radars we were herc
touching on some other fields whose speccifics we
would then have to take into account. He had already
noted in past discussions that in our negotiations
we had to avoid the temptation of dealing with defense
areas other thgn those we were instructed to deal
with. .

Semenov said that Smith had once accused him of
being too partial to artillery, to which he had re-
ferred as 'the God of war.'" llowever, he would not
touch on the question of artillery, otherwise he was:
afraid he would get in trouble. 'As for anti-aircraft,
it would be correct to say that anti-aircraft defense
does not have as great a significance for the US as- -
it does for the Sovict Union. Onec might ask why this
should be assumed, after all, terms were to be cqual
for both sides. But it was an objective fact that




-

»

could not be ignored. In our negotiations we had to
respect the delicacy of such matters. At the same
timc, the Soviet side was not proposing, did not
intend to propose, unequal terms on the question of
Yarge non-ABM radars. The Sovicet proposal would
apply cqually to both sides and the terms would be
cqual too. Recflection on this matter led to the
conclusion that the possible solution would not create
the risk of laying the basis for an arca defcnse for
the United States. He did not think that the US

side beliceved this with respect to the Soviet Union
either. Furthermore, there was the obligation in
Article T which clearly precluded a territorial defense.
fic did 'not think it would be difficult to understand
the grcat importance of anti-aircraft defensc for the
Sovict Union and it was impossible to ignore this
fact in our ncgotiations. He would tell an anecdotec.
The Russian writer Saltykov-Shchedrin tells the story
of the mayor of a city who received some document in
which there was a refercnce to the United States.
There was something in the paper he did not like, so

he endorsed it: 'close down America." Upon further
reflection he added the words: 'but, it secms, this
does not depend on us." Thus it was clear that we

could_not'ignorc the anti-aircraft defense question.

He would conclude that we had to scarch for a mutually
acceptable solution, that such a solution could be
found, and that this would not mcan in any way creating
the basis of a territorial ABM system. The Soviet Union
was not afraid of such a defense being established in
the United States and he believed that the US side also
would come to the conclusion that no such defense would
be created in the Soviet Union.

Trusov believed that Minister Semenov had qui.te
correctly said that the Soviet side was ready to scarch
for mutually acceptable language that would permit
the limitation of non-ABM radars in a certain way,
and at the .same time would not imposc any limitations
on the deployment of anti-aircraft systems. He would
like to return to what had been said by -Shchukin and
had been emphasized in Shchukin's statement--that .
the Soviet side saw no connection between the potcntial
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of ‘mon-ABM radars and the ABM radars named in the US
proposal, i.c., the MSR radar being dcployed at Grand
Forks. In addition, Shchukin had emphasized the thought
that the Sovict side could not agrec to the establish-
ment of the level 3 x 100 as the standard mentioned

by General Allison. Shchukin had not insisted that
there be no limit on radars of the potential of the
radar Smith had referred to as being in the Moscow
system. Thus we would evidently have to continuc
scarching for mutually acceptable language.




Heported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Grinevsktiy
and advisor Kishilov during a conversation with US
SALT advisor GarthoJf, 10 May 1972, Helstiniki:

Garthoff wished to propose another approach to
reaching a mutually acceptable compromise on Article
JII of the ABM Draft Treaty. The alternative approach
would be based on setting aside all existing ABM
radars, operational and under cpnstruction, on the
two sides, which could be retained, and then speci-
fying additional permitted radar deployments in
the futurc on a basis of precise equal opportunities.
The tesult of this new appreach would be to let the
Soviet side have thec large phased-array radars near
Chekhov and Naro-Fominsk and the four large mechanical-
scan radar complexes, balanced against the singlec PAR
and single MSR at Grand Forks. In addition, each
side could in the future deploy ARM radars within
no more than four MARCs for defense of the national
capital, and could deploy radars smallcr than the MSR
within no more than six MARCs at the ICBM defensc de-
ployment area. Finally, Garthoff said, hc would like
to propose an altcrnative to the MARCs for ICBM defense: (
namely, a limitation to a given number of ABM radars
with smaller potential than the MSR. Such an approach
would permit locating such radars on a morc dispersed
basis: We thought that twelve radars should be suf-
ficient, but were prepared to consider up to eighteen.
Garthoff then gave thc Soviet participants the text
of a draft incorporating the provisions he had out-
lined. (See Section U.) Grinevskiy and Kishilov
asked a number of qdestions for clarification. In
addition, they both remarked that they did not think
the proposition was equal, because it meant that.the
.Soviet Union could not have any ABM radars as large
or larger than an MSR at the Soviet ICBM defense area,
while the US could have PAR or Doghousc-type radars
at as many-as four complexes in decfense of Washing-
ton. Garthoff noted that while that was correct, the
Soviet sidc would have two very large. radars at Moscow
in addition to:whatever it deployed within four com-
plexes, and the - four mechanical-scan radar complexes
to boot. The Soviet participants were still doubtful
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of acceptability of an approach which would not per-
mit the Sovict side any large radars for ICBM defense.
Garthoff agrecd that if that was considered an es-
sential requirvement by the Sovict side there was little
point in considering this suggested new approach.
Grinevskiy said that he would, despite his doubt,

of coursc report this new suggestion.

Grincvskiy then asked about the two bracketed
passages in .para 1 (b). Was it" the intention that
therc be no morc than cighteen radars within no
more than six complexes, OrT WercC the two bracketed
‘passages alternatives? Kishilov immcdiatcly inter-
jected that of course they were alternatives, and
that the American side had carlier proposed six
complexes with no numerical limit on radars. He
strongly implicd that a combination of numerical
1imits on radars as well as on complexes would be _
of no interest to the Soviet side. Garthoff said that
he thought that a combination of limitation on radars
and complexes could be considercd, but so could a
straight limitation only on numbers of radars, which
would pecrmit morc dispersed deployment oOrT only on Ccom-
plexcs permitting a larger number of radars. The
Soviet participants scemed inclined to favor the six
conplexes. Grinevskiy recalled that in discussion
two days earlier he. had suggested the possibility
of eight compleXxcs.

Garthoff then outlined a seccond alternative
approach. If, as Grincvskiy and Kishilov had indi-
cated might be the case, the Sovict side considercd
that cauality afd mutually acceptable terms required
the two sides to have comparable.large radars at the
ICBM dcfense deployment arca, the article could pro-
vide for- that. The deployment for defensc of the
national capital could remain six MARCs for cach
side, plus thc mechanical-scan radar complexes for
the Soviet Union, and for defense of ICBMs the. Soviet
side could have one radar comparable to the PAR at
Grand Forks.-and one radar capable to the. MSR,-and
in addition cach side could have either an agreed




number of radars with a potential less than the MSR,
or an agrccd number of MARCs with the radars of them
under that same qualitative limitation. He proposed
twelve radars or four MARCs as sufficicnt, but the
Sovict participants immediately objected that this
was a step backward, and that in keeping with earlier

proposals and suggestions the level should be at

lcast eighteen. radars or six MARCs. Garthoff agreed
that those figures were appropriate in terms of the
discussions to date. He suggested that perhaps the

total could be ecighteen radars or six MARCs including
the two larger radars, with all other radars limited
to smaller potential than the MSR. The Soviet par-
ticipants said that this was too restrictive, that
the minimum their side could consider would be the
two large radars and six MARCs or eighteen smaller
radars. Garthoff said that if such an approach were
pursued.it should be clearly understood that the two
larger radars on the Soviet side would be limitcd

to equivalents of the American PAR and MSR radars,
respectively.

Carthoff then gave them a draft incorporating
the points which had just been discussed (see section
U.) Garthoff and Grinevskiy amended the draft in
pen, in accordance with the discussion outlined above,
to substitute the numbers '18" for "12", and "6"
for "4". )




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegates Shchukin
and Trusov during a Delegates' meeting, 10 May 1972,
Helsinki:

Shchukin said that he would address the question
of non-ABM radars that were not in the catcgory of
radars referrcd to in the April 11 version of the
Soviet draft for paragraph (b) Article VI of the
draft ABM Treaty. Hec had noted the fact that the
US side had substantially changed the language of
the statement on Article VI of the draft Treaty.

- As he understood it, the US side was now proposing
that in deploying the radars to which he had just
referred, they could not be given a potential in
cxcess of the smallest modern phased-array ABM
radar operational or under construction on either
side. For the Unitcd States such a radar is the
onc presently under construction at Grand Forks,
the radar known as MSR. The potential of this radar
was stated by thc US side to be less than three
million watt-mcters squared. Article VI of the draft
Treaty on thec Limitation of ABM Systcms is designed
to increasc confidence in the limitation of ADBM
systems and components envisioned in the Treaty and (
also in compliance with the provisions of paragraph
2, Article I. The Sovict side sces no connection
at all betwcen the potential of the MSR under con-
struction at Grand Forks and a limitation on the
potential of thosc non-ABM radars, referred to in
paragraph (a) of Article VI of the Sovict Draft
Trcaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems. This 1is
further supported by the fact that, as far as he
knew, the radar to Ube used for dcfense of the national
capital of the US, which is to perform a role similar
to the MSR under construction for''defense of ICBMs,
"is planned to have a substantially greater potential
than the MSR at Grand Forks. The Soviet side cannot
consider acccptable those considerations of thec US
side which would establish limits on the pote=ntial
of non-ABM.radars on the basis of the MSR:under con-
struction. Morcover, the Soviet side deens it nccessary
‘to reaffirm its position on the proposal.calling for.
prior consultation in the commission to be established:
under Article XIII of the Trecaty. He had’in mind‘ the .
.!Zgrqft.statcmcnt proposed by-the. US side and was.referring s
£ to itslast part, which he ‘beligved to besunnecessary. . < on




Nitzc said hc was confused about why the Sovict
position had changed from what he had understood it
to be last. It was his undcr<tand1ng that we had
agrccd that the standard mentioned in the statement
would substitute for paragraph (c) of Article VI
formally in the joint draft text, in brackets. Such
a standard was to be the smallest phasecd-array ABM
radar dcployed by either side within modern ABM radar
complexes.

Shchukin said that if he recalled correctly, at
the prescnt timec the words "operational or under con-
struction on either side" were not agreed.

Trusov pointed out that Mr. Nitze had evidently
referred to the language proposed by the US side.
However, the Sovict side had not said that it agreed
with this language. Academician, Shchukin.had pointed.
out that in the Soviet draft the reference was to
the smallest radars deployed, but the words "under
construction' were not included.

Nitze pointed out that in paragraph 2 of Article
II of the Joint Draft Text it was stated that ABM
systcm components under construction should be in-
cluded within thec meaning of paragraph 1 of that
Article. .

Shchukin acknowledged that this was correcct, and
said that this mecant that they would be included in
the ABM Treaty and limited under its provisions, but
it did not say here that thcy would become a standard
limiting the potcntial of non-ABM radars. .
Nitze wanted to make another point. Initially
the Sovict argumcnt had been, under the proposal
tabled in Vienna, that the MSR at Grand Forks would
require an exception. . The .reason advanced for the
nced for an exception was- that the MSR at Grand
Forks had been initially. dCSJgnCd as a componcnt for
an arca defensc and that itiwas - ]arg01 than apploprlate
for dcfensciof ICBM-silos’ and that it would in fact
raisc qucstlons about whether or. not a base was being
created for . a:territorial:-defensc. ‘He would also
' p01nt_out Lhat 1n “theiplans of the -US_Government




to date the MSR for defensc of Washington would be
cqual in potcntial to the MSR at Grand Forks. Thus
the distinction which Shchukin had drawn between them

was not pertinent.

Shchukin said that when we had discussed this
question before, it had scemed to. him that the MSR
type radars being developed in the US were those that
had earlier been included in the Sentinel system. As
far as hc recalled, such radars were to be identical,
both thosc to be used for defense of citics and other
unprotected locations and those to be used for defense
of ICBM silo launchevs. Perhaps he had an imprecisc
impression of thc potential of the MSR under construc-
tion at Grand Forks for defense of ICBM silo launchers,
but. such doubts had been dissipated by the statemcnt
made by Ambassador Smith. According to his information,
the radar planncd for defensc of Washington was planned
to have a potential greatcr than the MSR at Grand Forks.
lle asked that the following situation be hypothesized:
Suppose a radar with a most limited potential is
developed for defense of silo launchers, a potential
that is sufficient for that purposs. Would that mecan
that the 'construction of a non-ABM radar with such a
potential or even larger potential outside the area
of ABM deployment would create the threat of establish-
ing a, territorial defense? It seemed to him that it
would not. Thercfore, the potential of the smallest
radar within the defense systems of ICBM launchers
could not be taken as a mecasure for limitation of non-
APM radars located in areas other than areas of ADBM
deployment. ‘

.

Nitze said that, first, Shchukin had confirmed
what Nitze had said earlier--that the MSR had origi-
nally been designed as part of a system for defense
of either cities or silo launchers. Second, both
sides agrce that within- MARCs for defense of national
capitals there would be no limit on the potential of
radars that could be built. Thus, whatcver some.
articles in a magazine said .on the subjcct of a possible
future radar for the :defense of Washington was not
pertinent. Third, itJseemed quite wrong to have very
carcful constraints on radars permitted within ABM




deployment areas and then also permit indiscriminate
deployment of other radars with a grcater potential
anywherc in the country.

Shchukin, replying to the first point, said that
he had alrcady confirmed that the radars originally
developed for defense of cities, industrial centers
and ICBM silo launchers werc identical. In this he
agreed with Nitze. Sccondly, hc also agreed that
in the discussions so far no limits of any kind have
been proposed on the potential of radars to be de-

- ployed within MARCs for ABM defensc of natioral capitals.
Third, he would like to say that the potential of the
smallest radar deployed for defense of ICBM silo
launchers cannot serve as a criterion that would limit
the potential of non-ABM radars located outside agreced
arecas of ABM deployment. He was saying this because
non-ABM radars located outside would not be defending
launchers, but other facilities, and therefore the
limitation on their potential should be other than
the potenhtial of the smallest ABM radar deployed for
defense of ICBM silo launchers. Finally, when he had
said earlicr that initially the ABM radars developed
in thc US for defense of national capitals and for
defense of silo launchers were not identical, he had
mcant that the solution for radars forming part of an
ABM system {or defense of national capitals should be
higher, that these radars should be larger than thosc
proposed earlier.




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Shehukin
during g conversation yith yg SALT delegate VNitze,
10 May 1972, Helsinks :

I said that 7 continucd to be unimpresscd by the
argument that he hag made and Semenoy had repeated that
large phaseqd drray radars were needed for Sy Purposes.
T said that with respect to the air-to~surfacc missile
launched by a high flying plane, it scemed to me that
that threat would be Climinated‘ if the high flying
plane itself ¥ere vulnerable, Shchukin said that he
dgreed.  He said that we, howcver, had 2 differential
advantage in that our AWACS—typc Planes couid fly over
the oceans while they were, in Part, surrounded by
land nmasses which they did not control. I said that
AWACS had nothing to do with high flying planes. 1¢
the planes were high flying, a ground-based mechanical
scan-dish radar could see then better than could an
AWACS:; an AWACS-typc of planc was uscful only against
low flying Plancs, and ag he had agreed with me the
other day, large phased array radars were not useful
in the low altitude regime because of the short distance
of line of sight to the horizon at jqu altitudes,

At another point Shchukin commented that radars
of the MSR and larger size Were immensely expensive
and that neither side would be able to afforg more
than a fey.




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegates Crinevskiy
and Pleshakov during a conversaiion with US SALT
advisor Carthoff, 10 May 1972, Helsink<:

[ berated Grincvskiy for the fact that his Delegation
had permitted ours to labor several weeks under the
misimpression that the Soviet side had agreed to the
MSR as the standard for an OLPAR constraint. Grinevskiy
said that his Delegation had always sought to work
toward a mutually acceptable solution, and that it
would continuc to do so. I said that "the ball was now
in their court'. e expected a constructive Soviet
proposal. I noted that we had raised the proposed
level from one million to three million, and also
rcsovted to the indirect reference at Soviet behest,
although that indirect referent had eventually
mislcad us. (Minister Pleshakov who also sat across
the table, listened to this part of our conversation,
and interjccted to say that the difference between
onc and three times to the sixth was not significant,
and the Soviets needed a higher level.) Grinevskiy
said that it would be necessary to raise the level
‘somewhat'. Subsequently, Grinevskiy was more specific
and said it would nced to be raised by about one order
of magnitude. :

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegatg Griqevskiy
and advisor Kishilov during a conversation gzth Uus
SALT advisor Carthoff, 11 May 1972, Helsinki:

Garthoff remarked, personally and frankly,
that therc was a*fecling that the Soviet side had.
pcrmitted the American Delegation to labor under_
the misimpression that there was agrcement on using
the MSR as .a standard for OLPAR limitation for-more
than two.weeks. Grinevskiy became very defensive,.
and said the Soviet side had never said that the - -
MSR was acccptable. as the- OLPAR standard. . He.said -
that Minister:Semenov had already said that he:smight =
have contributed to a misunQQrstanding'by4$gx%ggﬁi$;_<M
that.there;was®.only an editorial diffcrence “remaining
on thc ‘OLPAR“question, but the.Soviet Delegationihad
believed-and-continucd to'believe that a mutualdy. . -

. .acceptable.solution could be.found. Moreo
“had beenilncertainty ‘as. to the:ipotential;o
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Deputy Foretgn Minister Semenov

Reported remarks of
and Soviet SALT delegate Trusov during a Delegates'
meeting, 10 May 1972, Helsinkt:

Trusov pointed out that on May 6 the Soviet
Declegation had tabled a draft for Article II of the
Interim Agrecement and the draft of a statement to be
attached to it. He wanted to draw the US Delegation's
attention to the fact that the totality of obligations
incorporated in these proposals completely precluded
- the possibility during the period of effectiveness

of the Interim Agreement of coverting launchers for
light land-based ICBMs and launchers for older types
of land-based ICBMs constructed before 1964 into
launchers for heavy land-based ICBMs. In this
connection, the USSR Delcgation failed to understand
the reasons why the US side had raised the question
of defining heavy ICBMs at the meeting of May 7. In
the course of all the phases of the negotiations both
sides had understood and understand today what
particular missiles or launchers we were talking
about as hecavy. In the Soviet view there was no

P reason .to assume that during the period of effective-
ness of the Interim Agreement the sides would not

continue to know this. Heavy missiles have certain
featurcs that clearly distinguish them from other.

types of ballistic missiles. Thesc distinctions

will continue to exist in the future, too, particu-

larly if the sides undertake thec obligation not to
incrcase substantially in the process of moderniza-

tion and replacement the external dimensions, observ-

able by national technical means of verification, of
land-based ICEM silo launchers currently in the ‘
posscssion of- the sides. The Soviet side believed

that this statement, in combination with the-.obliga-

tion provided for in its draft of Article II, = =
complctely precluded the . possibility of such: conversion
and that thercfore.there was:no need for anyiadditional -
definitions #. Trusov said that this completely=solved: .-~
the problem.i. T s 11 T




Truszov szid he agreed with Minilster Semenov.

As he saw it, the words "substantial' or '"insubstan-
tial', "significant' or “insignificant'' had become

a part of the arsenal of SALT, part of the language
of the documents we were negotiating here. He
believed that when we used these terms, we under-
stood what they meant. As for definitions, in this
casec, since wcC were engaced in working out an
Interim Agreement the 1mportant things were not
definitions in themselves, but tite effort to avoid

a2 situation which would in the course of work on
modernization and replacement lead to the result

of increasing the numbers of heavy missiles by .
conversion from other types of missiles covered by
the Agreement. This was evidently the main problem.
As an example, he wanted to use the equipment on

the table before us 1in order to explain the substance
of the proposal tabled by the Soviet side {using
ashtrays of two widely differing sizes, Trusov used
the smaller to denote 2 launcher for a light missile
and the larger to denote a launcher for a heavy

e ot

missile]. He said that national technical mecans of
verification would clzarly distinguish betwecen these
two types. And when we saild that in the process of

modernization and rcplaccment no substantial increase

in the dimensions of the light nissiies could occur,
it vould be otvious that national technical means

could clearly show whether or not any increase was
substantial enough to bring the light missilc into
the category of hcavy. It was equally obvious that
some insubstantial increase in the diameter of light
missiles would in nb way result in even bringing it .
close to the category of heavy missiles. In these
conditions the dcfinition itself was only of philo-
sophical interest. S : '

Minister Semenov (émafkéd‘tﬁat'cvéﬁ'from'tHe

philosophical point of view,it was of ‘no interest.




Reported remaris of Soviet SALT delegate Trusouy
during a Delegates’ reeting, 10 May 1972, Helsink<:

Trusov said that since we Were engaged in working
out an Interim Agreement the important things were not
definitions in themselves, but the effort to avoid a
situation which would in the course of work on moderni-
zation and replacement lead to the result of increasing
the numbers of heavy missiles by conversion from other
types of missiles covered by the- Agreement. This was
evidently the main problem. As an example, he wanted
to use the equipment on the table before us in order

to explain the substance of the proposal tabled by the
Soviet side [using ashtrays of two widely differing
sizes, Trusov used the smaller to denote a launcher

for a light missile and the larger to denote a launcher
for a heavy missile]. He said that national technical
means of -verification would Clearly distinguish between
these two types. And when we sald that in the process
of modernization and replacement no substantial
increase in the dimensions of the Iight missiles could
occur, it would be obvious that national technical
means could cleavly show whether OT not any increase
was substantial enough to bring the light missile

into the category of heavy.

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Crinevskiy
and advisor Xisihilov during a conversation with Us
SALT advisor Garthoff, 11 May 1972, Helsinkz:

Grinevskiy noted that the Soviet side continues
to believe that the Provision on no substantial in- -
Crease in dimensions of silo launchers should in-
clude a phrase modifying increase as "observable with . -
the aid of national technical means of verification', . -
Garthoff-objected categorically. TR




Reported remarks of Deputy Foreign Minister Semenov
and Soviet SALT delegate Trusov during a Delegates'
meeting, 10 HMay 1972, Helsinki:

Trusov pointed out that on May 6 the Soviet
Delegation had tabled a draft for Article II of the
Interim Agreement and the draft of a statement to be
attached to it. He wanted to draw the US Delegation's
attention to the fact that the totality of obligations
incorporated in these proposals completely precluded
the possibility during the period of effectivenecss
of the Interim Agreement of coverting launchers for
light land-based ICBMs and launchers for older types
of land-based ICBMs constructed before 1964 into
launchers for heavy land-based ICBMs. In this con-
nection, the USSR Delegation failed to understand the
recasons why the US sidc had raised the question of
defining heavy ICBMs.at the meeting of May 7. In
the course of all the phases of the negotiations both
sides had understood and understand today what particu-
lar missiles or launchers we were talking about as
heavy. In the Soviet view there was no reason to
assume that during the period of effcctiveness of
the Interim Agreement the sides would not continue
to know this. Heavy missiles have certain features
that clearly distinguish them from other types of
ballistic missiles. These distinctions will continue
to exist in the future, too, particularly if the sides
undertake the obligation not to increase substantially
in the proccss of modernization and replacement the
external dimensions, observable by national technical
means of verification, of land-based ICBM silo
launchers currently in the possession of the sides.
The Soviet side believed that this statement, in
combination with the obligation provided for in: its
draft of Article II, completely precluded the -7 & ..’
possibility of such conversion and that therefore
there was no need for any additional-definitions:
Trusov said that this completcly solved the problem.

Smith Sald that.we belicved that ‘at thc present “[“*
time we knew what the Soviet side- would call a%l B
missile and what it would call.a heavy m1551le 4
However as we 1ooked 1nto the futurc we saw probl ms




in interpreting the words "light'" and "heavy." The
Soviet side had tried to help us with the word
"substantially,’ an adverb. Adverbs were notorious-
ly slippery things. If he had to explain to his
authorities what was meant by "substantially,'" he
would not know how to go about it. He recalled that
2t an earlier time in our ncgotiations Semenov had
difficulties with this word, when wc proposed to

use it in connection with transfers to third countries.
At that time Semenov had said that he could not dis-
tinguish bectween what was substantial and what was

not substantial.

N

Allison Tecalled that during a previous phase of
SALT, he had discussed this problem with General
Trusov and had rcferred to possible developments in
the future,. pointing out that it was not simply a
matter of current missiles; it was a matter of
dealing with missiles of an in-between size. He
would point out that a problem could arise with a
missile that would fall in a category between the
present categories of light and heavy.

Semenov said that he would like to comment on
this subject as a layman. As Smith would recall, in
211 our discussions both sides had taken the position
that the Interim Agreement iust contain provisions
that would have the cffect of preventing dcployment
of hcavy missiles and a build-up in such missiles.

As justly pointed out by Gencral Trusov, in-all the
phases of our negotiations the sides had understood
and do understand today specifically what missiles
are meant. An analysis of the development of the
Soviet position would show that in many respects the
Soviet side has moved to meet the wishes of the US;:
side; this would become particularly clear if a .-"%¥:
comparison were made between what-the Soviet side
had proposed initially and what it .was proposing .7 =
now. ~If he had .understood General Allison.correctlyy
we were now,asking;a’substahtiallyidifﬁcrént’gue9t"
and this_raiscdincw.difficulties;ingOUrﬁtalk§
freeze was -a freezerand we.did have'a’commo:
understanding about: frcezing theinumber £
heavy missiles On“the other hand,*
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would not affecct modernization and replacement of
strategic offensive arms, and in this, too, we
seemcd to have agrecmcnt in principle. The US
would modernize its missiles and the Soviet side
would do so also, and Semcnov did not think that
such actions would constitute actions outside the
framework of the understanding existing between us.
At the present.moment we were talking about an
Interim Agrcement; perhaps it would be advisable

to defer the questions arising in connection with
the subject of discussion today for solution at
follew-on talks, more active negotiations, about
which we also had a common understanding. Of course,
the category of possibilities was grecat, but now we
had comparatively little time to enable us to go
beyond the category of realities.

Replying to Smith's remarks on the subject of
what was "substantial' or what was "insubstantial,"
Semenov would say that Smith had quite correctly
noted that such a term had also been used by the
US side at one time. He would ask Smith if he had
not noticed that a number of ideas were migrating
between olr two sides. This was quite natural since
we were engaged in an exchange of ideas and consid-
erations in a search for mutually acceptable solu-
tions. Such solutions could hardly be found if we
did not engage in such exchanges. Personally, he
saw nothing wrong in ideas travelling back and forth
between the two sides. There was no such thing as
a national arithmetic, there was only one arithmetic,
and in our negotjiations it was essential for us to
find common understanding on the principle of mutual
acceptability. Both sides had to kecp this in mind
if we were to have agreement. He concluded by. saying
that perhaps "he had not spoken too precisely, but,
after all, he was speaking as a layman. S e

L opher he ‘would-like
to”say that in this case General’Allison was:inot .

really interested in what -vas—-meantib’ g
’1thfr‘in'thtuwas'mcant}bxxﬂrigH' new
as:"hcavy,' but in.connectidniwi. he.question

oniand repldcemc

© Semenév said that as a phildsop
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possession of the sides General Allison was trying
to approach this matter from the other end, to
determine what was a light missile. As a student
of philosophy Scmenov had spent a great deal of time
learning to distinguish between concepts and learning
to understand from a logical viewpoint what the
substance of a concept consisted of. He therefore
knew how to recognize a substitution of concepts
when he was faced with it; it was not a new pheno-
menon, not since the days of the Greek philosophers.
He believed that we could hardly engage in such sub-
stitutions if our work here was to be productive.

Trusov said he agreed with Minister Semenov.
As he saw 1it, the words '"substantial' or '"insubstan-
tial', "significant" or "insignificant' had become
a part of the arsenal of SALT, part of the language
of the documents we were negotiating here. He
bclieved that when we used these terms, we under-
stood what they meant. As for definitions, in this
case, since we were engaged in working out an
Interim Agreement the important things were not
defiritions in themselves, but the effort to avoid
a situation which would in the course of work on
modernization and replacement lead to the result
of increasing the numbers of heavy missiles by
conversion from other types of missiles covered by
the Agreement. This was evidently the main problem.
As an example, he wanted to use the equipment on
the table before us in order to explain the- substance
of the proposal tabled by the Soviet side [using
ashtrays of two widely differing sizes, Trusov used
the smaller to deno%te a launcher for a light missile
and the larger to denote a launcher for a heavy
missile]. He said that national technical means of
verification would clearly distinguish between these
two types. " And when we said that in the process of
modernization and replacement no‘substantial -increase
in the dimensions of the light missiles could occur,
it 'would be obvious:that national technical means
could clearly show’whether jor not.any increase. was
substantial cnough to bring the-light missile into’




the catecgory of heavy. It was equally obvious that
some insubstantial increase in the diameter of light
missiles would in no way result in even bringing it

- close to the catcgory of hcavy missiles. In these
conditions the definition itself was only of philo-
sophical interest.

Semenov rcmarked that even from the philosophical
point of view it was of no interest.

*

Reported remarks of Deputy Foreign Minister Semenov
during a Delegates' meeting, 10 Hay 1972, Helsink<z:

Semenov said he wanted to make the following .
statement: The Sovict side had alrcady stated its
position on the US proposal to freeze mobile ICBM
launchers. He was now reaffirming this position
and believed that in working out a draft Interim
Agrcement in the light of the May 20, 1971 under-
standing betwecen our Governments, there was no
nced to includc such launchers in the composition
of systems to be frozen. At the same time, the
Soviet side had moved to accommodate the US side
and agreed to include fixed soft launchers. He
said that the solution proposed by the Soviet side
fully met the purposes of the Interim Agreement.

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Grinevskzy
during a conversation with US SALT advisor Garthoff,
10 May 1972, Helsinki: :

L4
. Grinevskiy was quite firm in saying that the Soviet
side was not prepared to include riobile ICBMs in the
freeze. : : : -

. Grinevskiy hoped we could make progress on Article

IT, and said that if we could simply drop the definition.::
of "heavy" missilcs, he thought we could rcadily“reach = .
full agrcement. I objected that this was.a particularly'
importantipatt..of the Article II constraint S
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of Deputy Forezan tiintster Semenov

vted remarks
Reports Helsinki:

during a Delegates' meeting, 14 tay 1972,

Semenov said that the Soviet Delegation had
been instructed by the Government of the Soviet
Union to tablec .today as an official proposal new
language for Article IIT of the draft Trcaty on
the Limitation of ABM Systems. (See Section U).
He wanted to note that the new Soviet draft of Article
III of the Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems
was prepared with account for the uscful exchange
of vicws between the sides which had taken place on
this question. In addition, the Soviet Delegation
had bcen instructed to transmit texts of draft
joint statements on Article III of the Treaty on
the Limitation of ABM Systems on the following threce
questions: (a) on non-phased-array ABM radars, (b)
on the magnitude of the potential of the smaller
of the two largc ABM radars referred to in paragraph
(b) of Article III, (c) on the location of the center
of the area of ABV systems deployment for defense
of ICBM silo launchers. Semenov said he would like
to recad the drafts of these statements and handed them
to Smith (Sce Scction U).

Semcnov cxpressed the hope that the new Sovict
proposals would be closely studied and would mecet
with a favorable rcaction on the US side.

Semcnov wanted to make another statcment. In
our negotiationg, a uscful exchange of views had
reccently been held on the still unagreed question
of non-ABM large phased-array radars. Taking this
into account, in an effort to resolve on a compromisc
basis the-difference on this question between the
Delcgations, the Soviet Delegation, on instructions
from the Government of the USSR, was submitting fecr
consideration a-draft joint statement of thc Dele- T
gations on Article VI of the Treaty on the Limitation o
of ABM Systems which took into account’ the* p051t10ns -
of the sides on this question..  He.would. like " to read,.
and hand over thc draft of thlS tatcment (sce Sec- ’
tlon U) : el ,




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Shchukin
during a conversatton following a Delegates' meel-
ing, 14 May 1972, Helsinkt:

On location of Sovict silo defenses in USSR,
Shchukin said it was matter of prestige. There
were those on Soviet side who thought it was im-
proper for US to dictate location of their defen-

SCS.

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegates Trusov and
Pleshakov during a conversation folloving a Delegates'
meeting with US SALT delegate Allison, 14 May 1972,
Helsinke:

I stated that the Soviet proposal put on the table
today docs not satisfy the requirement for spccification
on the Soviet side of an ICBM defense deployment area
east of the Urals (again used scratch pad and symbols
to describe the point). I asked rhetorically--how
would we know, without a specificativna as to geographic
location, that the Soviets would not put the site 1in,
for example, the Leningrad area, Volgograd area, etc.
Pleshakov interjected to say that this problem could
be solved and he emphasized that the Soviet side has
no intention of deploying the ICBM defense areca 1in
Curopcan Russia. )

.




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Crincvskiy
aend advisor Xishtlov during a conversation with US
SALT advisor Garthnoff, 14 day 1972, Helsinkz:

It was agreed that we would meet formally as
the Group of Four the next day at 3:00 p.m. in the
American Embassy. The agenda was discussed.

Grincvskiy. asked, probably not secriously, whether
the American participants would. be prepared to dis-
cuss Article III of the ABM Draft Treaty. Garthoff
said that they probably would not, although it
might be useful to discuss the yet unagreed inter-

pretive statement concerning the location of ABM
defenses for ICBMs. (From a scparate bricf conver-
sation with.Kishilov, Garthoff derived the clear
impression that the Soviet Delegation expects and
1s preparcd to compromise differences on this point
by including an undertaking to locate the Soviet
1CBM dcfense deployment arca cast of the Urals in
cxchange for American agrecement to locate its ICBM
defensc in the Grand Forks ICBM deployment field.)

Grincvskiy also asked whether the American side
would be preparcd to discuss OLPARs. Garthoff ex-
pressed doubt. Both he and Parsons indicated that
the Soviet OLPAR proposal seemed much too high. The
Sovict participants considercd that their side had
made a decisive compromise move by coming down to
the level of 1 x 10/, and scemed a bit disconcerted
that the American participants did not consider
the new Sovict proposal as a basis for agrccment.

Grinevskiy expressed the strong hope that the
US side would be given instructions permitting it
to agree on the Article III provisions which had , .
cmerged from earlicr discussions and now represented
the position of the Soviet Government. s
Grinevskiy vaised the question of procedures
for formalizing agrecd interpretive.statements. - .
He suggested that he still thought they should -- -




refer to spccific articles of the Treaty or Agree-
ment. Garthoff then again argued that 1t was un-
necessary and could be troublesome to try to relate
cach interprctive statcment to the appropriate arti-
cles, since in some cascs a statement refervred to
several articles; for example, the one relating to
_other "{uture' ABM systems. Grincvskiy said that

he had only cxpressed a personal view, and they
would think further about this matter.

Garthoff said that it would probably be best

to group togcther the statements relating to the

- Treaty, and separately those relating to the Interim
Agrecment. But they did not need titles, and did
not nced a covering record. The Heads of Delegation
should initial cach statcment, after Ambassador Smith
had rcad it :in English and Minister Semenov 1n Russian,
with an exchange of agreed translations. Grinevskiy
indicated his agrcement with this suggestion.

Garthoff then said that on the American side
the statements would probably be used separately
in conjunction with other commentary discussing
various aspects of the Treaty or Agreement. For
example, in the message to the Congress there might (
be discussion of non-transfer, at which point there '
would be refercnce to the fact that there was an
agrced interpretive statement between the US and USSR,
then providing the text. But the collected inter-
pretive statements would not be handled together, and
would not be anncxed to the Treaty. Grinevskiy noted
understanding, and said they would not be “published'.
Garthoff said they would not be published as an
anncx to the Trecaty, but they would be considered
unclassified and would be made public in the manner
he had described, in the course of Congressional
consideration. Both Grinevskiy and Kishilov exprcssed
understanding and agreement that the statements would
be available to ecach Government to use as they saw
fit, including publicly, and attributing to them the
status of interpretations agreed by the two Governments.




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegates Trusov and
Pleshakov during a conversatiion following a Delegates
meeting with US SALT delegate Allison, 14 HMay 1972,
Helsinky:

!

In informal conversations following the meeting
“of Delegates, I told General Trusov and Minister
Pleshakov that their number of 107 for the OLPAR
interprective statcment was too high. The US proposal
for OLPARs with a power aperture product not greater
than the MSR gave, in the judgment of our experts,
amplce flexibility to deal with their air defensc prob-
lem. Trusov and Pleshakov disagreed. Pleshakov
stated that 107 was an absolutely rock-bottom figure
for the Sovicts, arrived at after most carcful con-
sideration and probably not satisfying the views of all
their experts. It was a serious effort to compromise.
Trusov agreced. (Conversation was without interpreter
and conducted largely with use of scratch pad notes,
figures and Pleshakov's limited English. I would
observe, howcver, that Pleshakov's comprechension is
fairly good in some areas although his expression in
response jis weak.) (

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Shchukin
during a conversction following a Delegates' meeting,
14 May 1972, Helsinkzu:

Shchukin said he had had great difficulty in
getting number ten million for Olpar standard ac-
cepted by his delegation.
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Reported remarks of Soviet SALY delegate Crinevskiy . .ewe W
and advisor Kishilov during a conversation with US .. =,
SALT advisor Carthoff, 1¢ May 1972, Helsinki: CL L

Garthoff noted that Semenov had said that the =~ =~ " ..
Soviet side would have some new proposals to advance - i
in the Group of Four meeting concerning the Interim e
Agreement. Grinevskiy and Kishilov confirmed this, —
and implied that these proposals would concern- both ~ e
Article I and Article IT and their associated inter- .
pretive statements. Both said that they now under-

stood that the size of the ICBM missiles was the most
critical element, and Garthoff confirmed that. Gri-
nevskiy suggested that the Soviet side would bc able

to agree on a way of handling the concept of a ""heavy"
missile, if the American side could reach agreement

on the definition of an ICBM. Garthoff agreed to

such a deal, but explained that while the American

side could consider a new definition of an ICBM, it

could not accept the definition which the Soviet

side had last advanced. Grinevskiy still displayed
general pessimism about the difficulties in recaching

an agreement on Article II. For the first time, he
suggested that the reference to dimensions of ICBM
"silos', rather than to "silo launchers', was "a step
back". Garthoff expressed surprise, and said that

this change --. which he had described at an earlier
session -- was simply a more precise reference which
should help to reach agreement. Grinevskiy said it

did not, but was unable to provide arguments except

that the term ''Silo.launchers' was used elsewhere

in the agreement. Garthoff replied that there was

no reference to dimensions.of silos elsewhere in

the agreement, and that there should be no particular
difference over the term. The American side could

agree to refer to 'silo launchers' if necessary,

but there did need to be common understanding as

to what was meant by dimensions of silos or silo- -
lTaunchers. Grinevskiy's suggestion that there was

a difference making reference to silos ''a step back"
raised questions as to whether the two sides had a

common understanding. He asked if the Soviet
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participants were prepared to discuss further
the diagram of silo launchers which he had given
them earlier. They said that they might be in a
. position to do so the next day.

Grinevskiy raised the question of procedures
for formalizing agreed interpretive statements.
He suggested that he still thought they should
refer to specific articles of the Treaty or Agree-
ment. Garthoff then again argued that it was un-
necessary and could be troublesome to try to relate
each interpretive statement to the appropriate
articles, since in some cases a statement referred
to several articles; for example, the one relating
to other '"'future' ABM systems. Grinevskiy said that
he had only expressed a personal view, and they would
think further about this matter.

Garthoff said that it would probably be best
to group together the statements relating to the
Treaty, and separately those relating to the Interim
Agreement. But they did not need titles, and did
not need a covering record. The Heads of Delegation
should initial each statement, after Ambassador
Smith  had read it in English and Minister Semenov
in Russian, with an exchange of agreed translations.

Crinevskiy indicated his agreement with this suggestion.

Carthoff then said that on the American side
the statements would probably be used separately
1n conjunction with other commentary discussing
various aspects of the Treaty or Agreement. For
example, in the message to the Congress there might
be discussion of non-transfer, at which point there
would be reference to the fact that there was an
agreed interpretive statement between the US and USSR,
then providing the text. But the collected interpre-
tive statements would not be handled together, and
would not be annexcd to the Treaty. Grinevskiy
notéd understanding, and said they would not be
"published'". Garthoff said they would not be
published as an annex to. the Treaty, but they would
be considered unclassified and would be made public
in the manncr he-had described, in the course of
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Congressional consideration. Both Crinevskiy and
Kishilov expressed understanding and agreement that
the statement would be available to each Government
to’ use as they saw fit, including publicly, and at-
tributing to them the status of interpretations agreed
by the two Governments.

Reported remarks of Soviet SALT advisors Smolin and
Chulitskiy during a meeting of the Editorial Horking
Group, 15 Hay 1972, Helsinkt:

Smolin noted that the reference to further or
follow-on talks in three places in the two documents
spoke of "strategic offensive arms' but, in the
Preamble to the Interim Agreement, spoke only of
""'strategic arms.' He suggested that to harmonize
the two documents, the word "offensive' should be
included in this Prcamble. Shaw recalled that, on
the eve of the conclusion of the talks last December,
the Soviets themselves had taken out the word
"offensive'" in the Preamble. !He personally saw no
objection to reinscrting it, but said that he would
have to discuss this matter with his Delegation.




Reported remarks of Soviet SALT advisor Smolin at
the meeting of tnc Editorial Working Group,
16 May 1972, delgink<:

In reviewing the ABM draft text presented by the
Soviets, Smolin noted that it had agreed to the foot-
note proposed by the US. In regard to Article XIII,
subparagraph 1(b), hc noted that the Sovict draft
referred to "each Party" rather than "either Party"
as given in the US JDT. Shaw said that the US Dele-
gation prefers the use of the word "either."

On the interpretive statements, Smolin said that
the Soviet Delcgation agreed to the idea of having
all of them in one document in regard to ecach Treaty
or Agreemcnt. He noted the Soviet heading for this
document which would read: “"Agreed Statements by
Dclegations regarding the Treaty on Limiting Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems."

&




Reported remarlks of Soviet SALT delegates Pleshakoy
and Grinevskiy and advisor Kishilov during a conver-
sation with U5 SALT delegate Parcors and advisor
Carthofy, 16 Hay 1972, Heluinks :

Grinevskiy mentioned that our colleagues on the
Editorial Working Group had also bLeen hard at work.
Parsons and Garthoff said that they did not yct have
a detailed report on the latest meeting, but that
they understood work W¥as proceeding satisfactorily.
Garthoff noted that there was one point which he

- wished to take up with Grincvskiy. Smolin had sug-
gested insertion of the word "offensive'" in the sccond
preambular paragraph of the Interinm Agrecment, in the
phrase concerning "“the creation of more favorable
conditions for active ncgotiations on limiting strategic
[offensivc] arms." Garthoff noted that in the parallel
provision of the ABM Treaty, in the fourth preambular
paragraph, the same clause did includc the word
"offensive. " llowever, rather than add the word into
this passage in .the preamble of the Interim Agrecment,
the American Delegation Proposed instcad delection of
the word in the preamble of the ABM Draft Treaty. He
noted that Ambassador smith would like to make this
change’, and perhaps Grinevskiy would like to bring this
to the attention of Minister Semenov. Grinevskiy agreed
to do so. Grinevskiy asked whether the American sida
had in mind a POossibility that further negotiations
could lead to an ABM ban, and Garthoff confirmed that
this Possibility was in mind, Grinevskiy smiled and
nodded affirmativcly.

Grinevskiy suggested starting first with the ABM
Draft Treaty, Article III.

An extraordinary argument of nearly two hours'
duration ensued over the‘minor problem of reconciling
the cditorial differences concerning the appositional
clause describing ABM radar -complexes for defense of
national capitals. ThC'SovictiDelcgation did not
accept the'Simplificdwform<WhichtGarthof£,had suggested
and the Group of Four had tentatively agreed upon the
day before.. The gist of the issuc was ‘that the Soviet
Delegation wished to dcscribefﬂcomplexest:as-the

:'associatcd-facilitics rqlhtpd;to}aFIadar~Qr;a'group




of radars, rather than as an arca within which radars
could be deployed. Garthoff rejected this approach,
sincc it could introducc an clement of uncertainty
into thc obligation, sincc '"complexes' in the technical
scnse being employed by the Soviet side could theo-
rctically be put more than one in an arca of threce
kilometer diameter, and in that case a side would
cither be limited to fewer than six such arcas, or
would have more than six such "complexes,' cither of
which would not be situations intended by the two
sides in agreceing upon six ABM radar arcas, cach with
a diameter of no more than threce kilometcrs. In the
discussion, Garthoff suggested the possibility of
omitting rcference to complexes, and simply referring
to areas of a given description. Parsons suggested a
simplificd version along this line. But Grincvskiy
persisted in arguing for some variation reflecting

the i1nitially cxpressed Sovict position. He said that
the Sovict specialists who understood this question
insisted on the point. Garthoff suggested discussing
the matter with them, and in duc coursc Minister
Pleshakov joined the group. Pleshakov and Garthoff
discusscd the question for a time in Russian, and -
agrced upon a simplified refercnce to "no more than
six arcas, each having a diamcter of no more than
three kilomecters.'" Later, however, another text was
brought into the room, and Grincvskiy announced that
the Soviet Delegation did not accept the formulation
which Garthoff and Pleshakov had worked out, and
insistcd upon reference to complexes. JHe said that
the Sovict side had accepted the Amcrican proposal

for ABM radar complexes, and wished to maintain it.
Garthoff weclcomed this remark, and said that since

the Sovict sidc accepted the American concept, therc
should be no problem in agrecing on any of the several
variations which cmbodied that concept. TFinally,
after lengthy discussion, Grinevskiy agrced on a variant
which Garthoff and Kishilov had worked out, reading as
follows: 'within no more than six ABM radar complexes,
the arca of. ecach complex being a circle having a.
diamcter of no more than threce kilometers.'" This text
was then agreed, ad rcfercendum to Delegations.

;_Accordingly{ agrccment was reached on the wholce of
Article III (see Section U). : '




Garthoff then noted that, as Ambassador Smith had
told Semcnov that morning, agrcement of the American
side to Article III was dependent upon rcaching agrce-
ment on the interpretive statement relating to location
of ICBM defense arcas, as well as on inclusion of SLBMs
in the Intecrim Agrcement. lle added that, as Ambassador
smith had also indicated, the American side was pre-
parcd to state, that its deployment will be centered at
Grand TForks. He then gave the Soviet participants the
text (in Lnglish and Russian) of a draft statcment that
Ambassador Smith would be prepared to make in thc con-
text of an agrced interpretive statement specifying
that the US deployment would be west of the Mississippi,
and the Sovict deployment ecast of the Urals,

Grincvskiy accepted the draft with appreciation
and without substantive comment. He did, however, state
that the Soviet position remained that there was no neced
to specify east of the Urals and West of the Mississippi.
Garthoff rcmonstrated, and repeated that as had been
discussed the day before, and as the US draft made
quite clear, an agrecd interpretation on that point
was essential. Grincvskiy acknowledged understanding
this position, and said that he would now take the
- matter up' further with his Delegation.

Grinevskiy asked if the US side had anything
further to say about OLPARs. Garthoff replied in the
negative, and said that he had nothing more to say at
this time, but would like to comment that he did not
cxpect that the American side could agree to the
Soviet proposal, and indeed believed that the latest
American proposal on this subject remained the correct
basis for agrcements Both Grinevskiy and Kishilov
again showed unhappiness over this position. Grinevskiy
asked whether the US Declegation hidd received instruc-
tions from Washington responsive to the latest Soviet
proposal. Garthoff said official instructions had not
yet becen received, but that unofficial indications had
led him to'make the comment that the Soviet Delegation
should be thinking in terms of a probable American
rejection of the Sovict proposal. Grinevskiy became
quite hecated in defending the latest Sovict proposal
as a fair and appropriatc compromise, and as the rock-
bottom Sovict position on the subject: Garthoff sug-
gested therce was no point in further discussion at that
time, and the Soviet participants agreced. o
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Reported remarks of Soviet SALT delegate Crinevskiy

and advisor Kishilov during a conversatior with US

SALT delegate Parsons and advisor Carthoff, 16 May
- 1972, Helsinki:

Turning to Article II, Garthoff presented a text
. based on the previous day's discussion (see Section uj).
Grinevskiy and -Kishilov immediately showed their dis-
appointment and dissatisfaction. They described the
text as no advance, and even a S$tep back. They repeated
the strongly held position of the Soviet side against
including any definition of heavy ICBMs, whether in
terms of volume of the missile, mention of a particular
missile as the standard, or a standard of being larger
than the largest existing light missile. Grinevskiy
said that the obligations in Article II itself were
very important. In addition, the second obligation
of making no substantial increase in silo dimensions
observable by national technical means was very
important. Finally, both sides had a common under-
standing on which were heavy ICBMs and which were
light ICBMs. There had becn no differences on this
question so far, and therefore no definition was
( needed. A definition might mislead.




Reported remaris of Soviet SArLT delegate Cringuskiy
and advisop Kisniloy durirng q conversatiion wizh yg
SALT delegate Parsons and advisor Carthofyr, 16 Hay

1972,~Helsinki:

Grinevskiy mentioned that our Colleagues on the
Editorial Working Group had also been hard at work.
Parsons and Garthoff said that they did not yet have
a detailed report on the latest meeting, but that
they understood vork was broceeding satisfactorily.
Garthoff noted that there was One point which he
wished to take up with Grinevskiy. Smolin had sug -
gested insertion of the word "offensive' ip the second
Preambular Paragraph of the Interim Agreement, ip the
phrase concerning "the Creation of more favorable
conditions for active negotiations on limiting Strategic
{offensive] arms."  Garthoff noted that in the parallel
Provision of the ABM Treaty, in the fourth preambular
Paragraph, the same clause did include the word ‘
"offensive, " However, rather than add the word into
this Passage in the preamble of the Interim Agrecment,
the AmericaniDelegation Proposed instead deletion of
the word in the preamble of the AR Draft Treaty. e
noted that Ambassador Smith ¥ould like to make this
Changeé, and perhaps Grirevskiy would like to bring this
to the attention of Minister Semenov, Grinevskiy agreed
to do so.

Turning to the Interim Agreement, Crincvskiy asked
if the American participants hag anything to suggest
With respect 1o Article I. Garthoff said that they
did, and brescnted a new draft text to the Soviet partic-
ipants (see Scctionel). e noted that it confirmed
dcceptance of the interpretive Statement definin
ICBMs, and accepted the Soviet proposal for July 1,
1972, in the basic Article. This aCceptance of the
July 1 date was in the context of the undcrstanding.
that there would of course be no new Starts of ICBM.
Construction between the present time and July 1, and
further had in mind Minister Scmenov's Tcmarks of May
6. He noted that in the sccond interpretive Statement
the date of signaturc was retaincd;?bccaUSC“thatfseCmed
Rore appropriate for such a descriptiye Passage. ’




- definitionimight-mislead

Grinevskiy expressed satisfaction at agreement
on the Article and the first interpretive statcment.
lie questioned the reference to date of signature in
the second statement, and said that his Delegation
thought that it should also be July 1, in conformity
with the agreed date in the Article itself. Garthoff
said that his Delegation had considered this question,
and, as he had explained earlier, believed that it
was more appropriate to refer to an on-going activity
such as was described in the interpretive statement by
reference to date of signature; the Article represented
an undertaking which could be best described in terms
of a particular date. Moreover, in similar descriptive
passages concerning existing activities or installations,
date of signature was the agreed formulation in the ABM.
Trecaty, for example with respect to identifying certain
radars in Article III, and also in one of the interpre-
tive statements associated with Article III. After some
further argument, Grinevskiy said that he could accept
the American proposal. Accordingly, full agreement
was reached on Article I and the first two associated
interpretive statements. Both sides indicated no
change in their respective positicns concerning the
proposed .additional interpretive statement on land-
mobile ICBM launchers.

Turning to Article II, Garthoff presented a text
based on the precvious day's discussion (see Section
U). Grinevskiy and Kishilov immediately showed their
disappointment and dissatisfaction. They.described
the text as no advance, and even a step back. They
repcated the'strongly held position of the Soviet side
against including®*any definition of heavy ICBMs,
whether in terms of volume of the missile, mention
of a particular missile as the standard, or a standard
of being larger than the largest existing light missile.
Grinevskiy said that the obligations in Article II
itself were very important. - In addition, the second
obligation of .making no substantial increase in silo
dimensions.observable by national:technical means was

very important:  Finally,:both Sides had a common under-

CBMs' and ‘which were light
erences on this question
1ition was needed. A

standing on“which were hcav
ICBMs.. Therehad been no’d
so far, and -‘therefore mo.def




Garthoff said that as the Soviet side knew, for
more than two yecars the American side had said in
every way it knew how that it was esscential to have a
clear common understanding on the subject of what a
heavy ICBM was. He did not understand how the Soviet
participants could describe as a ''step back' recference
to 70 cubic meters as the threshold defining heavy
ICBMs. The day before they had said that from the
standpoint of the Soviet side it made no difference
whether the definition were in terms of greater than
the largest light missile or a volume of 70 cubic
meters. Under these circumstances, the American Dele-
gation preferred to revert to the formulation of 70
cubic meters, since it was a more precise standard.
Moreover, the Soviet participants should appreciate
that a 70 cubic meter standard would in fact permit
modest modernization of existing light ICBMs, all of
which were below that level. Accordingly, it could
hardly be described as a stecp back from the Soviet
standpoint. He could understand that the Sovict
participants might, from what they had previously
said, not regard that particular formulation as a
step forward; perhaps from their standpoint it was
a step to' the side. But from the Amcrican standpoint
it represented a correct and necessary definition.
Garthoff then asked if, in his comments, Grinevskiy
had deliberately used the word "substantial' in.
preference to "significant.'" Grinevskiy said that he
had, his side preferred the word 'substantial."
Garthoff said that his side preferred the word ''signif-
icant," but felt that it needed to be further considered,
and that although tho term remained without brackects
in the text he had just provided, he wished to emphasize
that this was still a tentative matter. He asked if
Grinevskiy had meant to describe the substantial
increase in dimensions observable by national means as
a single statement of the obligation; that is, was

"observable by, natlona1 technical means of Ver1f1ca-
tion" stated as"a’limiting qualification on "substantial
increase" rather..than merely a descriptive phrase
identifying the_method of verification. Also, did-
the Soviet side ‘regard ‘the inclusion of that phrase
-as essential. Grlnevskly said that it was a ‘qualifying
‘clement of thc sentence, and the Soviet side did consider

- it essential. Garthoff-said that, as he had said pre-

A1v1ously, the Amcrlcan 51de con51dercd it not’ acccptablc
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to use such a consideration as an. element in defining
the very terms of the standard being established.

Garthoff then asked what Grinevskiy had meant when

"he said that a definition could 'mislecad." The American

position was that a definition was necessary precisely
in order to ''lead,'" and we did not see how it could
"mislead'" to make clear just what obligations the sides
were assuming. Grinevskiy replied with a lengthy
diatribe repeating familiar arguments such as the
fact that throughout our long negotiations therec had
always bcen a clear understanding as to what constituted
heavy ICBMs, and that a definition was not nccessary.
Garthoff replied that without agreeing with those
considerations, he still did not see how a definition
could be misleading. How could the establishment of
a clear standavrd such as 70 cubic meters mislcad a
side? rinevskiy responded by saying that suppose a
side wanted to build a missile of 71 cubic meters.
Garthoff.replied that if Grinevskiy was proposing
71 cubic meters as the standard, he thought he could
agrec. Grinevskiy replied that he did not mean that.
Garthoff remarked that, in that case, 1t would be a
violation, but that obviously what a side would do
in that case would be to advise the weapons designers
as to the limit they would be permitted. Grincvskiy
said it was necessary to allow modernization, and
both sidcs knew what heavy missiles were.

Parsons asked whether Grinevskiy was saying
that light missiles would recmain as they arc now,
and heavy missiles would remain as they now are.
Grinevskiy said that he had only wanted to say that
both sides know what they are talking about when
they refer to light and heavy missiles. |

Garthoff asked Grinevskiy what would happen if
there were a differcnce on understanding of what a
heavy missile was at some time in the future. Grinevskiy
said that the matter could then be taken up in the
Standing Consultative Commission. Garthoff asked if
it would not be better to decide such a question now,
before a side had taken steps which the other would
regard as not consistent with the agreement. More-.
over, if we were not able to agree in two years of
negotiations, how would the Standing Consultative
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Commission be able to agree when one side had Clearly
thought that something was not a heavy missile and
the other thought differcntly. Garthoff remarked that
the US position on this matter had certainly been
clear and consistent throughout the two years of
negotiation. Grinevskiy again said it was a step
back to refer to 70 cubic meters. When Garthoff
challenged this, Grinevskiy and Kishilov both replied
that 70 cubic meters was unacceptable, as the Soviet
Delegation had said carlier. Therefore, to reintro-
duce an unacceptabie proposal at this late stage of
negotiations was a step back.

Kishilov suggested that perhaps the matter should
be discussed by Delegations. Garthoff agreed that
perhaps that would be useful,

The debate resumed in familiar terms. At one
point, Garthoff said that the US will consider any
missile .above 70 cubic meters as a heavy ICBM.
Grinevskiy said that '"the Soviet side will take that
into account." It was not, however, clear as to
whether Grinevskiy meant that the Soviet side would
take note' of this American view, or would act in
accordance with it.




