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PRESS CONFERENCE BY

THE HONORABLE HENRY A. KISSINGER

) SECRETARY OF STATE o

WASHINGTON, D.C.
JUNE 24, 1974

'SECRETARY KISSINGER: I thought I would begin with
some observations on the forthcoming Sumﬁit befére-We
go to your dguestions. -
In many respecﬁs the‘relationéhipﬁbetWeen the
SovieﬁlUnion'and the United‘States is thé m&st crucial
| téward the maintenance of peace in the world; ‘The‘Unitéd:
Stateé andthé’Soviet Union are the‘ohly two countries that
.have the capability of a Qenerai nucléar war, and,therefore,
the only countries that can end civilized life as we know
e, _ ,
Moreover} the inferests of the United Stétes-and
of the,Sbviet Union intersect in many parts of the globea‘
There is, theiefofe, always a possibility’that’miSunder~
standings may'lead to confrontation, and‘the éonfrontaﬁion
cbuld.escalate into conflict. |
| A principal objectiye of thé United Staﬁés,
therefore, has to be to maké.sufe'thatrelations between
the United Stétes are based on‘deliberate de.cisJ'_<:ms;%'?«m‘d that
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And secondly, to try to bring about a set of

- constructive and, where possible, cooperative relationships

that give both sidés.an incentivé.in maintaining the*peace;

This is the.basic purpose of.thgtSummit; The
Sunmit ﬁil;, therefore, have three'prihcipal parts:

One, a general exchange between the President
and‘the‘Soviet leadership which will feview?heinternational
situation, try to identify.areas of possible disagreement;
and attempt to minimize the conseguences of these dis~ ]

agreements -- as well as to identify areas of possible

Secondly, to deal with the ﬁost cbmplex‘and
in many respects the most serioué problem of the modern
period, which is the control of the nuclear érms race.
Never before have politiéal leaders had the capécity to
déstroy humaﬁ life as a result of unilateral decision—-
and to do it in a mattef of days. Never before has
technology been so at odds with the" hﬁmancapacity to
comprehend it. Never before has‘technology developed a
momentum of itslown in such a manner that it‘becoméS'

increasingly difficult to control it.
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' we are trying to prevent, is to keep technology from

‘driving policy; and to prevent a situation from arising =

in which the inertia of technological decisions brings
about a qualitative change‘——_ﬁirst,_in the nature of

military, and secondly, in tihe nature of political relations.

Secondly, this is not a minor decision to
engage in an unrestricted arms race. Not only because

of the military consequences of such an arms race, but

‘also because the justifications that would have to be

made on either side to sustain such an effort, might, in

time, become incompatible with a policy of relaxation of -

tensions and might, in themselves, be a factor introducing

confrontation.

'I.say this éo that ydu understand what our
motivations‘are;and,of course, we recogniée that seriocus
people will differ with what weight is to be given to
particular sbhemes. .Aﬁd of course, any'égreément we would
make wouldbesubmitted to full‘ConQressional SCIUtiHYf:

But thié is the area of our concern, and it‘is

one in which we plan to have serious, extensive, and

- searching talks in the Soviet Union.
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.The third area with which we Wiil deal in the
Le “Soviet.Union.‘is an attempt.to_give a more positive strﬁéture
; - to our relationships.- fhat'is to say, as in evety Preﬁioﬁs

' ‘ ot n :
Summit, we will discuss a series of cooperative arrangements

HM#"iﬁ the fielés of economics, scientifié exdhange,.and other
- ﬁaﬁters of mutual concern, .The‘purpoée df;these’agreements‘
or arrangements. or discussions or wh;tévet_thécasemaj
be, will be té draw both societies‘into‘é.mofé'civilized
relationship; tq-give each sideja‘stake‘in‘the:ﬁainténénCe
of an drderly and increasingly humane international .
éystem;. and.thefeby, to contribute to the peace of the
-world.
‘This, then, is the purpose of the Summit{
To maihﬁain a dialOgue;‘ |
‘fo'contain the daﬁgér of nuclear'cégfrontation;and

-

2.0 To- create positive incentives for a

L]

peaceful world.
And now, I will be delighted to take questions.

Q  Mr. Secretary.

A - Yes, sir.
0 With‘respect‘to'the ~- I think it was your.
second one, on the nuclear -- "To contain the danger of the
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- nuclear confrontation"—; there has been a gréat deal of
discuséiqn, éﬂgood part of‘it upinformed; I thinkf abéut
what agreements that yéu.and‘Mr. Dobrfnin may ha&é made
or not, ﬁhich‘wént beyond the.'72MoscowJAgreément.

_Aé. you said at_éhother.poiht,the perceptioh_
of things is muéh‘moré_imﬁortant, sométimes; péychologically,.
than the "things." | |

'wa I réalize your‘spokesman has . deniéd éuch‘an
agreement. = Can you.put this thing Simplf; andbluntlj,'
for‘us?‘ | | | | |

A I can put it bluntly. I aon't think I can
put it simply. (Laughter) . L o

| There have‘beeﬁ‘two points made:
.. Point one is that‘as a result_of.élsecret agreemenﬁ
between,the‘Adﬁinistratioﬁ éndthe Soviet Union, the

Soviet Union has been permitted to modernize 70 missiles

Ll

on the G-Class Submarihes; and that therefore, the‘total
nuﬁber of modern submaﬁinewléunched missiles pefmittédﬂﬁo
the Soviet Union.is 1,020 ané not 950 as‘the Administration
has publicly_statéd and as was represehtéd tc Congress.
.The secdnd a?gumént_is that'_ﬁhe Ihterim |
Agreement  permits the Uﬁitedétates to.bﬁild 710‘submarineu

launched missiles but, ‘in fact, the‘United States in intending
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to malntaln only 656 submarlne launched m1531les; and. that
'therefore, the total for the Unlted States 15 54 less than'
has been represented to Lhe Congress and to.the publlc
So that the total change in the Soviet Unlon s favor is of
.124 m15311es —-- brought about as the result of secret
agreemeﬁts made between the Unlted States and the dexet
Union.

Those arguments are totally false in every detall._‘
“They have no herlt whatsoever,.and i shall -
now explain why.

JFirst, let me deal with the G-Class submarlne.

At the time the Interlm Agreement was s;gned
the Soviet Union was permitted a total of'950 mOdern ballistic
‘ﬁissiles‘on nuciear submarinee}‘ That flgure of 950 was
| te be achleved by ~= oi it could ‘be achleved only by -
tﬁe replacement of older Sov1et missiles for any modern
missile that was deployed on submarlneskbeyond the figure
“of 740, | |

| In other words, the Soviet Unlon would have to

retlfe 210 older m13311es in order to reach the total of
950, |
‘This raieed the issue of what missilee the So?iet
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_Unioﬁ would have to retire in order to reach the perﬁitted‘ 
total of 950.

The‘United States.had an interéét that the 210‘
ﬁissiles that would bé retiréd would be;ibBMs -- missiles
of a rangé of 5,060 miles and of Qarheads in the six
megaton range-- that is to ééy, the §6-7. and SS~8 missiiés{‘V

- We wanted to prevent the Sov1et Unlon‘from tradlng |

in obsolescent missiles that in our judgment they would
- have to retire anyway -- namely, the missiles that are
on the‘_G~Class‘_submarineé. | | - |

On the‘GQCléss submériné, the'Soviet-Unioh possesées;
“ we believe, twenty operational oneé;

Elevén 0of them have missiles of a raﬁgeyof 700 miles
and nine o have‘ﬁissiles of a range of 300vmileé
No G- Class submarlne has been on statlon on thé Atiantic
coast of the United States since 1967; and no G-Class sub-
marine has been on statlon off the Pac1flc coast of the
United States since 1969

The G-Class submarine is a diesel"powered subﬁarine
| thét can stay under water for only two to three dayé.?
that ls‘extremély n01sy and therefore; extremely vulnerabla.

And moreover, the‘300 mile range missile
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which is, as I pointed out, on'nine of these submarines,
can be fired only if the submarine surfaces -- it "cannbt be

fired frdm under water,

..-_;-l’
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Therefore, it seemed to us extremely improbable
that the Sov1et Union would malntaln in its force a weapon -
which it would have to carry 4 000 miles -- so that it could

\t
fire it the remaining 300 mlles,when it already possessea

1 400~weapons-that it could flre fr0m the Soviet Union, and

when lt was building 950 weapons that it could flre over a

- range of 1,500 miles.

We wanted to prevent the 80V1et Unlon from tradlng o

- in a weapon Whlch we were certain they would have to retlre,
1n.aay event for a modern weapon. Or to put 1t another way,‘
: wa wanted the Soviet Unlon to. trada in ICBM'a for the modern
weapon.. And franklm we consrderad it a negotlatlng'
achiavement‘when in qucow the Soviet Union agreed.thar the
‘.replacement for the 210 modern submarine missiies could nat‘r
‘éome from.tﬁeﬁG—Class submarines but would havé to coﬁe'
61ther from the ICBM's or from other more modern forces that
were bullt after 1965.

'In‘my press conference on the nlght of May 26 io
May 27, I exélaraea this prOV1sron in great detail. T stated
SPElelcally -- and if I may spend a minute ln‘reaalng it to
-you -~ L was asked:‘ “How about the G- Class°" -My answer was:
“If.thay are modernized they are counted against the 950.

They do not have to retire them. They do have to retire the
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H—Class submarines if‘théy want to_gd‘up to‘éso, -They‘do‘not
have to retlre the G-Class submarlnes, but if they modernlze
them they are couniea agalnét the 950 |

UIn other words, the Soviet Unlon,had two ch01ces.:
If they képt the G~ Class submarlne in their force, they
had=;that option. ‘But if they put.a modern missile on the
0ld submarine, it would be counted in the 950. But they :
coﬁld not retire the obsolescent missiles on the G-Class
and trade them in for modern missileé.“

:So this is what I said on May 26: On June 5 there
was a meetlng of the Verlflcatlon Panel ;; on thch all agencies
were repfésen£§d ~—'in whlch thls prOVLQion was fully
'_expl;ined and receiﬁed theuﬁanimoussupport of thoée‘ e
présent. | |

| The only'requirement that was made was to make sure
we would tie down‘the Soviet Union by means‘bf én interpretive'
statement to a provision which We considéred entirely in Our"
interest, |

On June 5, I sent the following guidénce to the

Secteﬁary‘of State,'ﬁhe Secretary of Defensé;.the Directdr

of Central Intelllgence, the Dlrector of the Arms.Control

and Dlsarmament Agency, the Chalrman of the Atomlc Energy
Commission, and the‘Chalrman of.the J01nt Chlefs of Staff
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I will now read this.
It saysi “Ehclosed‘for youf use in the
‘.SALT heariﬁés ié thé interpretatign of ﬁhe offénsi?é‘
agreement thh regard to the SLBM llmltatlgps and replacement
provisions. You should follow thJ.S guidance in preparlng
testimony ahd ln.re5pond1ng to Questlons.
‘T will now‘réad from this'guidance: "To reach 95@.
SLBM's on‘Y-Class submarinééfwill reQui;e theSQVietsto
‘reﬁire HvClass‘lauﬁchérs. They will also have to retire
56-7 and*8ICBﬁ‘é.. They Cannot‘build iauncheré on‘Y-Class'
boats to.réplace 1aunchers'on'G~C1ass boats unless the
launchers oﬁ such bOéts‘have béen deployed:with modern‘SLBM‘s.
GwClass boats are butsidé the agreément uniess they are
modernized by eqﬁiping them with modern SLBM launchers..
Any.modern.SLBM, that is, submafine—launched.ballistic
missile~~operationally deploYed oﬁ G-Class will ‘be counted
| wiﬁhin the 950 ceiling énd above the 740 base 1ine nmét be
accqmpanied by correéponding.déstruction or dismanﬁling of
.85—7‘5 and or.éldef‘nucleaf—powered submarines.“
It is 6bvioﬁs our concexrn was to make sure thét 
“the ICBM's with‘tﬁe large ﬁarheads wduld bedismantled;
| .This.was the guidance;we gavé to.thé‘bureaucracy.

and which we asked them to tell Congressxonal commlttees

-No Objection To Declassmcatlon in Full 201 1/94/29 LOC-HAK-225-1 9 1



No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 : LOC-HAK-225-1-9-1

13-
This Was also what.Ambassador Smith testifiéd Qéfore the
Jackson Subcommittee in July 1972, When in_carrying out
thelunde;standiné with the Verification Panel”that wé
‘would give an interpretive statement to”théaséviet Uhidn
of what I haa already'saiﬂ in the press conference —- namely;; 
that G-Class bdats would'coﬁnt only 1if modern miésiles were
put on.ﬁheﬁ or, conversely, that they could not traﬂe in
G-Class missileé for modern launchers ~- when we handed this
intéipretive statément to the Soviet Unioh,fhey disputed
.out interpretation‘and insisied that thgy should have the
right to tﬁade in thesé'obsolescent.missileé for‘new ﬁissi1eé.

And this 1ed to‘a moﬁth:of éxéhanges between us and

the Soviet Union . Andit.ﬁheﬁ seeméd to us that ; since it was
an election year, since there might be a chénge in-
administration,and'siﬁce there could be a‘ghange of
, pefsoﬂnel‘éVen if there was no chaﬁge of admihistration,“
that our.succeséors should ndt find themsélvés in‘the same
position as we-did‘énd that they should ﬁot.have to go through‘
- the recoxrd énd reconstruct the ﬁnderstanding.‘ Aha,therefore,
we ésked the Soviet Ambassador to sign the interpretive
statement that we had made -- which I will now read -~ and which
is almést verbatim whét I had alreéﬂySaid publiclylin the
press conferencé.oh'May 26, the night thelagréément_was

No Objection To Declassification in Full 2011/04/29 LOC-HAK'-225-1-9-1‘
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Signéd, and which‘we had, moreover, told every agency of
" the Government should be our publlc p051t10n.
iét me réad thlS so-called undersbaﬁdlng whlchl
has been_so-much in the press: UIn clarifiggtion'of-
,interpretation‘of the provisi&ns of the Protocol to fhé

. Interim QgFéément with réspect to the limitation of .
étrategic éffehéiﬁé arms‘signe&“on May 26,-the'Uhitedistates
‘undérétands that; One, the aggregate level of ballistic |
missile launchers on submarines establlshed by the prétocol
\ for the Unlted States and the.USSR, 950 for the USSR and :
‘:710 for‘the United States, 1ncludes balllSth m1351le launchér&
on all nucléarnpowered submarines and lauﬁchers‘féf ﬁodern
ballistic missiles which,may.be.deployed‘bn diésel-powéred
-submarines." There is, therefore; no basis whatéver for saying
that we authorized,the modernization of missiles on diésel- |
powered submarihes. | |

- "Secondly, launchers for oldet ballistic missiles
on diesel-powéred sﬁbmafineé'are not inéluded in thé above-
mentioned levels and,-theréfofe,cannot be‘uséd‘for pﬁrposes
of.replacementas aefiﬁed in_ﬁhe protocol."‘In other‘wor&s,

they had to get‘rid of ICBM's.
three, a‘modérn ballistic missile‘on‘a submarine

is a missile of the type which is deployed on nuclearnpowéred,’i
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submarines commissioned in the USSR'siﬁce 1965, The Soviet
Side has indicated its égreement‘with.this intefpretation;ﬁ

| inotﬁer.words, ﬁheso~éalledsecret agreement
is hothiné other than a statement bj‘the Uﬂ&ted Sﬁates of
what we had already stated pubiicly on May 26; ofwhatIWe
had told our bureauéracy pn'June5, bf what we had seﬁt out
in guidance to‘avery égency on June 15. It.ddes not permit‘
the_Soﬁiet‘Union to bﬁild‘one adﬁitidﬁalmodefn_ballistic.
.missilé on submariﬁesabbve the_lévei of 950 that we agreed 
upon. And, therefore; the figure given publiciy and before
Congressional committees is.correcb_Ahd what we are dealing
with hé;e is an‘attempt to tie down a provision of the |
agreemenf ﬁhat was considered'to‘ﬁhé advantage of the United
Stafes, serving our purposes thaé.we inéisted ohf’*:and on that
the Soviet‘Unioﬁ resisted in.putting into this form for six
weeks.

Now, let me turn to the second point:
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- The fact that the United States again allegedly,

as a result of a secret understanding, égreed not to build

up to the total permitted level of 710 submarinaélaunchéd

‘missiles on submarines. y -8

~ For this I have to explain the'submarine'issue;
Before going to Moscow -- indeed beforé aqreeing' 

to specifying any submarine levels, at the request of the o

~President I consulted both the Chief of Naval Operationsand

~the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to

our building programs. Both told me that they did not wish

to build additional submarines, missile—carrying submarines,

of the type that it was then possible to build -- substantlallj

the exxstlng POSEIDON boatg. And that they preferrmd to

wait with the building of new submarines untll ‘'what was

‘then called ULMS , and is now called TRIDENT, would be

operational -~ after 1977.
Therefore, we knew that we had no inéention of

building any additional submarines until after the ekpiration‘

of the Interlm Agreement. Nevertheless, we put into the
‘Interlm Agreement a prov191on accordlng to whlch we could

convert 54 of‘our older ICBM's to submarine—launched missiles.

We put it into the Interim Agreement quite frankly, for the

third and fourth reasons which I gave with respect to our
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general strategic policy ~—_thé perception of other countries
of the Ame;icaq.posit@on. |

- We did ndt‘think.it was‘deéirable’to put iﬁto an
agreement a Soviét right to cohvert olﬁ'miébiles inté
submarine—laﬁhched‘miséiles without maintaining an American:
right to‘convért oldmissiies into submaxiné—launched mis$iies.-
Aﬁd thefeforé,to maintain thg forﬁal symmétry of the agree¥
ment, we put into the égreemeﬁﬁ a right which we had no inten-
tion to eXercise; |

Since we knew that upon return to thé United States,

we would testify on behaif of ﬁhe:TRIDENT ~- what is now
called the TRIDENT prograﬁ -— sihce whiie we were in Moscow,
there had been articles‘in our newspa@ers:about‘the possi- .
bility that the Unitéd States might launch a‘big program

for TRIDENT boats, the President thought it desirable that

on the last day of the lSummit Conferenceo_f 1972‘1:0 tell the -

Soviét_Union what would becoﬁe appareht within a matter of
weeks anyway -- nameiy, that we had no intentién of exer-
cising the cbﬁvérSién.right from TITAN missiles.to subma;ines:
during the‘périod‘of the Intéfim Aqreéﬁenﬁ.
This‘againldid th change the total figures.
. We testified that-the'United States was éntitled‘
to have_l?lo_miséilés. It did not =- I reéeaﬁ - change-thé-
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totel figure. It meant that we would malntaln 1,054 ICBM's
and 656 submarlne m1531les

This was not a concession the United States made

| to:the Soviet Union. It was a relativelyJMlnor gesture .

de51gned to retain general confldence.

When I testlfled on June lSth ~—‘1t wasn 't called
testlmony then because I was ASSlStant to the Pre51aent - ""

when I spoke to the assembled Congre531onal leaders in the

‘East Room of the White House on June lSth explalnlng our

program, l said ;, and I auote - "The Interlm Aqreement
will not prohibit the Unlted States from continuing current
aﬁd‘plenﬁed Strategieloffensive érograms,since neither the
multiple warhead conversion noxr the‘Bwl is within the‘

purview of the freeze, and 51nce the ULM's - that 15, what

~is now called TRIDENT - subnarlne system is not, nor never.

was planned for deployment untll after 1977.
In every flve—year progectlon Wthh we have sub~

mitted to the Congress, we have shown that we planned on

41 boats and 1,054 missiles.

To sum up —-- the totals for the Sov1et s;de wnlch
were submltted to the Congress,:and which were punllcly

stated have not been changea by any agreement, underotandlng

or clarlflcaulon ~ publlc or prlvate. The totals for the
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United States that were submltted to the Congress and -

stated publlcly have not been altered by any agreement or - under~

;standlng - publlc or prlvate The figues are exactly those
that have‘been‘represented - exactly'theaé that.have been

agreed to -~ and all of the dlsputes arise over esoteric aspectc‘
of replacement prov1810ns,'and not about tnelsubstance of
the adgreement. |

“I'ﬁ sorry I made sueh a long answer.

‘Q "Cne‘loose end.  You presented yeur interpre-
~tation to the Russians. They resieted it.‘ I assume they_
finally signed‘itf | |

A "They'signed it,-yes.

Q | Mr. Secretary, perhaps another“loose.end
This 1nterpretatLVe statement on the SOVlet sea m1551les -
to what extent was Congress informed of this 1nterpretatlve‘
statement. And, secondly, if I may, why in your judgment‘.
is this now becomlng a matter of dlspute°

A The 1nterpretat1ve statement as such was not
subnitted to the Congress, but the 1nterpretation was sub-‘
mitted to the CongreSS.- The interpretative statement was‘
not submltted because it was in the cnannel of the General

Secretary to the Pre51dent, and becauae there was some

NO‘ObEection To Declassification in Full 201 1/04/29 : LOC-HAK-225-1-9-1 . ”
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question about whether it réally was proper ta make the
SOV1et Unlon 51gn an Amet;aan 1ntermretatlon - involving_thé
general questlon of famth. E

I thlnk however, that that sort bf 1ssua,.whether
that sort . of statement should be submltted, 15 easaly
SOlUble.mwiand we will not anSLst on retalnlng within Presi*__t
dential channels; | ’ |

The major point 1s, however; that the substance of

it == the fact of our 1nterpretatlon, and the fact that we would

act accordlngly ~-- was submitted to the Congreés both in
‘public statements on our patt and in testimony of Administra;‘
tion witnesses.‘

: Why is this becaming an isaue.now?,‘l can_daly assume
‘that‘thera was a misﬁnderstanding on,the part'of some of the:
w1tnesses, or on’the part of some of the Senatora whé heard '
testlmony about what they were belng told. | |

Q May I follow on that° I wonder af you saw
1n‘1t any effort to harass you or harass the team this clase
to the Sumh1t° Is this com;ng from the same sort of péople
who have doubts about g01ng to the Summit on SALT now?

a1 don tyreally}wapt to speculate aboutmotivés{
I think it is importaht that on'issuas of_suéhnamtortance,‘
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.that we can diccuss‘thém calmly - and in thellocg—term
‘national interest,_and I have no.reason tc doubt thé sin-
cérlty of those who made these charges.
| Q. Mr. Secretary, you have askéa that the Senare
Foreign Rélatlons Committee reopen 1ts 1nqu1ry 1n£c your
rcle in the 1969-71 . wiretaps, and you have offered documentsr
from your office in support of the vindication that‘you seek;
What’will.these documentaprcve,and isn‘r_it truér
that the Jusﬁice Department dccumenté are so ambiguous
that‘they élone can't ever fully resolve the'icsue?_ And,
further; have YOu asked Presiaenﬁ Nixoﬁ cr General Haic,-or‘ 
will you ask them to publlClj exmlaln the taped leoﬁ state-
mant that you asked for the taps, and that he assumed that’ they
‘had beenldone? - h |
A I have éskéd the Senate Fcreign Relations ﬂ
Committee to reopen the hearings because —--or_to reopen‘
its inquiry - because'of my firm conviction that it isfnci
possrble to conduct the forergn policy of the United Statesu‘
.whlle the moral frtness of the Secretary of State is in
guestion. | |
| I have therefore ésked_Mr, Maw, the head'cf.tha

Legal“office : rcf‘the State bepartment, to wcrk‘With the;
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Justice Department to make certain that every relevant docu~
e ‘ment is. put before the Committee,, elther from Departmental

+

flles or from my own files. And nothlng w;ll.be‘held back

‘.J“\,

that I have any control‘over.
;-‘I do not think 1t would be apgroprlate for me to
make any comment about an expected outcome. But I hope very
‘much that the Commlttee w1ll look both into thls,.as well
as 1nto the charges w1th respect to the Plumbers that Peep
' coming up from time to tlmem—ln-whlch,however,there is no
documentary eﬁidence of'aﬂy kind that.i ha&e been able £¢‘fw
find;. And I will leave it up to ﬁhe‘comﬁittee‘to decideo'
_‘whefe the evidence.ieede.. |
With respect-to the ?resideef, I.believe he‘has‘
stated_his relationeﬁip to this issue in‘the statemeht‘of
May 22,‘1973,’but I, as I pointed oﬁt befofe,.aﬁ anxious‘..
for all the relevant facts to be put before the Commlttee.
Q" Have you asked the President to clear uo that
one garbled sentence that seeme to say he assumed that you
had asked for soﬁethlng, and that 1t was done?
A I have not made a formal:eqeest to the Preel“f'
dent to that effect, no. |
Q‘ Mrf_Secretary,doyoufeel'hanq;ceppede
under‘the'circuﬁstances,relatiVG te that questioe, in QOing
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at this time?
A i;am_confident that when all the facts are N

examined by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that

.~ their conclusions are likely to be the same* as they were last

year, since, after all, last year they had before them :

Justice Department and FBI summaries of the total evidence.

As faf'es I know, there is no substéntialiy'new infotmation,
but I may be wrong. |

| Q  Mr. Seeraary, doesﬁ‘t'the dispUﬁe‘that yeu hever
justeddressed yourself to at considerable‘length concerning
ﬁhe‘124 ﬁiseilee,‘and the fact that the President‘wili‘be
going to Moscow with the 1mpeachment cnallenge hanglnq over
him =-- doesn t that raise a strong llkellhOOQ thau‘anytnlng
agreed on the nuclear field in Moscow will likely be hlghly
contentious in the ﬁnited Statés; and, if S0, how do you |
-intehd to deal with this‘problem?" |

A The urgency of dealing witﬁ‘the nuclear preblem

is produced by the pace of technology Tlﬁe and agaln, in thc‘
nuclear period the pace of technologj has outstrloned the
capaCLty of man to deal with it.

Wlth respect to several aspects of the current

'nuclcar arms race,.there is a very deflnlte tlme nressure. '

-
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What we will do is to negotiate according to our best con-

ception of the national interest, It 1s clear that any
agreement that may be made will be ubject to a rather

contentious debate. This debate ig, in anyﬁevent,apparently

_ unavoiﬂable.‘ And we can only hope that it will be conducted

Wlth reallzatlon on both sides that it 1nv01ves fundamental

questlons of national surV1val and the future of humanlty,

that the good faith of the partlc1oants on either 51de 'is not

at issue. And on that basis, I think such a debate would
contribut to the national understanding..

Q Mr. Sécretéry,_two questionS‘on SALT. The first
oﬁe Céncerhs your réading 6f the memmvof‘understanding |

with Ambassador Dobrynin. If I heard your Foint Three rlcht,

you sald that a modern m15511e is qeflnmd as a mis sile on

a submarine of the type deployed on a nuclear—powered éﬁbw
marine commi551oned in the USSR since 1965. 1Ig that correct?
A That is éorrect. | |
0 Well, if that is so;‘thé nuélear—powered
submarine is not a Diesel submarine. |
A That is right.
Q Isn't it‘not so that if‘the Soviets chose
to develop a m13511e‘n0t comm1551oned 51nce 1965, not deployed

-

on elther the DELTA Class or the YANKEE class submarlne,
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but if they were willing to go to that‘exPehse,‘they.could
have added 70 modern missilés to the o0ld Diesel submarineé?

:A 'ﬁo, because it Waé also ﬁade_clear ghat if
a modern-missiié ig put on the G~Class submariné, that
then it will be counted ih the_totai of 950.

o But.tha£ is not clear by the definition of
these modéfn missile submafines. Because it says in.effect'
thét it iSﬁot commissioned sincé '65.  If they‘afe willing
to develop:é Variation,_they.cap'ﬁut 70 ﬁeﬁ oneé in, as long
as it‘is no£ the same as is already in there;;

A Well,‘in the context of‘éll the exchanges that
have taken piace, in‘the context of ail of our @ublic state-
ments(‘this is a sort of legalism that would be toﬁally re—

jected by thelUﬁited States. o

| \«First-of all, it is an absurdityto-assumethét
the Soviet union would develop a special missile for é‘
submarine_that is in.itself obéolescent.

~ Secondly, in the coﬁfext of all of the e#changes
that have taken plade, it is perfectly clear_that.if a modexrn

| missile is put on a G?Class-submarine;‘we will insist on.‘
counting it as part of fhe 950. And while perhaps‘thié
hairnéplitting interpreta£ion‘ié possible, it‘is,toﬁally

inconéistent with-khe ﬁegotiating fecoréawit';s.ﬁotally :
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1ncon51stent with all the exchanges that took plaee prev1ously.
It would be absolutely rejected by the Unlted Statesh

| Q: ‘ Mr. Secretary - | ”

A There is, mereover, ho eVidehce whatsoever tha£
any such missile is belng develoned and deployed by’the Sov1et‘-
'fiUnlon on any vehlcle, let alone on the thlass submarxne.

. “Q~ Mr. Secretary, as you go‘off to Moscow, does
the U.S. Govetnment_now have a unified position'regarding the
SALT neégotiation? | | - |

| kA “We do not heVe_before us a Soviet'preﬁosel which
reQuireé a formal American poeition We have a generai‘agree—
ment on the phllosophy of our approach. I do not doubt that

f we wanted to translate this phllosophy 1nto numbera, that
dlsagreements would emerge. ‘But this is not the‘issue we Nnow.
face. And, 1n any event; 1t‘1s ﬁhe respon51blllty of the
?re91dent, whlch I don't doubt he w1ll exerCLse, to resolve
disagreements if disagreements should still.exist‘ if‘we ever
do arrive at numbers; |

Q B is it‘likely that you wouldthen‘comeuo:eithf
some klnd of SALT agreement durlng the Summit meetlnc?‘

A" I do not expect that Qe will get a combleted
SALTiagreement at the Summlt,‘éut you can't exclude the |

- - a - N L

pOSSlblllty of substantial progreso.
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Q  Mr. Secretary, would you address yourself
to the underground threshold test ban probability, sir?

A We are, as has been publicly stated,
. - . : ~;“* : . .

discussing at this time the feasibility, not of a complete

'undefgroundtest ban,”but of an.undérground test ban aﬁ'a
"certéin threshoid. Thére‘are.d15cussiohs émong éxpeits
to determine the level at whlch such a threshold should be‘
| put the kinds of verlflcatlon that would be deSLrable..

and the time at which such a test ban Shouldﬂgo into

effeét,-allbf which will of course affect the strategic
calculations and positions of both sides.
We think that pfogress in ﬁhis fieidis éossiblé.
Q0 1 Mr. Secretary, would you explain wﬁy |

the President felt compelled, on the last day of the

:‘Summit to tell the Soviet leaders that we did not intend

to build up to the 710 level? I think you explained it 
by saying that it would become apparent anyway. Why
would it become apparent?

A Mr. Lisagor, let's be precise what the

‘ President‘said. The President said we would not trade

in the 54 TITANS for three submarines. The‘PreSidént'S"

statement did not in any way change the totals. ‘The U.S.
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totals were set at 1710, which at that time stood at 1054

land-based missiles. and 656 sea-based missiles. What the
- President said was that he had no plans. to convert‘the

.There was no

54 TITANS into submariné~ba5ed-missilésn
change in ﬁhe total numbefs. That is the‘first_thing.to.
keeé‘in mind. - |
~ Second . he did_this.because?it.would becbme'
~apparent Within a matter of weeks, as indeed it did |
become apparent in a matter of weeks, ﬁhéﬁ én impetus
would be given to a prog?am which wéstheﬁ ?alled.ULMS_-
- and is now cailed.TRIDENT; _And we did not waﬁt tb emerge .
from a SALT aqréement with_what might iook 1ikeuabig,
new program of strategic sﬁbmafinéé. And it wouid‘pecome
“apparentuto the Soviet Union very quickly; in-any.event,
what the.operational daté of these new submarines would
be. And_theréfore‘he pointed out that none Qf:these
TRIDENT boatswwouid becdme opérational during.the péfiod 
of the agreement,‘énd that therefore the‘conversion option
would almost ceitainlflnot be exercised. |
i might pdint out that I foreshadoﬁed this .+’
tﬁat I made this clear in ﬁy Qtatement before the 
CbngresSional group wheﬁ I said that none of‘tﬁesé boats
‘woula becomeopé}gtiOnal untilﬂafter 1957;'5An& it has
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been ?art'of évery Defense Departmentstatemént_since thén.
It was a gesture that was of no greatsignificaﬁce,
that leaders sometimesengage'inforthe;genéral‘atmDSQheré
of relatiéﬁshiﬁs. “‘ | | o Q;* | |
Q | Mr. Secretary, on that gesture that the -
President made, if the Inﬁertim Agreement were ex#aﬁdéﬁ;:;
- as has been suggested, either at this Summi t or sometime
in the near future, would the.Unitéd States be bound
by that sfatement of the Presidenﬁ's. |
And while I have the floor -- Defénse Minister \
Perés is here‘and there has beeﬁ talk‘from.Israel of
a request for $1.5kbilli0n‘a year in military aid for a
' multi~year arms‘program. boes ﬁhe United Stateshave.
én inténtion of giving'afms at that ﬁagniﬁude?
| A TFirst,
with reséect to the extenéibn‘of the Interim Agreement.-
If the Interim Agregment were extended; fhis statemeﬁﬁ
‘of.the United States'plans, which'is all.it was -— it
was not‘a commitment -- it was a statement of what the
United States planned to do identical to what we stated
in every defense budget hn‘it Waé not a world-shaking event.
‘That étaiement wo?ld obviously nét be necessérily binding;'

- ar _ ——

And how we would handle the extension of an Interim
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——

'n"Agreement vould depend entlrely on the terms that

other provlslons which would lead us to an exten510n of

~ the Interim Agreement o provide,? In any event, thls

: partlcular assurance was- an assurance w1th respect to
.\t

American plans as they then stood. It would not

necessarlly contlnue if there Were an extenSlon of the Interl"ﬂ

“”"Agreement.

With respect to the visit of'Defense‘Minister o

Peres}‘I heVe stated on oecasien 'before COHQKESSional'
coﬁmittees, that the Unlted States is prepared to
‘ discuss-a-longer—term arrangement. The v191t of the
Defeese Minister is designed to begln such a dlscuSSLQn.
It is net related te any partlcular 1evel

_‘Q | Mr. Secretary ——\ ‘

‘A e This gentlemen was iﬁﬁer?upted_before.

Q | Mr. Secretary, the People‘é‘Republic ef

China ‘is also a nuclear power. There have been reports

of late that the pace of normalization between the United

States and Peking has been slowing down. Would you
‘give your assessment of that? And also whether‘you
plan to visit there. Aand if so, if the nuclea: juestion

will-be discussed.
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A We do not‘believe that the pace of
;normalization is slowing déwn froﬁ the_géneral trend that
' hadbéeﬁ-establisﬁéd..'Obvibusly, in tﬁéfirst'yeér,whén
a fédicai change in ourrelaﬁionship_ocCBrred, it was more
dramafiC‘than i£ has‘been éince.- Eut I believe that both
sides'continue td be‘committed‘to'the_general course that
we have beén pursuiﬁg.

I havé no immediate plah‘to visiththe People'sl
 RePublic of China. But I have been Viéiting fhere about
once a year. So‘it cannot be_exciuded.' What I will

' discuss on a_visit‘that hés'hot yet been decided,i think

we should leave for aklittle later.

| o Mr. éecrétary,_are fhe Israeli raids

on the Palestinian éampé in Lebanon the kind of activity

fdr which ﬁhe ﬂnited States.promised diplomatic suppért,ﬁ.

or at leaéf non—interferénce?: Aﬁd have yoﬁ-urged

 restraint on the Israelis in‘connection with the raids?

And do you see them as poésibly:éndangéring the disenqagémént
"agreements?

A The United Stétes Statemeﬁt was related
to-the Syriah disengagement plan. ' And we make our

decision with resPeét;to what stands we will take in

L - _ .

each case.
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Q ‘Mr. Secretaiy, Mr. Brezhnev:has ﬁade some
encouraging statementé abéut the‘chancéé of MBFR. Can
you éayiénything about_the ﬁrosPéétsaﬁthé Moscow talks?
And secondly, can you sayanything_about.your'travél plans’
aftér‘Moscow and intheﬁollowingweeké?: |
B A | The statements éf the General Secretary
:have been of a véry'genefal_ﬁature. Right now, in the
MBFR discussidns inIVienna;- |
~ each side is putting befbré théother a rather full"
expésition of its poin£ of viéw._ The'issﬁes are extremely
complicated becéuse-of fhe differenf haﬁufes df‘the fdrée
sttuctﬁies on both'sides,'ana_becaUSé'of the numerical
superiority of the Warsaw ﬁact in the area thét‘is under
negotiaﬁion. | |
The So?iet Unidn.has not put‘before us any
_schéme other than the one_that is being;nééotiated in
‘.Vienna. Tﬁerefore we would have no basis fof making any
other decisions as of now than the decisions that are now  
being‘discusséd in Vienna.
‘If the Soviét leaders‘wxe to put before ﬁs a
different'prOposition'than the one that now exists in
Vienna, we would obviously have to discués it with our

NATO allies, since this is not a bilateral-negotiation.
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We'would_hopetthat they would.
0  Mr. Seoretary,earlier.this year,on
January ‘10, 1974, Secretary of Defenee'Schlesinger -
announced a decision whlch had been made to effect
_ e
certain changes‘in the American strategic nuclear trgetingu
doctrine to facilitate'flexibility.in'nuclear responses.
Was the Senate.Foreign Reletions Committee_consulted |
before this decision was made?
A:. I don't believe that it is”necesSary
for the Secretary of Defense to consult the Senate
- Foreign Relatlons Committee about American strateglc
doctrine.‘ However, I have had several‘se851one w1th‘_
the Senate Forelgn Relatlons Commlttee ebout the
relatlonshlp between Amerlcan strateglc doctrrne and
the conduct of foreign policy. And I plan,‘after my
return, to have e meeting with the Muskie Subcommittee
of the Senate Foreign Reletions Committee on the‘relationShip
between'American_strategic-dootrine and-tne.conduot‘of |
foreign policy. |
"".Q ~ . Mr. Secretary; in‘the context of your
oonflrmatlon nearlngs, there‘Were sort of'assurances‘
traded back and forth about prior consultatlon, and
it'seems like this matter is Something that would seriously

J- e Emrvatian voalabrinna
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A I believe that the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee has been fully consulted before

any major decrsmon in foreign policy has been taken, :

and I think has had fuller dlSCHSSlonS‘Xlth me on strategic
'doctrine than hae ever been the case. |

QH_‘_Mr. Seoretary,‘is tnereany-poesibility_‘
that the Cuban situation will appear in thej Summit
meeting in Moscow?' And second, please, aid you have any
talk w1th Mr. Rabasa 1n your 1ast meeting in Washington‘
about Cuba?u |

IA‘ , I‘see no poeeibility of Cuba arieing
‘at the Summit “and there is no pOSSlblllty of talking
to Foreign Minister‘Rabasa w1thout Cuba coming up.

| “(Laughter)_

Q Mr. Seoretarf,'l ﬁust want‘tonnin‘down —~“
do jou expect that there w1ll be an agreement announoeo
at the Summit on underground nuclear test1ng°l Seoondly,:‘
~what is the likelihood of a limited agreement on SALT
pertaining to‘limitations of MIRV.‘ And thirdly, as you
: know, the mood of Congress towards economic agreements R
ﬁitn'the”Souiet'ﬁnion is rather lukewarm, to say the
bast. There have been reports that the admlnistration ‘

has worked out w1th the Soviet Union a: ten -year trade
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agréement; Is this so?‘.And what elée can you tell us -
abou£ the trade packaéé?"

A 'Withnreépe;t'to the liﬁitéd‘underground .
test‘ban; it ié'difficult td prédict-what wi11 come
‘ o - \ : -k ‘
out of;the Summit__becausé-the experts'talks‘are‘still
going‘gh._  |

I think it is pbssible'that thefeicould beuan
“agreement in principle;.an& ah'égreément‘on‘some of the
ériteria that will be used in the follow-on negotiaﬁions,
and an agreement on dértain ievels like threSholds,

I say it is possible. ‘It is not CEftain;

The detailslof verification, éxbhénge of
infoxmation‘of geolégical data and so forth, would have..
to be wdrkéd out at a sﬁbsequéntmeetingt | |

With respect to SALT, in?March. whén I W?S

“there, the Soviet Union made a proposal‘which‘in concept

was worth looking at, though its numbers have not proVed_‘

acceptable to us.
Now, I think it is imperative that the -
strategic situation be fully reviewed by-Mr}"Brezhnev‘_

and the President. Whether on the basis of this review

they feel capable of giving detailed instructions to their”

o . E w - -
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rniegotiating teams, or whetherithey_will feel that furtherf
eXChanges are necessarﬁ before detailed instructions
can'beegiven'to their negotiating teams,canaet-be decidedk
uatil.thesetalks have taken‘plaee. | o

Was there a third part to yoar quest10n7
0 | On the‘ecoaomics ;_
A Oh ~; on the ecoaomic agreements. There

s a poss1b111ty of an economic agreement that dees

“not require the expenditure of public funds, but would
rather reflect an exchange of information and the

‘facilitating of economic_exchanges,ﬁndr therefere,Would

not require the appropriation of public funds.
Our problem is that we have to continue the

course which we Mdieve is in the interests of world

'peace, subject to the fullest consultatlon with Congress

and ﬂ‘ to engage in the fullest publlc debate.

But it dis not a trlvial matter whether, on the one hand,

the arms race.is-continued without restriction. with

all the justifications that that will entail; and secondly,

whether every positive incentive for restrained conduct

is eystematically closed off. And that cannot be
analyzed simply in terms of one or two situations,

but in terms of the ability and'willingness of the United
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States and our allies to sustain it §§er_thedecade_-
or soO of.confrontations which suCh‘a‘courée-would
entail. .

So as a feéponsible admiﬁistxafion.—~ as
: , ‘ o .t \
themadministration responsible for the conduct_of
fforéign pbiiCy, we m#st.continueon_our best judgment
which we will put fully before the committees of
Congreés. I undérstand thét the Senate Foxeign Relations
. Committee is starting at £he end‘of July.a full set of
pﬁblic hearings on the direétion of East~West_relatiané,'
a course of édtion'whidh I étrongly support. .Andwe
Will‘put the basic direction of our poliéy befbre ﬁhe
pubiic for_full discussion.

| Q Mr.kSecretary -

A Mr. Toth.

- Q Mr. Secretary, “as:@r as thé‘partiai‘
underground test ban is Concerned, wha£ Will be the
practical‘consequences of iﬁ. in term$ of thetechnologidalj

advances we have been talking of -=- what kind of |
testing would it preclude, injferms of‘MIRv;lfof
example? | | |
A . What it WOula préclﬁde is the‘teéting;‘

of higher-yield weapons. And it would‘probably
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‘not éfféct the currenﬁ generation‘of MiRV's;‘but it would
\affeC£ the neit generation.of MIRV'S-.And iﬁ wdﬁld‘make_
moré diffiéglt thé combinati6£ of improved accuracies-
and 1érger‘§ieids which'maylagainbringwabout a situation
in_which'a premium will be put on‘a'first strike} _Aﬁd I"
'ﬁant to emphaéize ﬁhat maﬁy of}the.pfopoéalé‘that‘are |
being ﬁade tollmprove the strateglc capablllty-— improve'
flrstwstrlke capabllltles_j and do not lmprove tna o
vulnerability of the Weapons.concerned;F'ahdiiF;haS always
‘been‘understobd that the greéteéﬁ danger to sﬁability‘is a-
_growihg_gap between first- and sécond—striﬁé capabilities.‘
So this would ﬁave a somewhat inhibiting effect on
larger yielas in the ne#t generation of_iMIKV'SJ

0 éMr.‘Sédretary - |

A | You go right ahead.

Q . Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what‘the

present Soviet position is on Jewish emigration ?

A The question of Jewish‘emigratidn‘is é
very délicate and sensitive Subjécf in.which We‘have
taken tﬁe‘positioﬁ that we Would‘pufsué dﬁr dialogue“
1n a way that,ln our‘judgmeﬁt,ls most likely to brlné

SRR -~

‘about the result w1thout putting 1t1nto a pre01se legal
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form. . I have‘obviduslj been in discussion with Soviet
ieaders on that subject. And i'have also discussed it
at‘éonéidérable length with Senators Jackéon, Javits-
‘and Ribicoff.' I beliévé‘thaﬁ to publiéﬁ_theresults of
.these discussions would defeat the purpdsé Wé ére trying
£6 achiéVe . Therefore,:lﬁy reluctance td‘diséuss‘it
‘éublicly is hot a prbclivity'for sedret negétiatidns .
- but é desire‘to bring aboﬁt a.resultin wﬁich I think there
is né disagreément bétween the_senétors-and ogﬁselves,
 Q _.Mf. Secretary, could fou tell ué Whét
is the range of thréshold that_is now under cOnsidération
b? thh.siaes‘—~ thié is for a partial underground ﬁesﬁ
ban pacﬁ. | . | |
A I can't discuss that, because that is
still éubject to negbﬁiation. But obviously the threshold
has to be sufficiently low so thaﬁ with.exPected
unéertainti@s‘of.verificatidn it doesn't turn simply_intb'
a cosmetic exercise. 1f the threshold is put at a very |
high.leVel,and sincé the uncertainties are‘apercentage
ofthe 1evel,.then_the basic’objectiveof preventipg
”the fﬁr£hér elaboratiOn of‘high—yiéld weapons caﬁnot .

be achieved.
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Q Mr. Secretary, during your serles of
visits in Western Eur0pe after the Summit, W1ll jou be
‘discussing the’ pOSSLblllty of another trip to Europe by :
‘the President this year? | | | H
A That is not on the agend;. ' The basic.
' purpose‘is ,  first,to brlef our allies on the results
of the. Summ{tj Sécondly “to discuss w1th our Allies the
next phase of North Atlantic pollcy in the llght of the
‘North Atlantlc Declaratlon and in the llght of the changes‘
of government that have occurred in the governments of
so many of our Ailiag, Io-other words,'it'is part of
- our continuiné attemptl 'd'_d_‘wf to define the?purposes'
of the North Atlantic Alliance. |
| Q . Mr,.Secretary, bearing‘in mind what
happened in 1nd1a, what new glmmlck can the Unlted
States have to really assure that the Egyptlan‘reactor
will.not'eventually help Egypt produce a bomb( and haS‘
: the7United States not opened now the door for another
nuclear ‘power to give a nuclear reactor to some other
Arab countrles without the guarantees that you Wlll be
asking? | |
A ‘: First, the nuclear aqreement chat ie being‘_
made with Egyptis'alsocbeingmadeﬂwith Israel{‘ Secondly .,
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the diversion‘of‘material in India‘occufredfin'a readtor
',‘that did not have even the IAEA saféguards. Thirdly,

- we péopose t; negotiaté with respegt to‘bgth of thé réacfors_
‘that are‘being sold additional safegu&é@s with respecf
to.the storing and disposition of the end product'of‘these
reactoré £hat webelie&e are subétantiaily foolproof.
Fourth, the discussion has tended‘to be in £e£ms Qf
whetheruthe Unitéd States openéd‘the door’to the spread
of nuclear ﬁechnology ih thé MiddleEasé. ‘There-is no
reason to'suppose that other cbﬁntries,‘and not only
those:of Eastern Europe, would have-beén quite érepared
to engage in nuciear discussions.dn‘ pgacéful‘eneﬁgy.:
'with Egypt, or perhaps.even oﬁher countries of.tﬁg Midalé
East. And finally,.our decision mﬁst be seen not only
‘in the context of- the particulaf techno;ogy, 5ut'in£erms o
of the six—~ to eight-year period of constrﬁction that
woula'be_involved, énd the incentives that i£ wouid
provide, at ieast duﬁing‘that éériod;'for moderate
behavior and constructive action; |

0 Mr, Secretary_-—_
A Over here.
0 Mr. Secretary, anotﬁer‘quésﬁion oﬁ éhe‘SALT .

— . caw - - - -
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_ Since they did come at a‘particularly
delicate political time, it is important to tie it down.

You say'that Point 3 of the égreement that you

‘ réached with Soviet Ambassador Dobryniﬁtthat‘could'

be interpreted to give the Soviets an additional 70
modern launchers was a mere legalism.

Did the Soviets consider it a mere legalism?

Was their iﬁterpretation‘the séme‘as yours? .And

did members of the U.S. delegation also consider it a mere

legalism, not subject to Soviet interpretation? And

finally, was this matter all settled at the time that you o

reached this interpretative agreement with Ambassador

Dobrynin?

A I will have to 1look. at this third point

~ agaih-=- to look at this particular‘super—legalzint&rpretation.

And I really would wonder whether it can be in the United

 States' interest to find legalistic loopholes for the

Soviet Union that have never been raised .in any

discussion, that from the context of all previous
exchanges could not possibly have been the United States'

intention, and which would be totally rejected by us

~were the Soviet Union ever to raise such an issue.

e Co . L . -— -
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The only purpose of our discussions with the

‘Soviet Union on this'problem‘was to tie down the

underStandihg achieved in MoScow, made public'in Moscow -
the night of the agreement, distributed.to.our‘bureaucracy ‘

ork ' .

‘on June lS,_discussed‘in the Verification Panel, and‘repeateﬁ

in every exchange with the Soviet Union.
The only purpbse of it was that they could not

trade in the G Class missiles for modern submariné—launched

missiles.; =~ '~ =~ in other words, to make

sure that they would retire ICBMs.

If the Soviet Union were to develop an entirely
new missile, not seen on any existing submarine, and

put them on diesel-powered submarines, this would be such

a gross violation of every previous exchange we have had

with them, such a total lack of good faith, that they
could not hide behind a super-clever interpretation of a -

clause that was intended oniy'to tie them to a previous

one. And T may Say never has the Soviet Union made such .

a suggéstion. And it would be absurd for the‘Soviét 
Unidn.to’devélop a missile for a‘submarine that is:iﬁ
itself obsolescent . B “‘;mm;  ‘ aFirst of all,

there are only 60, not‘70 missiles. That is another

inaccuracy that I didn't want to get.into. ..But for the
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Soviet Union t6 go through the ehormous expense‘of
developing'ﬁo special‘ﬁissiles, when they already possess
'2400;long—rahge missiles,‘is so absurd a proposition
thaf I mast say that it had_never occurxed to,us.“And
thié\pa;tiéular clause iﬂ_the intErpreéi;e‘stateﬁent; ‘
‘even if a lawyer.could find that it could be interpréted
that way, would bé‘tétally rejected.by the U.S. Government.
Noxr has it‘ever been raised by the Soviet Union. Nor,
&m I‘confident; will‘it ever be raiéed by the‘Soviet-
Union. | |

- Q Thank you very much, Mr. Sécretary.
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